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PREFACE 

The Foreign Relations volumes have been compiled on an annual 
basis since the publication of diplomatic correspondence which ac- 
companied President Lincoln’s first annual message to Congress (De- 
cember 38, 1861). Originally entitled Papers Relating to Foreign Af- 
fairs Accompanying the Annual Message of the President, the name 
of this series was changed in 1870 to Papers Relating to the Foreign 
Relations of the United States, and in 1947 to the present title. 

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

The principles which guide the compilation and editing of Foreign 

Relations are stated in Department of State Regulation 045 of May 

27, 1949, a revision of the order approved on March 26, 1925, by Mr. 
Frank B. Kellogg, then Secretary of State. The text of the current 
regulation is printed below: 

045 Documentary Recorp or Unrtep States Forricn Reiations 

045.1 Scope of Documentation © 
The publication, Poreign Relations of the United States consti- 

tutes the official public record of United States foreign policy. These 
volumes include all papers relating to major policies and decisions 
of the Department in the matter of foreign relations, together with 
appropriate materials concerning the events and facts which con- 
tributed to the formulation of such decisions and policies. 

045.2 Editorial Preparation 
The basic documentary record of American foreign policy in For- 

eign Relations of the United States shall be edited by RE Docu- 
mentation shall be substantially complete as regards the files of the 
Department. However, certain omissions of documents or parts of 
documents are permissible: 

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

6. To condense the record and avoid repetition of needless details. 
c. To preserve the confidence reposed in the Department by other 

governments and by individuals, 

1 Division of Historical Policy Research. 
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IV PREFACE 

d. To avoid needless offense to other nationalities or individuals. 
e. To eliminate personal opinions presented in despatches and 

not acted upon by the Department. To this there is one quali- 
fication—in connection with major decisions it is desirable, 
where possible, to show the alternatives presented to the De- 
partment when the decision was made. 

_ No deletions shall be made without clearly indicating the place in 
the text where the deletion occurs. __ - | 

045.8 Clearance | 
RE shall obtain the following clearances of material for publication 

in Foreign Relations of the United States: , 

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

6b. Refer to the appropriate foreign governments requests for 
permission to print certain documents originating with them 
which it is desired to publish as part of the diplomatic cor- 
respondence of the United States. Without such permission 
the documents in question will not be used. 

The responsibilities of the Division of Historical Policy Research 
for the preparation of the Foreign Relations volumes are entrusted, 
under the general supervision of the Chief of the Division, G. Bernard 
Noble, to the Foreign Relations Branch of that Division. The re- 
search staff of that Branch is at present organized as follows: As- 
sistant Chief of Division, in charge of Foreign Relations Branch 
(Editor of Foreign Relations), BE. R. Perkins; Assistant Chief of 
Branch, Gustave A. Nuermberger; Specialist on the Soviet Union, 
Rogers P. Churchill; General Section, Matilda F. Axton, Shirley L. 
Landau; British Commonwealth and Europe Section, Newton O. Sap- 
pington, Kieran J. Carroll; Near East and Africa Section, Francis C. 
Prescott; Far East Section, John G. Reid, Louis E. Gates, Edwin S. 
Costrell; American Republics Section, Victor J. Farrar, Richard P. 
McCornack. 

The Division of Publications is responsible with respect to Foreign 
Relations for the proofreading and editing of copy, the preparation 
of lists of papers and indexes, and the distribution of printed copies. 
Under the general direction of the Chief of the Division, Robert L. 
Thompson, the editorial functions mentioned above are performed 
by the Foreign Relations Editing Branch in charge of Elizabeth A. 
Vary... 

In the selection of papers the editors have attempted, in keeping 
with their directive, to give a substantially complete record of Ameri- 
can foreign policy as contained in the files of the Department of State, 
together with as much background material as possible, while keeping 
the volumes within reasonable limits with respect to size and number. 
In the preparation of Foreign Relations for the decade preceding
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World War II special attention is given to the inclusion of documents 
of significance with respect to the origins of that conflict. 

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

The increased correspondence in the Department files was reflected 
in an increase in the number of annual volumes from three to five be- 
ginning with those for the year 1932. At the same time the arrange- 
ment of country sections was changed from an alphabetical order 
to area groupings. For 1934 the arrangement of volumes is as follows: 
Volume I, General, British Commonwealth; Volume ITI, Europe, the 
Near East and Africa; Volume III, The Far East; Volumes IV and 
V, The American Republics. 

The basic research and selection of papers for the 1934 volumes 
was done, under the direction of the Editor of Foreign Relations, by 
Miss Axton, Messrs. Churchill, Farrar, Nuermberger, Reid, and Sap- 
pington of the present staff and Henry P. Beers, George V. Blue, 
Howard L. Briggs, Oscar S. Dooley, Morrison B. Giffen, W. Grafton 
Nealley, Lena C. Regan, and the late Karl R. Samras, former staff 
members. : 

EK. R. Perkins 

Editor of Foreign Relations 
May 15, 1951.
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| LIST OF PAPERS 
(Unless otherwise specified, the correspondence is from or to officials in the Department of State.) 

GENERAL 

THE CONFERENCE FOR THE REDUCTION AND LIMITATION 
OF ARMAMENTS, GENEVA: 1934 PHASE 

I, PARALLEL AND BILATERAL NeGoriatTions, JANUARY 1—May 12, 1934 

Date and Subject Page 

1934 
Jan. 2 | From the Chargé in Great Britain 1 

(407) Comments concerning probable attitude which the British 
Government will assume with respect to disarmament policy 
and German rearmament question at Cabinet meeting 
scheduled for January 10. 

Jan. 4 | To the Ambassador in France (tel.) 4 
(7) Instructions to ascertain from Massigli, French delegate to 

the General Disarmament Conference, the latest situation 
with respect to convening the Bureau and the subject matter 
to be discussed; information that the American delegates 
(Norman Davis and Hugh Wilson) would find it inconvenient 
to arrive in Geneva before approximately January 27, 

Jan. 5 | From the Chargé in Great Britain (tel.) 4 
(5) Information from Anthony Eden, British delegate, that a 

Council meeting will be held on January 15 at which time 
Arthur Henderson, President of the Conference, will consider 
the date for summoning the Bureau. Advice that Eden is 
optimistic over conciliatory nature of French aide-mémoire 
delivered to Hitler January 1. 

Jan. 5 | From the Adviser to the American Delegation to the General Dis- 5 
(806) armament Conference (tel.) 

Conversation with Avenol, Secretary-General of League of 
Nations, and Aghnides, Director of League Disarmament 
Section, with a view to ascertaining local opinions in regard 
‘to the next meetings of the Bureau or the General Commission. 

Jan. 12 | From the Chargé in Great Britain (tel.) 6 
(9) Views of Foreign Minister, Sir John Simon, concerning 

probable date for Bureau meeting and German position in 
Franco-German conversations. 

xI



XII LIST OF PAPERS 

DISARMAMENT CONFERENCE 

I. PARALLEL AND BILATERAL NEGOTIATIONS—Continued 

Date and Subject | Page 

1934 
Jan. 22 | From the Adviser to the American Delegation to the General Dis- 7 

(811) armament Conference (tel.) 
Information that discussion at the Council meeting was 

limited almost entirely to the question of convocation of the 
Bureau; understanding that at the meeting of the officers at 
London on February 13, the Bureau will be convoked at once 
if there seems to be no likelihood of success of the Franco- 
German negotiations, but if negotiations appear hopeful, con- 
vocation of the Bureau will be postponed. 

Jan. 23 | From the Ambassador in France (tel.) 9 
(48) Advice that a copy of the German reply to the French 

memorandum of January 1 has been obtained; Foreign Office 
opinion that it does not offer any basis for agreement. 

Jan. 23 | From the Ambassador in France 9 
(567) | Transmittal of text of the German reply to the French 

memorandum; comments concerning French attitude. 

Jan. 26 | From the Chargé in Great Britain (tel.) 11 
(17) Discussion with Henderson and Eden of proposed British 

reply to a German memorandum of January 19; opinion that 
United States should take no part in its preparation. 

Jan. 29 | From the Chargé in Great Britain (tel.) 13 
(21) Information concerning content of British reply to German 

note. 

Jan. 29 | From the Chargé in Great Britain (tel.) 15 
(23) Informal conversation with Prime Minister MacDonald 

during which he referred to the British reply to the German 
note which he had discussed with the French on January 27, 
the date of resignation of the Chautemps ministry. 

Feb. 1 | Memorandum by the Chargé in Great Britain 16 
Conversation with Sir Robert Vansittart, Permanent Under 

Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, concerning developments 
in connection with the British memorandum to Germany. 

Feb. 5 | Memorandum by the Secretary of State 18 
British Ambassador’s inquiry as to U.S. attitude regarding 

the British memorandum and the Secretary’s reply that the 
U. 8. Government would not become involved politically in 
the proposal outlined. 

Feb. 9 | From the American Delegate to the Disarmament Conference (tel.) 18 
(814) British consideration of a plan for a meeting between 

Germany and a number of Bureau representatives in a place 
other than Geneva in an effort to achieve some measure of 
accord before a formal meeting of any body of the Conference. 

Feb. 13 | From the British Ambassador 19 
(52) Transmittal of text of British memorandum on disarmament, 

dated January 29.



LIST OF PAPERS XII 

DISARMAMENT CONFERENCE 

J, PARALLEL AND. BILATERAL NeGotraTions—Continued 

Date and Subject Page 

1934 
Feb. 17 | From the Ambassador in Germany (éel.) . 20 

(38) Foreign Office view that French aide-mémoire to Germany 
dated February 14 constitutes no advance whatever in 
Franco-German armament negotiations; advice that no reply 
will be made until after Eden’s visit to Germany on February 19. | 

Feb. 17 | From the American Delegate (tel.) | 20 
(817) Observations of Avenol and Aghnides, who have just 

returned to Geneva, concerning the unstable European 
situation; Avenol’s account of French and British conviction 
that Germany is rearming, and his opinion that the French : 
Government is sympathetic with Italian memorandum based 
on status quo “‘limitation’’ rather than reduction. © 

Feb. 17 | From the American Delegate (tel.) | | 21 
(818) Opinion that little hope is left for obtaining a treaty based 

on reduction but that if the U: 8. Government still wishes to 
make an effort for one, the present is the time for action 
before the situation crystallizes on an accord for status quo 
limitation. | , : 

Feb. 19 | To the British Embassy 22 
U. 8S. views in reply to the British memorandum on dis- 

armament, expressing accord with principles of British 
suggestions but with reservations on a few technical points. 

Feb. 20 | Jo the American Delegate (tel.) 23 
(402) Department’s opinion that the most effective way to further 

efforts toward treaty for reduction of armaments would. be to | 
give general U. S. approval of the British memorandum, as 
indicated by the U.S. aide-mémoire of February 19. | 

Feb. 20 | To the Chargé in Great Britain (tel.) 24 
(52) Instructions to arrange an opportunity for an exchange of 

views between the Prime Minister and Norman Davis who 
will pass through London soon on his way to Stockholm on 
other matters. 

Feb. 20 Memorandum by the Chief of the Division of Western European 25 
ffairs 

» italian Ambassador’s submission of text of recent Mussolini 
disarmament proposals; Norman Davis’ comment that 
Italian proposals are a negation of the disarmament idea, and 
that United States intends to support the British proposals. 

Feb. 22 | From the American Delegate (tel.) 26 
(819) Suggestion that Germany be apprised of the content of 

U. S. memorandum of February 19 to the British Embassy, 
in view of ultimate effect that German attitude may have on | . 
reduction discussions. 

Feb. 23 | From the Ambassador in Germany (tel.) 26 
(42) Advice of favorable German attitude toward the British 

plan; Eden’s expectation of success in Rome but difficulty 
in Paris. : 

Feb. 26 | From the Ambassador in Germany (tel.) | 26 
(44) Supplementary information concerning German position 

on the British proposal.



XIV LIST OF PAPERS 

DISARMAMENT CONFERENCE 

I, PARALLEL AND BILATERAL NEGOTIATIONS—Continued 

Dateand Subject Page 

1934 
Mar. 1 | From the Ambassador in Italy (tel.) 27 

(36) Italian willingness to accept the British plan provided exact 
definitions of certain terms are forthcoming. 

Mar. 7 | From the Ambassador in Germany (tel.) 28 
(50) Conversation with Hitler, who expressed approval of U. 8. 

comments on British memorandum but maintained silence 
when asked whether he would consent to an international 
conference. 

Mar. 12| From the Ambassador in Belgium 28 
(146) Discussion with the Foreign Minister of the Prime Minister’s 

speech of March 6 concerning Belgian attitude toward Ger- 
man rearmament. 

Mar. 14| From the Chargé in Germany (tel.) | 32 
(52) Résumé of significant points of German aide-mémoire in re- 

ply to French note of February 14, setting forth German at- 
tempt to allay certain French misapprehensions and approving 
Italian and British proposals as tending to facilitate the 
solution. 

Mar. 19} Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State 33 
Conversation with the French Ambassador concerning 

French reply to British memorandum on disarmament and the 
European situation in general. 

Mar. 23| From the American Delegate (éel.) 34 
(822) Information that the French reply to British memorandum, 

which will be made public shortly, expresses desire to termi- 
nate the Disarmament Conference by a meeting of the General 
Commission and thereby pave the way for proposals toward a 
“status quo limitation treaty” in which the French would be 
willing to participate. 

Mar. 28} TJ'o the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 34 
(117) For Norman Davis (Chairman of American delegation): 

Request for analysis of present and probable future develop- 
ments and suggestions as to best U. 8. course of procedure in 
view of present disarmament situation. 

Mar. 31| From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) | 35 
(143) From Davis: Opinion as to the advisability of reiterating 

the importance of a real disarmament agreement and U. S. 
_ willingness to cooperate fully in efforts toward general reduc- 
tion and limitation of armaments provided the matter is to be 
treated as a world problem and not as a purely European one. 

Apr. 2 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 37 
(180) For Davis: Comments on ideas set forth in telegram No. 

148, March 31 (supra).: 

Apr. 3 | From the American Delegate (tel.) 38 
(824) Information on favorable Franco-British negotiations to 

strengthen the guarantees of execution; opinion that the 
French will endeavor to prevent action of the Conference from 
interfering with such negotiations.



LIST OF PAPERS xV 

DISARMAMENT CONFERENCE 

I. PARALLEL AND BILATERAL NeGotTrations—Continued 

Date and Subject Page 

1934 . 
Apr. 5 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 39 
(153) From Davis: Observations as to advisability of attendance 

at Bureau meeting on April 10, and opinion that meeting of the 
General Commission would offer a better opportunity for re- 
statement of U. S. position; proposed draft statement (text 
printed) to be made should a treaty of limited scope be con- 
templated. 

Apr. 6 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 41 
(154) From Davis: Advice that Henderson and Aghnides have no 

definite information as to who will attend the Bureau meeting 
and what is likely to transpire; request for opinion as to advis- 
ability of Davis’ own attendance. 

Apr. 6 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) | 42 
(155) From Davis: Conversation with Sir John Simon and An- 

thony Eden concerning position likely to be taken by British 
upon receipt of French reply to last British note, dated March 
28;'British desire for statement of U. 8. position inasmuch as 
any British action would be made conditional upon U. 8. 
attitude. 

Apr. 6 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (éel.) 44 
(138) For Davis: Opinion that it would be advisable for Wilson to 

attend the Bureau meeting and for Davis to return to Washing- 
ton for consultation prior to the meeting of the General 
Commission. 

Apr. 7 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 45 
(156) From Norman Davis: Concurrence in Department’s view 

and request for approval of proposed explanation to the press 
concerning reason for nonattendance at Bureau meeting. 

Apr. 7 | To the Ambassador in Great Britqin (éel.) 45 
(142) Approval of suggested press statement. 

Apr. 10 | From the American Delegate (tel.) 45 
(826) Report of the meeting of the Bureau at which various speak- 

ers reiterated their Governments’ desire for the prompt conclu- 
sion of an agreement containing real disarmament, the most 
important of which was Eden’s declaration. 

Apr. 11 | To the American Delegate (éel.) 46 
(408) Advice of Department’s statement at press conference con- 

cerning Wilson’s attendance at Bureau meeting. 

Apr. 12 | From the American Delegate (tel.) 46 
(830) Further information as to British disarmament proposal, 

especially with respect to guarantees of execution and possible 
U.S. commitments. 

Apr. 15 | From the American Delegate (tel.) 48 
(832) Information that after some months the idea of reduction 

has again been raised; opinion that opportunity now exists to 
use U. 8. influence in favor of reduction by marking U. S. 
preference for the maintenance of the present basis of the 
Conference.
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Apr. 19 | Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State 51 

Receipt of copy of French reply to the British note of March 
28 on disarmament. 

Apr. 19 | From the American Delegate (tel.) 51 
(833) Opinion that it might be advisable to postpone any de- 

cision on suggestions set forth in telegram No. 832, April 15, 
until effect of most recent French note to Great Britain can be 
ascertained. 

Apr. 19 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 51 
(181) Information that tone of French reply came as a complete 

surprise to the British Government; Foreign Office concur- 
rence in Henderson’s desire to postpone Bureau meeting for a 
week. 

Apr. 20 | From the Ambassador in France (tel.) 52 
(308) Advice that conversations between Embassy officials and 

the French Government confirm the fact that the French note 
on disarmament marks a fundamental change in French policy; 
explanation of French position demanding a complete break 
in negotiations and rejecting the British plan as basis for agree- 
ment. 

Apr. 20 | From the Ambassador in Italy (tel.) 54 
(78) Italian anxiety over French note to Great Britain and opin- 

ion that Geneva meeting is foredoomed to failure; consideration 
of possibility of a four-power meeting in Rome or London, 
following Geneva meeting, as a last measure to secure some 
kind of an armament agreement. 

Apr. 20 | Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State 55 
| Conversation with the German Ambassador concerning Ger- 

man reaction to French reply and the Ambassador’s offer to 
submit figures with regard to the German budget for military 
purposes. 

Apr. 21 | From the German Ambassador 56 
Transmittal of budget plan of the Reich for 1934-85 (text 

printed). 

Apr. 23 | From the American Delegate (tel.) 58 
(834) Communication from Henderson, President of the Confer- 

ence, to members of the Bureau (text printed), with respect to 
postponement of the Bureau meeting until May 29, the same 
day on which the General Commission is scheduled to meet. 

Apr. 25 | To the American Delegate (tel.) 58 
(411) Instructions to address a communication to Henderson in- 

forming him of U. S. concurrence in the proposed change in 
dates. | 

May 1 | Memorandum by the Chief of the Division of Western European 59 
Affairs 

'! Exchange of views with the Italian Ambassador concerning 
the disarmament negotiations.
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May 2 | From the American Delegate (tel.) 60 
(835) Information that Henderson desires to go to Paris to dis- 

cuss disarmament in his capacity as rapporteur for security 
questions, and that the French have consented. 

May 2 | From the Ambassador in Italy (tel.) 61 
(84) Conversation with Under Secretary of State for Foreign 

Affairs Suvich, who reiterated views reported in telegram No. 
78, April 20. 

May 8 | Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State to the Chief of the 61 
Division of Western European Affairs 

President’s desire that Davis return to Geneva for the as- 
sembling of the Disarmament Conference on May 29 and that 
he present an expression of the U. 8. Government’s views. 

May 9 | Memorandum by the Chief of the Division of Western European 62 
Affairs 

Telephone conversation with Davis, who was informed of the 
President’s desire to confer with him concerning German re- 
armament before his departure for Geneva. 

May 12 | From the American Delegate (tel.) 62 
(836) Report of Henderson’s interview with the French Foreign 

Minister, who stated that the French note of April 17 repre- 
sented exactly the present French position but insisted that 

| the note left the door open. 

II. MEETING OF THE BUREAU AND GENERAL Commission, May 16—JuNngE 12, 1934 

1934 
May 16 | From the American Delegate to the General Disarmament Con- 63 
(838) ference (tel.) 

Advice that definite estimate as to what will take place in 
the General Commission on May 29 is still premature. Sec- 
retary-General Avenol’s desire to advance proposal for return- 
ing the disarmament question to the Council; opposition of 
Henderson and Aghnides. 

May 17 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 65 
(259) For the Secretary and Davis: Opinion that the Conference 

is doomed; also that a strong part of British officialdom is not 
prepared for any discussions with the United States as yet. 

May 18 | From the American Delegate (tel.) 67 
(839) Account of arrival in Geneva of Litvinov, Chairman of the 

Soviet delegation, who is apparently willing to discuss security 
matters from a European as well as a universal point of view, 
a factor to which the French attach great importance. 

May 238 | To the American Delegate (tel.) 67 
(414) Request for report and recommendations concerning the 

work of the Committee for the Regulation of the Trade in 
and the Private and State Manufacture of Arms and Imple- 
ments of War. 

791113—-51———2
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May 24 | From the American Delegate (tel.) 68 

(840) Information in reply to Department’s telegram No. 414, 
May 23; inquiry as to U. 8. attitude toward a separate con- 
vention on the regulation of manufacture and trade in arms 
in the event that no general convention is realizable. 

May 24 | To the American Delegate (tel.) 69 
(415) Advice that the U. 8. Government would be prepared 

to enter into a separate convention under certain conditions. 

May 24 | To the Ambassador in France (tel.) 69 
(204) For Davis: Instructions to consider, after consultation with 

Wilson, an elaboration of proposed speech with respect to para- 
graph on traffic in arms, and to inform Department of revised 
text. 

May 25 | Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State 70 
Substance of a conversation between M. Francqui, a Belgian 

special representative, and President Roosevelt, during which 
the President advanced his position with respect to disarma- 
ment, including sanctions against Germany in the event of its 
nonparticipation. 

(Footnote: Information that no further record of this pro- 
posal by the President for the use of sanctions has been found 
in Department files.) 

May 26 | From the Ambassador in France (tel.) 71 
(392) From Davis: Conversation with Barthou, chairman of the 

French delegation, who reiterated the French position as out- 
lined in French note of April 17. 

May 27 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 73 
(842) Views concerning three possible methods of dealing with the 

traffic in arms question, and request for views of the President, 
the Army, and the Navy. 

May 28 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 74 
(846) Report'of meeting of Bureau, at which Henderson expressed 

hope for the Bureau’s recommendation that the General Com- 
mission continue its efforts to arrive at a disarmament conven- 
tion. 

May 28 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 75 
(417) President’s approval of first method advanced by Davis in 

telegram No. 842, May 27 (national regulation of production 
and control of exports), provided that an international system 
of inspection is organized to supervise the operation of the 
plan. 

May 29 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 76 
(849) Observations concerning the European situation in view of 

the fact of German rearmament; comments as to possible 
attitudes which the various Governments will assume in the 
General Commission. 

May 29 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 77 
(850) For the President and the Secretary: Request for confirma- 

tion of understanding as to U. 8. position to be taken, and_main- 
tained in the General Commission. |. 44
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May 29 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 78 

(852) Résumé of meeting of the General Commission at which 
Davis’ speech was well received; Litvinov’s declaration of 
Soviet policy. 

May 29 | Press Release Issued by the Department of State 79 
Text of statement by Davis at the General Commission. 

May 30 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 83 
(418) Concurrence in views of Davis as to the essential purpose 

of his efforts at Geneva; request for clarification, however, as 
to certain details envisaged in pursuing the prescribed course 
of action. 

May 30 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 83 
(853) Opinion that the crux of the situation lies in the fact that a 

decision has to be made as to whether there shall be unlimited 
German rearmament without a treaty or a legalization of a 
limited rearmament with control under a treaty. 

May 30 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 84 
(854) Advice that Simon’s primary concern in his speech at the 

General Commission was with the basic problem of reconcil- 
ing French and German divergences; Barthou’s reply, at- 
tacking Simon’s definition of the French position. | 

May 31 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 86 
(856) Henderson’s decision to call off any further speeches in the 

General Commission in view of the embarrassing situation 
created by Barthou’s speech; his intention to propose an 
adjournment with the understanding that he, as President of 
the Conference, would visit Berlin and other capitals and try 
to get an agreed basis for proceeding with the Conference. 

May 31 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 86 
(857) Explanation of factors involved in British-French rift; 

opinion that it would be advisable to maintain impartiality 
and not jeopardize position as a possible conciliator between 
the two. 

May 31 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 87 
(858) Information concerning French desire to keep the Conference 

going, although a recess might be necessary, and apparent 
wish to close the rift with the British before the recess; com- 
ments as to French plans to complete their ‘“Eastern Locarno”’ 
agreements which would give the French people a feeling of 
confidence where Germany is concerned. 

June 1 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 88 
(859) Advice that work is going forward on a plan for the appli- 

cation of a regime of international inspection in connection 
with the national control of traffic in arms to be incorporated 
either in a general disarmament treaty or in a separate treaty; 
request for Department’s views. | 

June 1 | From the Ambassador in Italy 88 
(561) Report on the political situation in various. European 

countries as viewed by the Italian Government.
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June 2 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 94 

(862) Report of reconciliation between Simon and Barthou; 
disinclination of the British, however, to wait indefinitely for 
France to complete her so-called Eastern Locarno before 
cooperating on the disarmament question. 

June 2 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 95 
(866) Report of a possible plan to reconcile the differences between 

the French, British, and German points of view, in order to 
resume negotiations under the auspices of the Conference; 
request for instructions as to the position to be taken by Amer- 
ican delegates concerning the question at the forthcoming 
Bureau meeting. 

June 3 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 97 
(421) Advice that U.S. policy should be to encourage the Germans 

to return to the Conference and the French to meet them half 
way. 

June 4 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) . 98 
(868) Report of wide divergences in the General Commission 

which have brought the Conference to a grave crisis; intention 
to offer a compromise resolution at the Bureau meeting, June 
5, in an open effort to save the Conference. 

June 4 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 99 
(869) Henderson’s statement at the Bureau that the time has come 

to deal with the main political differences and to reconcile 
the divergences between the four great powers in order to 
secure the return of Germany to the Conference and the 
League; postponement of discussion of the problem until 
June 5, however,in view of widening breach which ensued 
during discussions following the statement. 

June 4 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 100 
(870) Text of resolution proposed by Davis concerning recon- 

ciliation of differences between the French, Italians, British, 
and Germans. 

June 5 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 101 
(871) Decision not to present the proposed resolution in view 

of tense situation in Bureau. 

‘ June 5 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 102 
* (872)4 Decision of Henderson to present a proposal himself, taking 
R | as a basis the U.S. draft; advice, however, that even this pro- 
re™." | posal may be rejected by the French due to the influence ex- 
“eee | ercised upon them by Litvinov, who is opposed to any effort 
me “| to bring the Germans back into the negotiations. 

June 5 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 102 
(425) Department’s program for securing agreement on the traffic 

in arms question, the main effort of which would be to secure 
ratification by as many governments as possible of the Arms 
Traffic Convention of 1925 and a revision of the proposed 
draft convention of 1929 relative to manufacture of arms.
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June 5 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 104 
(873) Information that presentation of Henderson’s resolution in 

the Bureau meeting drew the lines of divergence even more 
strongly than in any previous session and brought forth charges 
of partiality by Barthou against Henderson. 

June 6 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 106 
(426) Information concerning a news report from Paris in which 

the United States is charged with subservience to British policy; 
advice that at a press conference the Secretary pointed out 
that the United States has no occasion, so far as political and 
disarmament matters are concerned, to have any alignment 
with any other country. 

June 6 | From the Chatrman of the American Delegation (tel.) 107 
(878) Report of conversations with the British and French reveal- 

ing that their differences lie only in methods, that both desire 
the return of Germany to the League and to the Conference; 
request for instructions regarding acceptance of French resolu- 
tion embodying security arrangements and provisions for | 
immediate study of the traffic in arms question. 

June 7 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 109 
(879) Information concerning Eden’s willingness, on certain condi- 

tions, to accept the French draft resolution; further informa- 
tion from Barthou regarding Germany’s interest in ultimate 
resumption of disarmament negotiations and immediate 
interest in discussions looking toward security. 

June 7 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 110 
(882) Advice that the news report from Paris was merely a political 

editorial and that such charges should die in face of the fact 
that U. 8. delegates are now working with the British and 
French together. 

June 7 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 111 
(883) Inquiry as to the possibility of the Senate’s consenting to 

ratification of the Arms Traffic Convention of 1925 during the 
present session, inasmuch as it would create a favorable atmos- 
phere for the presentation of specific American proposals. 

June 7 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 111 
(428) Approval of Davis’ suggestions for handling the question of 

traffic in arms and his attitude toward the French resolution. 

June 7 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 111 
(429) Advice that every effort is being made to secure favorable 

action by the Senate on the Arms Traffic Convention and that 
such action appears probable within the next week. 

June 8 | From the Chatrman of the American Delegation (tel.) 112 
(885) Joint agreement of U. 8., British, and French delegates 

upon a modification of the French resolution. 

June 8 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 1138 
(886) Text of the resolution to be submitted by the British and 

French delegations.
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June 8 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) _ 114 

(887) Adoption of the resolution by the General Commission with 
notation of certain Italian and Polish reservations. 

June 9 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 116 
(889) Recommendations with regard to U. 8. participation in the 

special committees envisaged on the agenda for the General 
ommission under provisions of the British-French resolution; 

request for Department’s instructions. 

June 9 | From the Ambassador in Italy (tel.) 117 
(112) Confidential information that Mussolini has arranged sep- 

arate meetings with Hitler and Barthou. 

June 11 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 117 
(891) Recommendation that Davis himself and Samuel Reber, 

Secretary of the American delegation, proceed to London 
shortly to prepare for naval conversations. 

June 11 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 118 
(432) Approval of recommendations made in telegram No. 889, 

June 9. 

June 11 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (éel.) | 118 
(892) Adoption of program of work by the General Commission 

and information concerning assignments of the various com- 
mittees. 

June 12 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 119 
(892a) Attitude toward recent approaches of an unofficial Nazi 

representative who intimated German Government’s desire 
to arrange a meeting between Davis and Ribbentrop; request 
for Department’s opinion. 

June 12 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 120 
(433) Concurrence in attitude toward recent German approaches. 

TII. AMERICAN SPONSORSHIP OF A TREATY ON THE MANUFACTURE OF AND TRAFFIC 
In Arms, JUNE 15-DECEMBER 31, 1934 

1934 
June 15 | Memorandum by the American Delegation to the General Dis- 120 

armament Conference 
Suggested program of work for consideration of the Com- 

mittee on the Manufacture of and Trade in Arms. 

June 16 | From the Ambassador in France (tel.) 122 
(445) From Norman Davis: Conversation with Barthou concern- 

ing favorable Franco-German relations. 

June 18 | From the Ambassador in France 122 
(987) Report on general European situation and attitude of the 

French Government. 

June 27 | From the American Delegate to the General Disarmament Con- 125 
ference 

Comments concerning opinions of the various countries 
regarding the Report of the Special Committee on Security 
set up by the Conference.
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July 21 From the American Delegate (tel.) 127 

(917) Report of various opinions expressed in public session of the 
Committee on Manufacture of and Trade in Arms and of 
unanimous acceptanee of the draft articles based upon previous 
suggestions by the American delegation; advice that the Com- 
mittee will probably reconvene in September. 

July 3 | From the American Delegate 128 
Transmittal of copy of report of the Committee on Manu- 

facture of and Trade in Arms and also an analysis of the articles 
which have been prepared for inclusion in the Convention. 
Suggestion that the Department consider the advisability of 
consulting Grivate manufacturers who will be affected by the 
proposed Convention, as well as the Army and Navy, and 
request for the Department’s attitude and recommendations. 

July 11 | From the American Delegate 129 
Memorandum on trade in arms (text printed), by Lt. 

: Colonel Strong, War Department adviser to the American 
delegation; request for Department’s views on the subject. 

July 13 | From the American Delegate 133 
Delegation’s proposed rearrangement of categories of arms 

for consideration of the Subcommittee on Categories in con- 
nection with the. future work of the Committee on Manu- 
facture of and Trade in Arms. 

July 18 | From the President of the General Disarmament Conference to 136 
President Roosevelt 

Ixxpression of appreciation for the support of the President 
and the American delegation in efforts of the Conference to 
secure a convention for the reduction and limitation of arma- 
ments; hope for continued support in future efforts. 

July 23 | From the Acting Secretary of War 139 
Comments and suggestions concerning the draft articles for 

the regulation of manufacture of and trade in arms. 

Undated | From President Roosevelt to the President of the General Disarma- 141 
ment Conference 

Expression of appreciation for Henderson’s letter of July 18, 
and congratulations on skillful leadership of the Conference. 

Aug. 23 | To the Secretary of War 141 
Concurrence in certain of the recommendations set forth by 

' | the Acting Secretary of War on July 23 and explanation of 
policy regarding other points. 

Aug. 23 | To the American Delegate — 143 
Comments and suggestions, embodying certain provisions 

advocated by Colonel Strong and Acting Secretary of War 
Woodring, for future guidance of the American delegation in 
the negotiations looking toward a convention on manufacture 
‘of and trade in arms.
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Sept. 4 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 144 
(351) For Wilson (American delegate): Press announcement that 

Bureau meeting has been postponed to suit Davis’ convenience 
in arriving at Geneva; advice from Davis, however, that his 
suggestion for postponement was to allow time for further de- 
velopments in securing Germany’s return to the Conference. 
Instructions to report developments in this connection. 

Sept. 6 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 145 
(510) From Wilson: Henderson’s explanation that postponement 

of Bureau meeting was to allow further time for the Eastern 
Locarno negotiations and Germany’s return to the Conference. 
Opinion that not enough information is available as yet con- 
cerning next Bureau meeting to make recommendations as to 
Davis’ attendance. 

Sept. 25 | To the American Delegate 146 
Transmittal of a letter from the Secretary of War relating to 

the draft articles for the regulation of arms traffic, and com- | ° 
ments thereon. 

Sept. 27 | From the American Delegate (tel.) 147 
(935) Information concerning League Assembly action on a Soviet 

resolution recommending that the Council take cognizance of 
the progress of work of the Disarmament Conference. 

Sept. 27 | From the American Delegate 148 
(101) Observations on general course of Conference procedure and 

increasing accord of members on a limited treaty for control 
of traffic in arms as the only one capable of achievement; 
comments on responsibilities of American delegation in the 
initiation of such a treaty, and request for Department’s views. 

Oct. 4 | From the American Delegate (tel.) 152 
(936) Information that Soviet resolution will probably be con- 

sidered at the next Council meeting, approximately November 
10, and probability that a meeting of the Bureau will be sum- 
moned at the same time; request for Department’s views, 
particularly with respect to Soviet desire for the establishment 
of a “permanent peace’’ organization which would invite U. 8. 
participation. 

Oct. 5 | From the Ambassador in the Soviet Union (tel.) 154 
(340) Conversation with Litvinov concerning the unfavorable 

European situation; Litvinov’s inquiry as to U. 8. attitude to- 
ward participation in the ‘‘permanent peace’ organization 
proposed by the Soviet Government. 

Oct. 13 | From the American Delegate 155 
(104) Transmittal of chapter IV and annex I of the draft treaty 

on the manufacture of and traffic in arms (texts printed); 
advice that chapter IV envisages the setting up, competence, 
and functions of the Permanent Disarmament Commission. 

Oct. 15 | To the American Delegate (tel.) 166 
(170) Conviction that the traffic in arms treaty should be con- 

cluded separately from the provisions of the General Disarm- 
ament Convention; instructions to take this matter up with 
Norman Davis in London and submit a joint recommenda- 
tion as to tactics shortly before the November meeting is held.
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Oct. 20 | From the Adviser to the American Delegation to the General Dis- 166 

(938) armament Conference (tel.) 
Information concerning a memorandum prepared by Aghnides 

for Avenol setting forth his views that a treaty of limited 
objectives is undesirable and impracticable and favoring, 
instead, a policy of limiting negotiation in the Conference to 
certain objectives in the form of three protocols dealing with 
a Permanent Disarmament Commission, manufacture of and 
traffic in arms, and budgetary publicity. 

Oct. 22 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 168 
(5) Summary of joint views and recommendations by Davis 

and Wilson concerning the advisability of pressing for a sepa- 
rate convention on traffic in arms; advice that if initiative for 
such action is to be taken by the American delegation, con- 
sultations should be held beforehand with Henderson and with 
the British and French Governments. 

Oct. 22 | From the Under Secretary of State to the Chief of the Division of 170 
Western European Affairs 

, Information concerning a tentative suggestion by President 
Roosevelt envisaging an understanding between the United 
States, Great Britain, France, and possibly other powers 
with respect to a definition of aggression and sanctions against 
aggressor nations; request for views on the subject. 

Oct. 23 | From the Chief of the Division of Western European Affairs to 170 
the Under Secretary of State 

Analysis of the President’s suggestion and enumeration of 
objections. 

(Footnote: Notation indicating the President’s decision 
to “let this matter rest.’’) 

Oct. 25 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 172 
(7) Concurrence in the joint recommendations of Davis and 

Wilson reported in telegram No. 5, October 22, with minor 
exceptions, and authorization to proceed accordingly; request 
for any recommendations as to the best way of interesting the 
German authorities in the proposal. 

Nov. 1 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 173 
(19) Formulation in consultation with British and League repre- 

sentatives of a plan for achieving certain specific objectives 
by the completion of separate protocols, which may in the 
future be joined together in a general disarmament treaty; 
arrangements for Wilson to visit Paris and Rome to explain 
the situation. 

Nov. 6 | From the Adviser to the American Delegation (tel.) 174 
(941) Statement addressed to the members of the Bureau by 

Henderson, November 5 (excerpt printed), embodying the plan 
referred to in telegram No. 19, November 1. 

Nov. 7 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 175 
(25) Report of Wilson’s trip to Paris where the plan was viewed 

with sympathy by French delegates; request for Department’s 
views concerning the type of treaty suggested.
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Nov. 9 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 176 

(16) General approval of the scheme of the draft articles for a 
separate protocol relating to manufacture of and traffic in 
arms; opinion, however, that articles relating to organization 
of the Permanent Disarmament Commission should be an 
integral part of the arms traffic control protocol. 

Nov. 12| From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 177 
(27) Information concerning plans for discussion of proposal for 

separate protocols with Italian and Japanese representatives; 
also concerning recent informal discussions with the German 
Minister in Bern. : 

Nov. 12 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 178 
(28) Suggestion that American delegation propose at Bureau 

meeting that protocol on the Permanent Disarmament Com- 
mission and the protocol on the manufacture of and trade in 
arms should form a unit, and announce intention to circulate 
a draft text of a treaty combining both protocols. 

Nov. 14 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 179 
(33) Advice that Litvinov may press for consideration of his 

project at the Bureau, and request for Department’s views as 
to course to be taken in the Bureau by the delegation. 

Nov. 14 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 180 
(19) Approval of recommendations and procedure set forth in 

telegram No. 28, November 12. 

Nov. 14 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 180 
(21) Instructions to be followed in the event that discussion in 

Bureau meeting of the Litvinov peace proposal becomes 
inevitable. 

Nov. 15 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 180 
(39) Information that Henderson has agreed to the suggestion 

to embody the organization of the Permanent Disarmament 
Commission and the arms traffic articles in the same protocol 
but feels that provisions covering budgetary expenditure 
could also be included. 

Nov. 16 | From the Chargé in Italy (tel.) . 181 
(256) From Wilson: Negative Italian reaction concerning separate 

protocol; opinion that the best that can be hoped for in the 
Bureau meeting is a passive attitude on the part of Italy. 

Nov. 17 | From the Adviser to the American Delegation (tel.) 182 
(943) Conversation with Aghnides, who reported that those dele- 

gations he had seen favored dealing with the arms convention 
and Permanent Disarmament Commission in separate proto- 
cols. Aghnides’ suggestion that, in order to avoid confusion 
and to forestall crystallization of this idea, the American dele- 
gation place a text of the combined protocol before the Bureau 
meeting on November 20. 

Nov. 17 | From the Chargé in Italy (tel.) 182 
(258) From Wilson: Presentation of details to Mussolini con- 

cerning special treaty on arms, and information that he gave 
no indication as to his attitude.
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Nov. 18 | From the American Delegate (tel.) 183 

(944) Recommendation for adoption of procedure outlined in 
telegram No. 948, November 17. 

Nov. 19 | From the American Delegate (tel.) 183 
(946) Opinion that in deference to French views, the American 

delegation should accept a compromise proposal by Henderson 
for a single treaty including budgetary publicity. 

Undated | Memorandum of Trans-Atlantic Telephone Conversation 184 
Between Wilson and Phillips, November 19: Authorization 

to accept Henderson’s compromise proposal, if necessary, but 
instructions to endeavor to obtain agreement on either of two 
alternative procedures. 

Nov. 19 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 186 
(412) Instructions to be transmitted by telephone to the American 

delegation in Geneva concerning presentation of draft con- 
vention on traffic in arms to the Bureau meeting, and request- 
ing views of the delegates as to articles of ratification. 

Nov. 20 | From the American Delegate (éel.) 186 
(948) Information that Henderson has requested all Govern- 

ments to submit their ideas upon the Russian proposal; in- 
quiry as to whether the delegation should draft a reply along 
the lines indicated in Department’s telegram No. 21, Novem- 
ber 14. 

Nov. 20 | From the American Delegate (tel.) 187 
(949) Report of Bureau meeting; American delegate’s presentation 

of the draft protocol and résumé of comments of various dele- 
gations, the majority of which indicated approval; adjourn- 
ment with adoption of Henderson’s program. 

Nov. 21 | To the American Delegate (tel.) 188 
(456) Reluctance to submit comments on the Russian proposal 

at this time; instructions to advise Department, however, if 
| delegation feels otherwise. ' 

Nov. 21 | Memorandum by the American Delegate 189 
Interview with Litvinov concerning U. 8S. attitude toward 

participation in the Russian proposal. 

Nov. 22 | To President Roosevelt 191 
Transmittal of features of the draft arms convention to 

which the Navy and War Departments take exception; re- 
quest for confirmation of understanding that the draft as pre- 
sented to the Bureau of the Conference on November 20 is 
approved by the President. 

Nov. 24 | From President Roosevelt 192 
Approval of the draft as presented. 

Nov. 26 | From the American Delegate 193 
(107) Memorandum by Colonel Strong, November 24 (text 

printed), analyzing the differences between the original and 
final drafts of the arms traffic treaty; comments on certain 
points in the memorandum,
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Dee. 13 | From the Adviser to the American Delegation (tel.) 204 

(955) Résumé of the situation resulting from recent Council 
meeting as viewed by the American delegation with special 
reference to background for disarmament activity. 

Dec. 17 | To the Adviser to the American Delegation (tel.) 206 
(460) Appreciation of the analysis set forth in telegram No. 955, 

December 138, but reminder of importance of concentrating 
efforts toward negotiation of separate treaty on arms. 

Dec. 19 | Memorandum by the Secretary of State 206 
Conversation with the Soviet Chargé, who handed the 

Secretary a draft proposal (text printed) for a permanent dis- 
armament organization to sit at Geneva; Soviet request for 
views of the President and the Secretary before the meeting 
of the disarmament body on January 10. 

Dec. 24 | To the Adviser to the American Delegation 211 
Suggested revisions of categories of the draft arms conven- 

tion in the light of the analyses set forth in despatch No. 107, 
November 26. 

Dec. 31 | Memorandum by the Secretary of State 216 
Conversation with the Soviet Chargé, who was given the 

definite understanding that the political phases of the Litvinov 
proposal would not permit the U. S. Government to make any 
affirmative commitment concerning the matter. 

NEGOTIATIONS PRELIMINARY TO THE LONDON NAVAL 

CONFERENCE OF 19385 

I. ANGLO-AMERICAN DISCUSSIONS AND PLANNING FOR PRELIMINARY 
CONVERSATIONS, JANUARY 22-JUNE 15, 1934 

1934 
Jan. 22 | From the Ambassador in Japan 217 

(650) Detailed report on Japanese attitude toward the coming 
Naval Conference in 1935 and indications that the Japanese 
Navy is endeavoring to place itself in the strongest possible 
position by the time the Conference meets. 

Jan. 24 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 220 
(16) For Hugh Wilson (American delegate to the General Dis- 

armament Conference, en route to Geneva via London): 
Opinion that it is not yet time to bring up in London the 
question of naval preparation for the 1935 Conference, al- 
though there is no change in U. S. position in favor of mainte- 
nance of the present treaty ratio. 

Jan. 26 | From the Chargé in Great Britain (tel.) 221 
(16) From Wilson: Information that R. L. Craigie, Counselor in 

the Foreign Office, is desirous that Anglo-American conversa- | — 
tions of a technical nature take place at the earliest moment 
after the two naval groups have completed their studies in the 
matter.
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Jan. 31 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 221 

(27) For Atherton (U. 8. Chargé in Great Britain): Instructions 
to express appreciation to Prime Minister MacDonald for 
his message suggesting that the British and American Govern- 
ments shortly undertake an exchange of views on the naval 
situation. 

Mar. 5 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 222 
(96) For the President from Norman Davis (Chairman of the 

American delegation to the General Disarmament Conference, 
en route to Stockholm on private business): MacDonald’s 
opinion that the most important question confronting 
the Anglo-American preliminary conversations is agreement 
with regard to Japanese claims; his belief that a common 
stand should be maintained against an increase in ratio and that 
the idea should be separately communicated to the Japanese. 

Mar. 6 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation to the General 222 
Disarmament Conference to President Roosevelt 

Memorandum concerning conversation with MacDonald on 
the naval question, March 2 (text printed), and suggestion as 
to procedure for effecting an interchange of views. 

(Footnote: Information that at the President’s request for 
the Secretary’s advice, instructions were outlined to Davis in 
telegram No. 117, March 28, page 34.) 

Mar. 31 | From the Chief of the Division of Far Eastern Affatrs to the 230 
Secretary of State 

Opinion that in connection with the question of the Naval 
Conference the U. 8. position should be established in favor 
of the maintenance of the existing ratios, although it might 
be advisable to agree to flexibilities of details within the ratios. , 

Apr. 28 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 232 
(168) From Davis: Advice that procedure for informal prelim- 

inary naval conversations has been approved by the De- 
partment; suggestion that Atherton contact Craigie to ascer- 
tain the situation and communicate to him the U. S. attitude. 

May 2} From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 232 
(219) For Davis: Information from Craigie that the whole ques- 

tion of preliminary conversations is under consideration by 
the Cabinet Council; advice that an important section of 
British official opinion has definitely crystallized against any 
appearance now of Anglo-American cooperation and coercion 
vis-a-vis Japan for a ratio agreement that would arouse na- 
tional resentment there. 

May 3 | From the Ambassador in Japan (tel.) 233 
(88) Conversation with the Vice Foreign Minister, who inquired 

as to the best way to prepare the ground for the coming Naval 
Conference; opinion that this is an initial feeler probably put 
out at Foreign Minister Hirota’s suggestion, and advice that 
unless otherwise instructed the Ambassador will decline to 
state a position.
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May 31 To the Ambassador in Japan (tel.) 234 

(64) Approval of position taken with the Vice Foreign Minister. 

May 41] To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 234 
(180) From Davis: Advice that there is no question of any coercion 

of Japan in the preliminary naval talks, but merely a matter 
of clearing away with the British any outstanding naval dif- 
ferences of opinion. 

May 7 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 235 
(228) For Davis: Indication that there are strong reasons for not 

recommending any U. 8. move until the result is known of the 
discussions now taking place in the Cabinet Council. 

May 18 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 235 
(264) For the Secretary and Davis: Information that the Cabinet 

Council concluded its deliberations on May 18, and has de- 
cided to ask the American and Japanese Ambassadors to in- 
quire whether their Governments would name representatives 
to carry on preliminary and exploratory bilateral conversa- 
tions in London. 

May 18 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 236 
(208) Opinion that the proposal outlined by the British would 

appear acceptable to the Department. 

May 22 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 237 
(270) Opinion that early acceptance of the British invitation is 

advisable; that since the British are concerned over limita- 
tions under which the U. 8. Government is likely to act, they 
should be allowed to keep the initiative at present. 

May 24 | Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State 237 
Conversation with President Roosevelt concerning formu- 

lation of U. S. stand on the naval disarmament question. 

May 24 | To the Ambassador in France (tel.) 238 
(201) For Davis: Instructions to have a frank discussion with 

Sir John Simon in Geneva soon, prior to the forthcoming naval 
conversations, inasmuch as certain evidences reported to the . 
Department indicate that an Anglo-Japanese rapprochement is 
in the making. 

May 24 | To the Ambassador in France (tel.) 239 
(202) For Davis: Information concerning instructions to the Am- 

bassador in Great Britain (text printed) for U. 8. acceptance 
of British invitation to participate in naval conversations; 
Department’s decision to defer arrival of U. S. representatives 
until after June 15, the date of payments due on war debts, in 
view of British unrest on this subject. . 

May 26 | From the Ambassador in France (tel.) 240 
(389) From Davis: Concurrence in Department’s views concerning 

a frank discussion with Simon.
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May 26 | Memorandum by the Secretary of State 240 

Conversation with the Japanese Ambassador, who was told, 
upon his inquiry, that the U. 8. Government had accepted the 
British invitation and reached agreement to conduct the con- 
versations through regular diplomatic channels. 

May 29 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation to the General 241 
(851) Disarmament Conference (tel.) 

Information that it has not seemed advisable yet to ap- 
| proach Simon in the vein indicated in instruction No. 201, 

ay 24, but that informal conversation with him on other 
matters indicated his sincerity of desire for closer cooperation 
between Great Britain and the United States. 

May 30 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) _. 242 
(287) Information from Japanese Ambassador Matsudaira con- 

cerning his Government’s acceptance of the British invitation 
along the same lines as the U. S. reply. 

May 31 | From the Ambassador in Japan (tel.) 242 
(104) Conversation with Foreign Minister Hirota, who said that 

Japan’s acceptance of the invitation was based upon the under- 
standing that the conversations would be limited in scope, as 
the Japanese Navy is not yet ready to discuss technical ques- 
tions. 

May 31 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 243 
(292) Receipt of information as to matters which the Japanese feel 

should be discussed in the preliminary conversations, such as 
agenda for the Conference, participating powers, date and 
place. 

June 1 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 244 
(223) Opinion that the Japanese are overemphasizing purely pro- 

cedural matters in plans for the preliminary conversations. 

June 2 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 244 
(863) Conversation with Simon, who clarified the British position 

with respect to ratios and related Matsudaira’s assurance to 
him that the Japanese Government had made no official claims 
for an increase in ratio. 

June 2 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 245 
(864) Concern over British proposal that naval conversations shall 

be bilateral instead of tripartite and over Japanese opinion 
that the London conversations should not preclude negotiations 
in other capitals; opinion concerning the importance of ad- 
hering to the procedure first envisaged. 

June 8 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 246 
(308) Japanese Ambassador’s advice that, while ready to discuss 

procedural matters, he will not be prepared to begin technical 
discussions until the arrival of the Japanese naval experts ; 
in July. :
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June 12 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) | 247 

(893) For the Secretary and the President: Concern over the situ- 
ation created with respect to the naval conversations in having 
them negotiated through the Embassy; request for clarification 
of status and responsibility in such a way that there can be no 
misunderstanding. 

June 13 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 248 
(435) Desire that the naval conversations be kept separate from 

the general disarmament negotiations; confidence that Davis 
and Ambassador Bingham can work together with equal 
responsibility. 

June 14 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 249 
(902) Observation that while the naval conversations should be 

kept informal, they should not be too limited in scope. 

June 14 | Memorandum of Trans-Atlantic Telephone Conversation 250 
Conversation between Davis in Geneva and President 

Roosevelt and Secretary Hull in Washington concerning clari- 
fication of Davis’ status in connection with the naval con- 
versations. 

June 14 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 254 
(239) Explanation of Embassy’s role and instructions for coopera- 

tion with Davis during naval conversations. 

June 14 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 255 
(903) For the President and the Secretary: Confirmation of under- 

standing concerning set-up of naval conversations; reiteration 
of opinion that eventual success of the conversations with 
Japanese will depend upon previous ironing out of differences 
with the British on technical matters. 

June 14 | From the Ambassador in Japan 255 
(838) Report of divergence of views between the Foreign Office 

and the Navy Department as to the action Japan should take 
in abrogating the Washington Agreement of 1922. Résumé of 
Japanese press interpretation of U.S. policy with respect to the 
1935 Conference. 

June 15 | From the Ambassador in France (tel.) 257 
(442) From Davis: Information that the British Government 

desires to begin the naval conversations on June 18; suggestion 
that Press Officer of the American delegation be sent to 
London for the opening meeting. 

June 15 | To the Ambassador in France (tel.) 258 
(231) For Davis: Authorization of full latitude as to tactics to be 

followed in the conversations. 

June 15 | To the Ambassador in France (tel.) 259 
(233) For Davis: Approval of suggestion that American delegation 

Press Officer be instructed to cover the opening of conversa- 
tions in London. ‘
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June 18 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 259 

(332) From Davis: Report of first Anglo-American naval conver- 
sation in London on June 18 and of conclusions that the repre- 
sentatives would recommend to their respective Governments 
a joint policy to preserve the fundamentals of the Washington 
Treaty and to refuse even a minor modification in the Japanese 
ratio without previous Anglo-American consultation. 

June 19 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 261 
(335) From Davis: Emphasis by the British upon the necessity 

of the present conversations being kept secret. 

June 19 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 262 
(336) For the Secretary and the President from Davis: Optimism 

as to the possibility of reaching an understanding with the 
British on the basis of certain common basic objectives; re- 
quest for confirmation of understanding of Department’s views | 
on the technical problems between the U. 8. and British Gov- 
ernments. 

June 19 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 264 
(2538) For Davis: Concurrence in emphasis on secrecy of the pres- 

ent conversations. 

June 19 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 265 
(338) From Davis: Conversation with Matsudaira, Japanese 

representative, who was advised of U. §.-British desire to re- 
frain from discussion of political questions during the conver- 
sations. 

June 20 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain™ (tel.) 266 
(255) For Davis: Clarification of certain points in the U. 8S. tech- 

nical program. 

June 21 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 266 
(3438) From Davis: Substance of tentative proposals to be sub- 

mitted by the delegations to their respective Governments. 

June 21 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 267 
(256) For Davis: Information concerning omission of certain 

wording in Davis’ understanding regarding the U. S. technical 
program. 

June 22 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 267 
(344) Information concerning meeting of technical experts, June 

22, at which the British elaborated their proposals made the 
day before. 

June 22 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) | 268 
(259) Instructions informally to object to undue press publicity, 

inspired from British sources, concerning the preliminary con- 
versations. 

June 22 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (étel.) 269 
(349) From Davis: Opinion of the American delegation that the 

British proposal of June 22 is so unacceptable from the U. 8. 
point of view as to render inadvisable technical discussion on 
such a basis. 

791113—51——3
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June 22 | From the Ambassador in Japan (tel.) 270 

(132) Summary of remarks on Japanese policy by Captain Shimo- 
mura, attaché to naval general staff, who will proceed to Wash- 
ington and London for conversations with naval authorities. 

June 23 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 271 
(351) From Davis: Explanation of British policy in informing 

newspapermen of their technical position. 

June 25 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 272 
(352) From Davis: Comments concerning the inadvisability of 

further discussion on the basis of latest British proposal; 
conclusion that the American delegation should take a strong 
stand at the outset and confront the British with the danger of 
an early breakdown of negotiations over their demand for a 
large increase in cruiser tonnage. 

June 25 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 274 
(354) From Davis: Conversation with Prime Minister MacDonald 

concerning reaction of U.S. delegation to the British proposal ; 
MacDonald’s concern over imminent impasse and Davis’ 
suggestion that a full meeting be called for thorough discussion 
of the matter. 

June 25 | Memorandum by the Secretary of State 275 
Conversation with the Japanese Ambassador, prior to his 

departure for Japan, relative to the progress of naval conversa- 
tions in London. 

June 26 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 276 
(360) From Davis: Indications of desire of Soviet Union to be 

included in preliminary naval conversations; assumption that 
Department would be opposed to such a move. 

June 26 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 276 
(269) For Davis: Approval of Davis’ recommendation with 

respect to taking a firm stand at the outset with the British; 
information that the British exposition is unacceptable to the 
United States inasmuch as any radical departure from the 
principle embodied in the London Treaty cannot be reconciled 
with U. S. policy. 

June 26 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 277 
(270) From the President for Davis: Instructions to inform the 

Prime Minister of the President’s hope for British cooperation 
for a new naval treaty calling for a reduction in navies. 

June 27 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (éel.) 278 
(271) For Davis: Concurrence in the British view that it would be 

inadvisable to extend either the preliminary conversations or 
the 19385 Conference beyond the five principal naval powers. 

June 27 | From the Chargé in France (tel.) 278 
(473) Conversation with Pietri, Minister of Marine, who will 

proceed to London on July 8 to participate in the conversations; 
his comments concerning certain trends in French policy.
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June 27 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 279 

(363) For the President and the Secretary from Davis: Informa- 
tion that the British are strongly maintaining their position; 
comments on British view that even if temporary adjournment 
occurs, the possibility of reconcilement of views still exists. 

June 27 | To the Ambassador in the Soviet Union (tel.) 280 
(141) Department’s position concerning the question of Soviet 

participation in the preliminary naval conversations. 

June 27 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 281 
(364) From Davis: Meeting of British and American representa- 

tives before the Prime Minister’s departure for vacation; 
agreement on statement to press concerning adjournment. 

June 28 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 282 
(367) For the President and the Secretary from Davis: Impression 

as a result of the meeting on June 27, that the British are not 
prepared now to agree upon a renewal of the London Treaty 
without important modifications; comments concerning 
probable British strategy. 

June 29 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 284 
(277) For Davis: Advice that the whole British approach has 

been disappointing to the Department; concurrence in Davis’ 
view that he should have a frank private conversation with 
Stanley Baldwin in MacDonald’s absence concerning U. S. 
policy. 

June 29| From the Ambassador in the Soviet Union (tel.) 285 
(162) Opinion that press reports from London pertaining to Soviet 

participation in the conversations have been at the instigation : 
of Litvinov, who interviewed the correspondent upon his de- 
parture for London. 

July 3 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 285 
(378) From Davis: Substance of statement of common objectives 

to be proposed by the U. 8. delegation for issuance upon ad- 
journment of Anglo-American conversations; inquiry if there is 
any objection to this procedure. 

July 3 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 286 
(377) From Davis: Concurrence in Department’s view concerning 

British attitude; intention to outline U. 8. position to Baldwin 
on July 4. 

July 8 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 287 
(283) For Davis: Approval of text of formula proposed in telegram 

No. 378, July 3; desire, should the British refuse to accept the 
general proposition, that conversations be continued at least 
until arrival of the Japanese. 

July 5 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 287 
(385) From Davis: Conversation with Baldwin and Simon during 

which it was learned that the Japanese representatives will not 
arrive in London until October; question of suspension of U. S.- 
British discussions and advice that owing to Baldwin’s sugges- 
tion that a joint statement be made regarding adjournment it 
was deemed inadvisable to advance the U.S. proposed formula 
at the moment.
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July 6 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 289 
(287) For Davis: Advice that it would seem opportune to suspend 

the conversations until autumn; instructions to come to an 
agreement with Baldwin as to a joint statement conceived in 
general terms and setting forth a common objective, and to 
submit it to the Department for scrutiny. 

July 7 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 290 
(390) Concurrence in Department’s view as set forth in telegram 

No. 287, July 6. 

July 10 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 290 
(395) From Davis: Conversation with Matsudaira concerning 

Japanese plans. 

July 10 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 292 
(396) Advice of satisfactory progress of Anglo-French conversa- 

tions, although the French would prefer a conference of all 
naval powers rather than one limited to the five powers of the 
London Treaty. 

July 12 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 292 
(403) From Davis: Conversation with French representative, who 

gave an account of the Anglo-French conversations. 

July 12 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 294 
(406) From Davis: Intention to endeavor by July 19 to reach 

agreement with the British or to adjourn with a joint statement 
in general terms. 

July 138 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 295 
(299) For Davis: Approval of procedure suggested in telegram 

No. 406, July 12. 

July 16 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 295 
(418) From Davis: Communiqué being issued by the British Gov- 

ernment (text printed) concerning plans for British-Japanese 
naval conversations. 

July 17 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 295 
(422) From Davis: Submission of joint statement (text printed) 

which has been agreed upon with Simon and is to be issued by 
the U.S. and British representatives; request for Department’s 
views. 

July 17| To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 296 
(309) For Davis: Enumeration of objections to the joint state- 

ment proposed, and Department’s hope that no public state- 
ment will be made by either delegation. 

July 18| From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 297 
(424) From Davis: Advice that British have been informed of De- 

partment’s view as to inadvisability of issuing any statement. 

July 18} To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 298 
(310) For Davis: Approval of action in informing the British of 

Department’s views. 

July 19| From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 298 
; (426)! From Davis: Advice that the British have accepted U. S. 

recommendations against any public statement.
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July 27| From the Ambassador in Great Britain 299 

(859) Foreign Office note, July 26, enclosing a memorandum 
(texts printed), setting forth the political and technical aspects 
of the British position on cruiser tonnage. 

Sept. 7) Memorandum by the Naval Attaché in Japan 303 
(219) Report of developments in the formulation and adoption of 

Japanese naval policy; advice that Admiral Yamamoto is en 
route to London with the plan. 

Sept. 11} Memorandum by the Chief of the Division of Western European 304 
Affairs 

Telephone conversation with Norman Davis, who reported 
the President’s views concerning arrangements for resump- : 
tion of naval conversations in London. 

Sept. 11] From the Ambassador in Japan (tel.) 306 
(200) Conversation with former Vice Foreign Minister Yoshida, 

who related Foreign Minister Hirota’s assurance that the 
Japanese position in the Naval Conference would not necessar- 
ily be as inflexible as might be assumed from statements ap- 
pearing in the press. 

Sept. 13] From the Ambassador in Japan (tel.) 307 
(201) Letter from Yoshida, September 12 (text printed), ampli- 

fying Hirota’s remarks regarding Japanese position; Embassy’s 
interpretation of letter as intimating that budgetary consider- 
ations may be the controlling factor in Japanese policy. 

Sept. 28| To the Ambassador in Greai Britain (tel.) 308 
(370) Advice concerning Department’s plan to remove the naval 

conversations from diplomatic channels, in view of the change 
in character of negotiations, and to send a special mission to 
London for this purpose headed by Davis, who will sail on 
October 10. 

Oct. 5| To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 308 
(375) Further comments concerning the establishment of a special 

mission to handle the tripartite conversations; request for 
Ambassador’s views as to participating as a member of the 
mission. 

Oct. 8| From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 309 
(551) Opinion that Atherton’s assignment as liaison officer with 

the Embassy will enable the Ambassador to keep in touch with 
the negotiations without being designated as a member of the | 
mission. 

Oct. 17 | From the Ambassador in Japan (tel.) 309 
(230) Further information tending to support Embassy’s inter- 

pretation of Yoshida’s letter; observations concerning Japa- 
nese methods of information which may assist the Department 
in correctly evaluating Embassy’s reports. 

Oct. 19 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation to the Prelimi- 311 
(3) nary Naval Conversations (iel.) | 

Conversation with Sir John Simon concerning procedure : 
for conducting negotiations with the Japanese representa- 
tives. ”
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Oct. 25 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 312 

(9) British-American exchange of views with regard to the Jap- 
anese general proposals, which both delegations consider un- 
acceptable. Suggestion for full meeting of the British and 
American delegations at which discussions of last summer 
might be continued. 

Oct. 25 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 313 
(6) Department’s opinion that the publicity which the Japa- 

nese are giving to their position indicates that they are preparing 
for a walk-out and are hoping to create the impression that 
they were forced to such action by indifference of other coun- 
tries to Japan’s prime problem of self-defense. 

Oct. 25 | To the Ambassador in Japan (tel.) 314 
(182) Summary of the Japanese proposals and of exchange of 

views between the American and Japanese delegations, which 
ended with the decision to discontinue conversations until 
further study has been made of the discussions so far. 

Oct. 26 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 315 
(9) Concurrence in the idea of a full meeting of the British and 

American delegations in view of the necessity for Anglo- 
American accord to effect a modification of the Japanese 
position. 

Oct. 26 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 316 
(12) Information that the unyielding Japanese position and the 

publicity concerning it are reducing the possibilities of agree- 
ment. 

Oct. 27 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 317 
(14) Information as to nature of proposed discussion with the 

British to take place on October 29. 

Oct. 29 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 317 
(15) Conversation with Matsudaira, who said that the Japanese 

would definitely denounce the Washington Treaty before the 
end of the year; inconclusive discussion on general question 
of technical details. 

Oct. 29 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 318 
(16) Report on further Anglo-American conversations concern- 

ing the Japanese position, and conclusion that tripartite con- 
versations are inadvisable at present. 

Oct. 31 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) | 321 
(12) Caution, in view of certain press despatches from London, 

against any comment to the press which could be construed as 
a threat to Japan. 

Nov. 1 | From the Ambassador in Japan (tel.) 322 
(240) Account of conversation between the Naval Attaché and 

Captain Shimomura of the Japanese Navy Department. 

Nov. 1 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 323 
(18) Report of meeting of Japanese and American delegations 

during which the Japanese were urged to give consideration 
to the effects of an abrogation of the Washington Treaty; U.S. 
counterargument against Japanese position.
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Nov. 2 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 324 

(20) Comment concerning Department’s instructions in telegram 
No. 12, October 31, with respect to press statements implying 
threats to Japan. 

Nov. 6 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 325 
(24) Consideration of a British suggestion to propose a face- 

saving formula to the Japanese constituting a preamble to a 
treaty which does not alter the actual status; opinion that 
the Japanese would probably reject the idea. 

Nov. 9 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 326 
(26) British presentation of formula to the Japanese. 

Nov. 13 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 327 
(17) Approval of delegation’s handling of the situation to date 

and views as to future course of action. 

Nov. 13 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 328 
(31) Conversation with Simon regarding the last Anglo-Japanese 

meeting; Simon’s assurance that there has been no considera- 
tion of a political agreement with the Japanese. 

Nov. 13 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 328 
(32) For the President and the Secretary: Advice that Japanese 

reply to latest British proposal is awaited with little hope of 
acceptance; opinion that if the conversations are to be ter- 
minated it should be done in such a way as to leave the door 
open for future negotiations. 

Nov. 14 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 331 
(34) Discussion with Simon of the question of a nonaggression 

pact for the Pacific and Far East. 

Nov. 14 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 331 
(35) Concurrence in Department’s views transmitted in tele- 

gram No. 17, November 18; discussion with Simon as to 
British attitude toward negotiations in the event of Japanese 
rejection of British proposal and ultimate denunciation of the 
Treaty. 

Nov. 14 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 332 
(36) For the President and the Secretary: Suggestion that a 

public pronouncement by the President or a high administra- 
tion official in favor of cooperation with Great Britain would 
be helpful. 

Nov. 14 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 333 
(20) Instructions to adopt only a receptive attitude toward any 

further discussion of a nonaggression pact although the De- 
partment approves the course thus far pursued by the dele- 
gation. 

Nov. 14 | From President Roosevelt 333 
Suggestions as to U. 8. position in the event of Japanese 

denunciation of the Treaty.
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Undated | Minutes of Meeting Between British and American Delegations 334 

_ inthe Prime Minister’s Office at the House of Commons on 
November 14, 1984, 3 p.m. 

Exchange of ideas concerning possible Anglo-American ac- 
cord on a naval program, and British suggestion of a ‘‘middle 
course” proposal to Japan. 

Nov. 15 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 350 
(22) Opinion that any initiative concerning further action or 

suspension of negotiations should come from the British or 
Japanese. 

Nov. 16 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 351 
(41) Observations and request for instructions as to question of 

continuing negotiations on the basis of Japanese intention to 
denounce the Washington Treaty. 

Nov. 17 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 353 
(25) View that a declaration of U. 8.-British alignment on naval 

limitation offers greater promise of success than any com- 
promise agreement with the Japanese. 

Nov. 17 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 355 
(26) Objections to British ‘‘middle course’’ proposal on grounds 

of political strategy. 

Nov. 21 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 356 
(44) Explanation of British desire to continue conversations with 

the Japanese, and opinion that situation will ultimately 
develop in accordance with U. 8S. aims. 

Nov. 21 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 358 
(47) Information that a change of opinion has occurred in certain 

British groups which had formerly favored a conciliatory policy 
toward Japan. 

Nov. 21 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 359 
(48) Comments concerning the President’s suggestions of Novem- 

ber 14 and request for certain clarifications. 

Nov. 22 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 360 
(32) Clarification of Department’s view with respect to treaty 

commitments to convene the Naval Conference in 19385. 

Undated | Record of Teletype Conversation 361 
Between the Secretary and Davis, November 22: Discussion 

concerning U. 8S. procedure if it becomes necessary to take a 
definite position on continuance of conversations. 

Nov. 22 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 363 
(33) Department’s expression of regret to the British Ambassador 

concerning an article in the New York Times, November 21, 
| which attacked Sir John Simon. 

Nov. 22 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 364 
(34) View that further exploration of the British middle course 

would be of no practical value; instructions, however, to avoid 
position of definite rejection.
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Nov. 22 | From the Chargé in the Netherlands 365 

(108) Netherlands interest in the London conversations due to 
their recognition of the fact that Anglo-American cooperation 

_ | is their best safeguard against future Japanese aggression. 

Undated | Memorandum of Conversation in the Prime Minister’s Office at 368 
the House of Commons on November 28, 1984 

Résumé of the recent Anglo-Japanese conversations; Davis’ 
interpretation of the British position and enumeration of 
Department’s objections to the ‘‘middle course’’ proposal; 
conclusion that the only divergence between British and 

. American views is the question of time and method of dealing 
with the Japanese situation. 

Nov. 27 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 374 
(53) Conversation with Matsudaira, who said that his instruc- 

tions are to keep the conversations going and to prevent an 
actual breakdown; opinion that Matsudaira hopes for some 
basis of agreement. 

Nov. 28 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 375 
(39) Information concerning unfavorable press publicity from 

London on the probable U. 8. position in the event of a break- 
down in negotiations; suggestion that the delegation give 
renewed guidance to the press to prevent this type of publicity. 

Nov. 30 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 376 
(54) Advice concerning sources of unfavorable press reports; 

request for authority to release a statement redefining the 
U. S. position. 

Dee. 1 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 377 
(48) Inquiry as to the advisability of suggesting British action 

on recent new Japanese proposals which would prevent the 
appearance of opposition by the United States alone. 

Dec. 3 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 378 
(44) Instructions to take the position that whenever notification 

of treaty denunciation is given on or before December 31 the 
American delegation will expect adjournment rather than a 
recess of the conversations. 

Dec. 3 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 378 
(60) Request for Department’s views as to procedure following 

denunciation. 

Dec. 3 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 380 
(61) Impression that the Japanese do not expect to reach an 

agreement now but would consider a modus vivendi for the 2 
years before termination of the treaty, looking toward resump- 
tion of conversations later. 

Dec. 3 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 380 
(46) Opinion that the British, and in the delegation’s discretion, 

the Japanese, should be informed of U. 8. expectation of 
adjournment following denunciation.
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Undated | Memorandum of Conversation Between the American and British 381 

Delegations at the House of Commons on December 4, 1934, 
at 4p. mM. 

Discussion of line of procedure to be taken jointly in view of 
information that the Japanese will advance the date of noti- 
fication of treaty denunciation; Davis’ suggestion that he tell 
Matsudaira that the Americans are willing to continue the 
conversations but would consider denunciation as termination, 
the British to inform him similarly. 

(Footnote: Information that Davis took this course in his 
talk with the Japanese on December 5.) . 

Dec. 7 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 388 
(67) For the President and the Secretary: Suggestion that the 

Department reconsider its stand on procedure for future 
meeting in view of British desire to explore further the basis 
upon which the delegations may reconvene, after the denun- 
ciation, with some hope of reaching a subsequent agreement. 

Dec. 7 | From the President 390 
Opinion that the delegation’s position is excellent at the | 

present time and that continuation of conversations until 
December 31, if necessary, would be worthwhile in that the 
onus of denunciation would be placed on the Japanese. 

Dec. 8 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 391 
(49) Opinion that the British suggestion regarding meetings in 

the future would appear inconsistent with U.S. position, and 
request that another attempt be made to obtain acceptance 
of the Department’s original formula; suggestion of possible 
alternative procedure as a last resort. 

Dec. 11 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 393 
(68) Summary of conversation between Atherton and a British 

official, who advised of Anglo-Japanese discussions of 1937-42 
building programs as possible basis for a future treaty, and 
expressed desire to be informed of U. S. naval program. 

Dec. 12 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 394 
(50) U.S. unwillingness at the present time to discuss its 1937-42 

naval program. 

Dec. 12 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 395 
(70) For the President and the Secretary: Conversation with 

Craigie, who advised as to the status of the British-Japanese 
conversations; further exchange of views concerning future 
meetings. 

Dec. 138 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 397 
(71) Conversation with MacDonald during which Davis set 

forth the Department’s views concerning future conversations 
and emphasized the risk in allowing the Japanese to think 
that conversations may be continued after denunciation. | 

Dec. 13 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 398 
(52) 9 tpproval of points set forth in telegram No. 70, December 

12,
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Dec. 13 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 398 

(72) Advice that Craigie has been informed of views contained in 
Department’s telegram No. 50, December 10. 

Dec. 15 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 399 
(74) British proposal that the adjournment of the conversations 

be brought about by a tripartite meeting on December 19 or 20, 
and that a communiqué (draft printed) be agreed upon before- 
hand for issuance at that time. 

Dec. 15 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (éel.) 401 
(55) Advice that, subject to advance agreement on a satisfactory 

communiqué, the Department would be prepared to accede to 
the British proposal; suggestions for rephrasing of certain 
portions of the draft communiqué. 

Undated | Memorandum of a Meeting in the Prime Minister's Office at the 402 
House of Commons, December 19, 1984, at 4 p. m. 

Tripartite meeting for discussion of suspension of the con- 
versations, and agreement to reconvene at the invitation of 
Great Britain; adoption of proposed communiqué. 

Dec. 28 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 404 
(87) Conversation between Admiral Standley and Yamamoto 

concerning technical aspects of the naval question; opinion that 
Yamamoto was sounding out the U. 8. position on his own 
initiative with a view to the possibility of formulating a plan 
for presentation by the Japanese Government to extend limita- 
tion in certain naval categories for a further period of time. 

IV. DENUNCIATION BY JAPAN OF THE WASHINGTON Navaut TREATY OF 1922 

1934 
Sept. 25 | From the Chargé in Japan (tel.) 405 

(214) Foreign Minister’s opinion that the Washington Treaty of 
1922 should be allowed to expire in 1936; his hope for an under- 
standing regarding limitation on the size of future vessels. 

Dec. 3 | From the Ambassador in Japan (tel.) 406 
(267) Information from the French Ambassador with respect to 

Japanese notification of proposed renunciation of the Wash- 
ington Treaty and inquiry as to French attitude toward similar 
action; information concerning French reply. 

Dec. 3 | Memorandum by the Chief of the Diviston of Western European 406 
Affairs to the Secretary of State 

Conversation with the French Ambassador, who explained 
the French reply declining to join Japan in denouncing the 
Washington Treaty. 

Dec. 5 | From the Ambassador in Japan (tel.) 407 
(269) Conversation with the Italian Ambassador concerning his 

Government’s negative reply to a Japanese inquiry, similar to 
that addressed to the French Government, with respect to 
denunciation of the Washington Treaty.
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Dec. 13 | From the Ambassador in Japan : 408 
(1087) Analytical report on public opinion in Japan, which is deter- 

mined to achieve naval equality at any cost. 

Dec. 22 | From the Ambassador in France (tel.) 411 
(951) Explanation of erroneous report that France might inde- 

pendently denounce the Washington Treaty. | | 

Dec. 26 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 411 
(61) For Davis: Draft statement (text printed) which the Sec- 

retary will make shortly after receiving notification of denun- | 
ciation of the Washington Treaty by Japan; request for com- 
ments and suggestions. 

Dec. 27 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 413 
(85) Approval of the content of the draft statement, but sugges- 

tion that it be incorporated in a note to the Japanese Govern- 
ment and made public rather than issued as a formal statement. 

Dec. 28 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 413 
(86) Opinion, after further consideration of the Secretary’s pro- 

posed statement, that it should be given out at a press con- 
ference at the beginning of the new year, after a review of the 
naval conversations; that the notification of denunciation itself 
should be answered by a brief and formal acknowledgment, 
with arrangement for the immediate publication of both notes. 

Dec. 29 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 415 
(62) Appreciation of suggestions but advice that it will be im- 

possible to withhold a statement inasmuch as the Japanese 
Ambassador, in delivering the formal notice of denunciation, 
will give out a 1200-word statement of the Japanese position. 

Dec. 29 | Memorandum by the Secretary of State 415 
Record of meeting with Ambassador Saito, who handed the 

Secretary four documents (texts printed): (1) the note of 
denunciation; (2) a note verbale containing comments, at 
Hirota’s instructions, regarding Japanese action; (3) an ex- 
planatory press release to be issued by the Japanese Foreign 
Office spokesman; (4) an explanatory press release to be issued 
by Saito himself. Secretary’s oral reply of intention to notify 

ire other signatory powers in accordance with the terms of the 
reaty. 
(Footnote: Information as to transmittal of the notification 

to the other signatory powers.) 

Dec. 29 | Press Release Issued by the Department of State 420 
Statement by the Secretary upon notification of Japanese 

denunciation of the Washington Treaty. 

Dec. 31 | From the Chargé in Great Britain (tel.) 421 
(638) Information concerning delivery of text of Japanese note of 

denunciation to the Foreign Office, and Foreign Office request 
for a copy of the Japanese note verbale to the United States for 
reference in making reply.
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Jan. 2 | From the French Ambassador 421 

Acknowledgment of receipt of notification regarding Japa- 
nese denunciation, and expression of French views as to the 
ultimate inadequacy of the Washington Treaty. 

Jan. 3 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 423 
(2) Advice that inasmuch as the Japanese note verbale was not 

intended to be given to the Secretary in writing, the Depart- 
ment would not feel warranted in authorizing reference to it 
in any communication by a third Government as a communi- 
eation received through the Secretary; willingness, however, 
to show to the Foreign Office the text which is assumed to be 
identical to the copy given it by Ambassador Matsudaira. 
Description of nature of U. S. reply to the Japanese notifica- 
tion. 

Jan. 9 | Memorandum by the Chairman of the American Delegation of a 424 
Conversation With the French Ambassador 

Discussion of the naval situation, and Davis’ explanation of 
U. S. and British positions; his regret at tone of the French 
note with regard to Japanese denunciation of the Washington 
Treaty. 

Jan. 11 | Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State of a Conversation 
With the French Ambassador 425 

Expression of U. S. regret at French note with respect to 
Japanese denunciation of the Washington Treaty; Ambassa- 
dor’s explanation that France, in sending the note, had in mind 
the European situation rather than the Pacific. 

Jan. 12 | To the French Ambassador 426 
Acknowledgment of French note of January 2 and expression 

of regret over the views set forth. 

REPRESENTATIONS BY CERTAIN FOREIGN GOVERNMENTS 

REGARDING SENATE COMMITTEE INVESTIGATING MUNITIONS 

INDUSTRY 

1934 | 
May 18 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (circ. tel.) A427 

Information concerning the establishment of a Senate com- 
mittee to investigate the problems incident to the private 
manufacture of arms and munitions and international traffic 
therein. 

Sept. 7 | From the Argentine Ambassador 428 
Formal representations against insinuations made by a 

member of the Investigating Committee against an officer of 
the Argentine Navy in connection with examination of the 
activities of the Electric Boat Company. 

(Footnote: Information concerning reply.) 

Sept. 10 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 429 
(513) Report of British resentment concerning charges before the 

Investigating Committee, alleging pressure by the King upon 
the Polish Ambassador in London in order to secure a certain 
munitions contract for a British firm; British request that this 
be brought to the attention of the Department.
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Sept. 11 | Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State 430 

Discussion with British Ambassador of the action of the 
Munitions Investigating Committee and of the Secretary’s 
efforts to point out to the Committee the embarrassment 
involved in giving publicity to rumors involving important 
members of foreign governments. 

Sept. 11 | From the Turkish Ambassador 430 
Request for full copies of documents containing allegations 

made in the Senate Investigating Committee regarding cer- 
tain Turkish personalities. 

(Footnote: Information concerning reply to the Turkish 
Government.) 

Sept. 12 | From the Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) 431 
(215) Receipt of information from a Foreign Office official that 

Brazilian Chargé in Washington wishes to address a note to 
the Department protesting against allusions in the Munitions 
Investigating Committee of graft paid to Brazilian officials; 
opinion that the Chargé will not be so instructed, and trans- 
mittal of a suggestion by the Foreign Office official of a possible 
way to minimize the importance of the matter. 

Sept. 13 | To the Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) 432 
(123) Conversation with the Brazilian Chargé who was informed 

of a letter which Senator Nye, Chairman of the Committee, 
sent to the Secretary on September 11, concerning the muni- 
tions question (text on page 437); instructions to communicate 
this information to the Foreign Minister and to express to him 
the Department’s appreciation for the friendly attitude shown 
by his Government in the matter. 

Sept. 13 | From the Peruvian Ambassador 432 
Request for information concerning charges at Committee 

hearings of alleged unfair practices in connection with Peruvian 
| Government purchases of airplanes, in order that the Govern- 

ment may investigate the matter. | 

Sept. 14 | From the Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) 433 
(222) Advice that Department’s telegram No. 123, September 13, 

was shown to the Brazilian Foreign Office, which will not take 
official notice of the matter. 

Sept. 14 | From the Mexican Ambassador 433 
Representations against statements in the hearings before 

the Senate Investigating Committee which were offensive to 
the Government and the President of Mexico. 

Sept. 15 | From the Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) 434 
(223) Resentment in Brazil over accusations of corruption, arising 

from the Senate investigation, which have not been substanti- 
ated. 

Sept. 15 | From the Ambassador in Chile 434 
(193) Information concerning recent developments in sales of 

aviation equipment to the Chilean Government which, due to 
the munitions investigation, worked to the disadvantage of 
U.S. commercial interests and in favor of foreign competitors.
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Sept. 17 | To the Mexican Ambassador 436 

Acknowledgment of note of September 14; letter received 
| by the Secretary from the Chairman of the Committee, and 
Secretary’s statement to the press, both dated September 11 
(texts printed) indicating that it was not the intention of the 
Committee or of any U. S. official to give offence to any other 
Government or its officials. 

Sept. 17 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State 438 
Argentine Ambassador’s request for text of certain tele- 

grams, referred to in the Committee hearings but unpublished, 
allegedly dealing with certain transactions between American 
munitions manufacturers and Argentine Government officials, 
for his Government’s confidential information and for use in its 
investigation of the charges. 

Sept. 18 | Memorandum by the Secretary of State 438 
Chinese Minister’s request for the names of certain Chinese 

officials referred to in the Senate munitions investigation but 
not expressly named; reply that the request would be given 
consideration. 

Sept. 18 | From the Chinese Legation 439 
Aide-mémoire denying press reports of allegations by Senator 

Nye that he had certain evidence indicating that the $10,000,- 
000 wheat loan made to China in 1933 was used to buy arms 
rather than to feed the hungry Chinese; request for such evi- 
dence as the Senator is reported to have in his possession. 

Sept. 19 | To the Ambassador in Argentina (tel.) 439 
Fi 12) Instructions to discuss informally with Foreign Minister 

reports of Argentine Government’s intention to present a note 
of protest, and possibly a diplomatic claim, in behalf of 
Argentine officials allegedly injured by testimony given before 
the Senate Investigating Committee, and to point out lack of 
grounds for such action. 

Sept. 19 | From the Peruvian Ambassador 441 
Formal protest against charges before the Investigating 

Committee concerning purchases of armament by the Peruvian 
Government allegedly for the purpose of subsequent delivery 
to Bolivia. 

Sept. 20 | From the Ambassador in Argentina (tel.) 441 
(163) Discussion with the Foreign Minister on subject of Depart- 

ment’s No. 112, September 19; Foreign Minister’s assurance 
that the purpose of the note which will be presented to the 
Department is to lay a juridical base for future use in relations 
with the United States or any other country. 

Sept. 20 | Memorandum by the Secretary of State of a Conversation With 442 
the German Ambassador 

German Ambassador’s reference to charges before the 
Investigating Committee relating to the sale of armaments by 
American nationals to agencies in Germany, and his intima- 
tion that such purchases were for purely commercial purposes. 

Sept. 22 | From the Ambassador in Argentina (tel.) 443 
(166) Information that the Foreign Minister considers the matter 

reported in telegram No. 168, September 20, as ended.
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Sept. 22 | To the Ambassador in Argentina (tel.) 443 

(1 13) Conversation with the Argentine Ambassador, who ex- 
pressed his Government’s satisfaction with the U. S. reply 
to the Argentine note of September 7 and indicated that the 
proposed second note of protest would not be delivered. 

Sept. 24 | From the Minister in Ecuador 444 
(1551) Report that there has been very little editorial comment in 

the local press concerning the munitions investigation, and 
explanation of probable reasons therefor. 

Sept. 25 | From the Minister in China (tel.) 445 
(429) Information concerning Chiang Kai-shek’s insistence that 

the Foreign Office press its request for disclosure to the Chinese 
Government of names of Chinese officials connected with 
allegations made before the Committee. 

Sept. 25 | To the Minister in China (tel.) 445 
(308) Instructions to inform the Foreign Office that appropriate 

steps have been taken to procure the information requested. 

Sept. 25 | From the Chargé in Colombia (éel.) 445 
(77) Foreign Minister’s request that two letters in U.S. posses- 

sion concerning Colombian defense plans be eliminated from 
the published report of the Senate Investigating Committee; 
recommendation that the request be granted. 

Sept. 25 | From the Peruvian Ambassador 446 
Protest against allegations of unfair practices of the Peru- 

vian Government in connection with airplane purchases as 
previously referred to in a note of September 13 and as subse- , 
quently investigated by the Peruvian Government itself. 

Sept. 27 | To the Chargé in Colombia (tel.) 447 
(59) Instructions to inform the Foreign Minister that the Colom- 

bian defense plans will be withheld from publication as 
requested. 

Sept. 28 | From the Ambassador in Brazil 447 
(438) Information that although the local press has brought 

pressure on the Minister of War causing an investigation of 
the War Ministry, the Foreign Office has been able to exert a 
moderating: influence’on' the press in dealing with the Senate 
inquiry; opinion, however, that U. 8. business interests will 
suffer in future business dealings as a result of the issue. 

Oct. 3 | To the Chinese Minister 448 
Information that the question concerning the wheat credit 

to China in 1933 is now under investigation by the Committee 
but has not%been completed; Committee’s belief that the 
charges will not be substantiated.
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Apr. 12 | To the Chairman of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations 449 

Recommendation for favorable action by the Committee 
and Senate toward ratification of the Arms Traffic Convention 
of 1925. 

May 1 | To the American Delegate to the General Disarmament Con- 450 
(144) ference (tel.) : 

Unanimous recommendation by the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee that the Senate give its advice and 
consent to ratification of the Arms Traffic Convention, with 
reservation that the ratification should not become effective 
until the treaty is ratified by 13 specified powers. 

May 14 | Memorandum by the Secretary of State 451 
Protest of the Persian Minister against ratification of the 

Convention on the ground that the provision relative to the 
Persian Gulf is unfair to Persia. 

May 16 | To the Perstan Minister 451 
Explanation of U. S. position with respect to the Conven- 

tion and assurance that ratification would not alter U. S. 
support of Persian proposed modifications of the Convention 
in discussions of its revision at the General Disarmament 
Conference now in session at Geneva. 

May 16 | From the Persian Minister 453 
Memorandum (text printed) outlining Persian objections 

to article 3 (Special Zones) of the Convention. 

May 19 | To the Persian Minister 455 
Acknowledgment of Persian note of May 16; hope that 

U. S. note of May 16 has now been received and has satis- 
factorily explained the U. S. position. 

May 25 | Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State 455 
Conversation with the Persian Minister, who insisted that 

it would be illegal for the United States to ratify the Conven- 
tion in its original form inasmuch as revision of article 3 has 
already been sanctioned by the League Committee on 
Disarmament. 

May 26 | From the Persian Minister 456 
Reiteration of Persian attitude toward U. S. ratification in 

its original form, and suggestion that ratification be made 
subject to the revision of article 3 decided by the League. 

May 29 | To the Persian Minister | 457 
Advice that although the U. S. Government is in accord 

with the position of Persian Government and the Disarmament 
Committee concerning revision of article 3, no record has been 
found indicative of an ultimate decision in the matter. 
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1934 | 
June 41 To the Persian Minister 458 

Advice that the type of reservation proposed by the Persian 
Government would not be possible under U. S. constitutional 
procedure; suggestion that the most appropriate action would 

. , appear to be U. 8. ratification of the convention coupled with 
continued efforts at Geneva to secure its revision. 

June 5 | From the Persian Minister | 458 
Information that substance of Department’s communica- 

: . tions of May 29 and June 4 has been transmitted to the 
| Persian Government. 

June 14 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation to the General 459 
Disarmament Conference 

Information concerning contents of Persian note of June 5 
(supra), and instructions for guidance in the event that the 
Persian delegate in Geneva should represent inaccurately the 
U. S. position. oe 

June 15 | To the Chairman of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations 459 
Expression of disappointment over Senate acceptance of a 

. reservation by Senator King, implying recognition of alleged 

. Persian rights in the Persian Gulf; Department’s hope for a 
: reconsideration of this reservation and ratification without it. 

June 18 | Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State 460 
Telephone conversation with Senator Robinson concerning 

possibility of eliminating the King reservation; conclusion that 
| nothing can be done now. 

June 19 | Memorandum by Mr. Joseph C. Green of the Division of Western 461 
European Affairs 

Outline of procedure, in accordance with precedent, to be 
. followed in the ratification of the Convention of 1925, and 

. under which there is no way for the President to ratify the 
Convention without the reservations. 

June 20 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 461 
(162) Transmittal of the King reservation (text printed), and 

advice of Department’s unsuccessful opposition to the portion 
pertaining to the Persian Gulf. 

June 21 | From the American Delegate to the General Disarmament Con- 462 
(910) ference (tel.) 

Concurrence in Department’s concern with respect to the 
Persian Gulf provision of the King reservation; expression of : 
hope that the President will consider whether, in view of all the 
circumstances, he should permit it to become law. 

June 22 | To the American Delegate (tel.) 463 
(488) Advice that the Department has not as yet recommended 

ratification to the President and that no action will be taken 
until the Department receives further information concerning 
probable attitude of other parties to the Convention toward 
the Persian Gulf provision of the reservation; instructions to 
ascertain discreetly such opinions in this connection as may be 
of value. | 

June 23 | From the American Delegate (tel.) 463 
(912) Report of British Legal Adviser’s opinion that there would 

be no legal effect but possibly a political effect in the King 
reservation. |
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June 25 | To the Ambassador in France (tel.) : — 464 

(251) Instructions to ascertain confidentially the reaction of the 
French Government to possible U. S. ratification of the 
Convention with the King reservation. 

(Instructions to repeat to London.) : 

June 25 | To the American Delegate (tel.) | 465 
(439) Information that the Department is instructing the Ambas- 

sadors in London and Paris to sound out the British and French 
Governments with respect to the reservation. 

June 26 | Memorandum by the Secretary of State 465 
Conversation with the Persian Minister, who was informed 

of the Department’s unfavorable attitude toward his practice 
of approaching members of the Senate with his Government’s 
views without the Department’s knowledge of such action. 

June 28 | To the Minister in Persia 466 
(22) Transmittal of copy of the Secretary’s memorandum of 

June 26, and instructions to read it aloud to the Foreign Min- 
ister but not to leave a copy of it or any aide-mémoire on the 
subject. 

July 7 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 467 
(391) Foreign Office view that the reservation has no substantial 

significance but might increase British difficulties in dealing 
with the Persian Government. | 

July 12 | Memorandum by the Chief of the Division of Near Eastern Affairs 467 
Conversation with the Counselor of the British Embassy, 

who inquired as to the background and reasons for the reser- 
vation and indicated his Government’s concern that it would 
complicate Anglo-Persian relations; advice to the Counselor that 
U. S. ratification with the reservation would not imply any 
intention to interfere with the status quo in the Persian Gulf. 

July 20 | From the Chargé in France (tel.) 469 
(539) Advice that the Foreign Office has no objection to the | 

reservation but feels that on legal grounds it would be neces- 
sary for France, as the depositary of the ratifications, to ob- 
tain the consent of all the other signatory powers. 

Aug. 9 | Memorandum by the Secretary of State 469 
Conversation with the Persian Minister, who conveyed his 

Government’s regret for the Minister’s recent tactics in ap- 
proaching members of Senate but maintained the Persian 
position regarding sovereign rights in the Persian Gulf; Secre- 
tary’s reiteration of the U. 8S. position. | 

Aug. 11 | From the Perstan Minister 471 
Record of the purport of the conversation with the Secre- 

tary on August 9. 

Aug. 14 | To the American Delegate (tel.) 474 
(444) Excerpt from the Persian Minister’s note of August 11 refer- 

ring to certain agreed revisions of the Geneva Convention, 
allegedly approved by the American delegate; request for 
justification, if any, of these statements. . .
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Aug. 15 | From the Minister in Persia 474 

(179) Conversation with a Foreign Office official, who reviewed 
the Persian reasons for opposing the Arms Traffic Convention 
of 1925 in an effort to convince the American Minister of the 
legality of Persian claims. 

Aug. 15 | To President Roosevelt 476 
Review of developments in connection with the Persian 

Gulf reservation to the Arms Traffic Convention; recommen- 
dation that the Convention be returned to the Senate for its 
further advice and reconsideration of the reservation. 

Aug. 16 | From the Secretary of the American Delegation to the General 479 
(924) Disarmament Conference (tel.) 

Advice that no final decision concerning the questions 
raised by the Persian Minister, referred to in Department’s 
telegram No. 444, August 14, has been taken by the com- 
mittees or subcommittees on regulation of trade in and manu- 
facture of arms. 

Aug. 22 | From Mr. Joseph C. Green of the Division of Western European 480 
Affairs to the Acting Secretary of State 

Transmittal of draft Instrument of Ratification for the Arms 
Traffic Convention of 1925 (text printed) embodying sugges- 
tions by the President for a statement interpreting the King 
reservation. Opinion, however, that the only practical solu- 
tion would be the elimination of the reservation. 

Aug. 24 | To the Persian Minister 481 
Objection to the general tenor and inaccurate statements of 

the Persian Minister’s note of August 11; advice that no useful 
purpose can be served by further discussion of the Convention 
with the Minister. 

Aug. 25 | From the Persian Minister 482 
Persian Minister’s explanation of his note of August 11. 

Aug. 28 | To the Minister in Persia 483 
(45) Transmittal of correspondence between the Department and 

the Persian Minister for use, if considered helpful, in conversa- 
tion with competent Persian officials. 

Sept. 15 | From the Minister in Persia (tel.) 484 
(31) Suggestion that the King reservation be not approved in 

view of a veiled threat by a Persian official that repercussions 
would result if the U. 8. Government failed to follow the 
Senate’s lead. | 

Oct. 27 | From the Minister in Persia 484 
(250) Conversation with the Prime Minister concerning the dis- 

courtesy of the Persian Minister and the resulting stalemate in 
Convention conversations. 

Nov. 15 | Memorandum by the Secretary of State 485 
Persian Minister’s expression of nonintention of deliberately 

violating proprieties in his recent conduct in connection with 
treaty conversations. 

Dec. 15 | M emorandum by the Chief of the Division of Western European 486 
ffairs 

Conversation with Senator King, who inquired as to the 
present status of the treaty and its future prospects.
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Dec. 17 | From the Chief of the Division of Near Eastern Affairs to the 487 

Secretary of State 
Suggestion that the correspondence concerning treaty nego- 

tiations be transmitted to the President with the recommenda- 
tion that he discuss the matter with Senator Pittman, looking 
toward steps for removal of the King reservation. 

NEGOTIATIONS LOOKING TOWARD AN “EASTERN LOCARNO” PACT 
OF MUTUAL GUARANTEE 

1934 
June 6 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation to the General 489 

(876) Disarmament Conference (tel.) 
Information from French Foreign Minister Barthou that he 

and Soviet Foreign Minister Litvinov have reached a prelim- 
inary agreement on certain aspects of an ‘“‘Eastern Locarno’’. 

June 20 | From the Ambassador in Germany 489 
(948) Report of Litvinov’s recent visit to Berlin during which he 

suggested to Foreign Minister von Neurath that Germany 
should join a pact of nonaggression, consultation, and mutual 
assistance, to which Russia, Germany, the Border States in- 
cluding Finland, Poland and the Little Entente, should be 
parties; press reports indicating opposition of Mussolini to such 
a regional pact. 

June 22 | From the Ambassador in Italy (tel.) 491 
(129) Conversation with Foreign Minister Suvich, who elaborated 

upon the topics of recent discussions between Mussolini and 
Hitler; Hitler’s indication that he will reply in the negative 
to Litvinov’s proposal for an Eastern Locarno. 

July 7 | From the Ambassador in Germany 493 
(1011) Information from the Foreign Office as to German attitude 

toward proposed pact. 

July 10 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 494 
(398) From Davis (Chairman of the American Delegation to the 

General Disarmament Conference): Conversation with Bar- 
thou, who summarized the results of his recent talks in London 
as having obtained certain assurances of British support of 
the pact. 

July 13 | From the Ambassador in Italy (tel.) 496 
(1438) Latest press reports indicating that Italy will approve the 

pact but withhold participation. 

July 16 Memorgneum by the Chief of the Division of Western European 496 
airs 

Conversation with the Spanish Ambassador, who was told, 
upon inquiry, that the Department has no information con- 
cerning a Mediterranean Pact, allegedly discussed by Barthou 
during his recent negotiations. 

July 20 | From the Ambassador in the Soviet Union (tel.) 496 
(204) Discussion with Litvinov of the status of the Locarno nego- 

tiations.
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July 20.; From the Ambassador in the Soviet Union (tel.) 498 
(206) Indications that Soviet diplomacy has been active with a 

view to obtaining participation of the Baltic States in the 
Eastern Locarno; also that the chief anxiety of the Soviet 
Government is with regard to the adhesion of Poland. 

July 24 |} From the Ambassador in Germany 498 
(1067) Transmittal of texts of original French proposal, British 

amendments accepted by the French, and a memorandum 
setting forth German objections to the pact. 

July 27 | From the Ambassador in the Soviet Union 502 
(105) Summary of events pointing to improved relations between 

Great Britain and the Soviet Union with resultant marked | 
change in the tone of the Soviet press. 

July 30 | From the Ambassador in the Soviet Union (tel.) 505 
(225) Information that the Latvian and Estonian Foreign Min- 

isters made declarations, July 29, to enter the Eastern Locarno 
with the Soviet Union provided Poland and Germany also , 
enter it. 

July 30 | From the Ambassador in the Soviet Union (tel.) 506 
(226) Information from the Latvian Minister that in case Poland 

and Germany should refuse to enter the pact, Estonia, Latvia, 
and Lithuania would nevertheless join it with France, Czecho- 
slovakia, and the Soviet Union; also that Poland and Lith- 
uania are approaching agreement on certain points. 

Aug. 3 | From the Ambassador in the Soviet Union (tel.) 507 
(241) Joint statement, August 2 (excerpt printed), issued by Lit- 

vinov and the Lithuanian Foreign Minister with respect to the 
Eastern Locarno proposal. 

Aug. 3 | From the Ambassador in the Soviet Union (tel.) 507 
(243) Conversation with the Lithuanian Foreign Minister, who |: 

expressed his intention of acting in concert with Litvinov to 
bring about the Eastern Locarno and denied reports of con- 
tinued Lithuanian-Polish negotiations, adding that purely 
economic negotiations may be carried forward at a later date. 

Sept. 5 | From the Ambassador in Poland (tel.) 508 
(46) ' Foreign Minister’s opinion that the Eastern Locarno will 

ail. 

Sept. 20 | From the Ambassador in Germany 509 
(1300) German memorandum (text printed) rejecting the proposal 

for an Eastern Pact of Mutual Assistance sponsored by the 
French and the Soviets; information that the Foreign Office 
does not, however, reject the idea of further negotiations. 

Sept. 25 | From the Ambassador in the Soviet Union (tel.) 516 
(395) Information that the Soviet Government has given up hope 

of concluding an Eastern Locarno Pact, but is still confident 
that France and Czechoslovakia will make an agreement with 
the Soviet Union for mutual defense. 

Oct. 5 | From the Ambassador in the Soviet Union (tel.) 516 
(341) Conversation with Litvinov, who expressed the opinion that 

establishment of the Pact was not a completely lost objective 
but one that would require a number of months for nego- 
tiations,
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Oct. 9 | From the Ambassador in Poland ny 517 

(448) Conversation with the Foreign Minister, who outlined 
Polish objections to the Eastern Locarno Pact which he said 

‘he had set forth in writing and had transmitted to the French 
Government. : 

Dec. 9 | From the Chargé in the Soviet Union (tel.) | 519 
(407) Summary of press announcement and of editorial comments 

upon the conclusion of a Franco-Soviet protocol looking toward 
continued efforts to establish the Pact and to withhold any 
separate negotiations with other Governments which would 
run counter to its spirit. : 

Dec. 11 | Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State '  §21 
Information from the Soviet Chargé as to the substance of 

the Franco-Soviet protocol which was signed in Geneva on 
December 5. 

Dec. 13 | From the Ambassador in Poland 521 
(533) Discussion with the Foreign Minister of the Polish attitude 

toward a revised Eastern Locarno Pact purporting to make 
certain concessions to the Polish point of view. 

Dec. 27 | From the Chargé in the Soviet Union 523 
(310) Transmittal of English version of the official Franco-Soviet | - 

protocol (text printed) as it appeared in the Soviet press on 
December 20. 

ATTITUDE OF CERTAIN FOREIGN GOVERNMENTS TOWARD THE 

JOHNSON ACT PROHIBITING LOANS TO DEBTOR GOVERNMENTS 

IN DEFAULT TO THE UNITED STATES; INTERPRETATIONS OF 

THE ACT — 

1934 . 
Jan. 31 | To Senator Joseph T. Robinson 525 

Memorandum by the Legal Adviser (text printed), setting 
forth reasons for eliminating certain phraseology in the 
Johnson bill (8S. 682) in order to confine its scope to defaulted 
obligations to the Government of the United States. Infor- 
mation that the President of the Foreign Bondholders Pro- 
tective Council shares the hope of President Roosevelt that 
‘such modification will be made in the bill. 7 

Feb. 5 | Memorandum by the Secretary of State 527 
Protest of the British Ambassador against the passage of 

the Johnson bill. 

Apr. 12 | To President Roosevelt 527 
Transmittal of the enrolled bill 8. 682, with indication that 

the Department has no objection to the form of the bill. 

Apr. 23 | To the Attorney General 528 
Memorandum by the Legal Adviser, April 21 (text printed), 

giving opinion on questions raised in connection with inter- 
pretation of certain aspects of the Johnson bill. 

(Footnote: Receipt of a letter dated May 5 giving opinion 
of the Attorney General on these questions.)
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Apr. 24 | Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State 532 

. French Ambassador’s inquiry as to effect of the Johnson Act 
upon the status of Governments proposing “‘token payments” 
on war debts due the United States; reply that this question 
is included in a series of interpretative questions now before the 
Department of Justice and that the Ambassador will be ad- 
vised of any definitive answer received by the Department. 

May 3 | Memorandum by the Secretary of State 533 
Conversation with the Rumanian Minister, who inquired as 

to when the Department of Justice would complete its work 
of interpreting the Johnson Act. 

May 7 | Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State 533 
French Government’s desire for an official interpretation of 

the Attorney General’s opinion concerning debtor countries 
which make some partial or token payments. 

May 8 | Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State 534 
Discussion of the French inquiry with President Roosevelt; 

the President’s opinion that countries making partial payments 
must be considered in default under the terms of the Johnson 

| ct. 

May 11 | Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State 535 
British Ambassador’s inquiry with respect to the applicabil- 

ity of the Johnson Act in the case of Great Britain. Advice 
that on and after June 15 the terms of the Act would apply 
and that countries not making full payments must be regarded 
as in default. 

May 14 | Memorandum by the Legal Adviser 536 
Opinion regarding question raised by the Counsel for the 

Foreign Bondholders Protective Council with respect to ap- 
plication of the Johnson Act to American bondholders of cer- 
tain German scrip or funding bonds. 

(Footnote: Information that the Attorney General, in a 
letter of May 18, concurred in the Legal Adviser’s opinion 
that under the circumstances the acceptance of the scrip or 
funding bonds by American bondholders is not forbidden by 
the Act.) 

May 15 | Memorandum by the Legal Adviser 540 
Opinion that governments which have made token payments 

in the past and are now in the nondefaulting category and 
which pay the full amount of the June 15 installment should 
not be considered in default. 

(Footnote: Information that the Attorney General concurred 
in this opinion on May 18.) 

May 22 | Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State 541 
Conversation with the President concerning his recent in- 

conclusive discussion of debts with the British Ambassador.
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June 12 | To the Minister in Czechoslovakia (circ. tel.) 542 

Information that the Attorney General has rendered an 
opinion that Governments in the same category as Great 
Britain (Czechoslovakia, Italy, Latvia, and Lithuania) would 
not fall within the prohibitions of the Johnson Act should they 
pay the full amount of the installment next due on their in- 
debtedness. 

(Footnote: Instructions to repeat to Italy, Latvia, and 
Lithuania.) 

a 

NEGOTIATIONS WITH REGARD TO CERTAIN INTERGOVERN MENTAL 

DEBTS DUE THE UNITED STATES 

1934 
(Note: Information concerning publication of exchanges of 543 

correspondence between the United States and various foreign 
governments with regard to foreign debts owing to the United 
tates.) 

May 22 | To President Roosevelt 543 
Memorandum (text printed) outlining a number of possible 

courses of action for dealing with the war debts, with attention 
called to alternative B, which in substance consists of Con- 
gressional authority, vested in the President, to receive pay- 
ments in the currency or credit of the debtor countries, rather 
than in New York funds, which will be utilized as a credit pool 
for the stimulation of world trade. 

June 1 | To the Ambassador in France (circ. tel.) 556 
Transmittal of the President’s message to Congress, June 1 

(excerpt printed), concerning the war debts question and in- 
dicating repeated assurances to the debtor countries of U.S. 
willingness to discuss fully and frankly the special circum- 
stances relating to means and methods of payment. 

Oct. 31 | To President Roosevelt 557 
Transmittal of a memorandum, October 27 (text printed), 

summarizing several new suggestions for handling the war 
debts question which have been received by the Department 
since its memorandum of May 22 was forwarded to the 
President. . 

BELGIUM 

(Note: Reference to correspondence in Press Releases.) 559 

CZECHOSLOVAKIA 

(Note: Reference to correspondence in Press Releases.) 559
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(Note: Reference to correspondence in Press Releases.) 559 

FINLAND 

1933 
Dec. 22 | From President Roosevelt 559 

Approval of a draft schedule prepared by the Treasury De- 
partment suggesting three possible bases for readjustment of 
Finland’s indebtedness to the United States; expression of 
preference for the 30-year plan. 

1934 
Jan. 6) To the Finnish Legation 560 

Aide-mémoitre presenting the Treasury Department’s sched- 
ule (text printed) ; advice that upon Finnish acceptance of one 
of the proposals, the President has authorized the preparation 
of an agreement to be submitted to Congress for approval. 

Undated | Memorandum by the Assistant Economic Adviser of a Conversa- 562 
tion With the Finnish Minister on January 8, 1934 

Discussion of negotiations for rearrangement of the Finnish 
debt, and clarification of certain aspects of the U.S. proposal. 

Jan. 11 | From the Finnish Legation 563 
Acceptance of the 30-year plan as suggested by the Depart- 

ment with reservation concerning Finland’s future adherence to 
the most-favored-nation principle. 

Mar. 29 | Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State 563 
Inquiry of the Finnish Minister as to the status of the 

agreement for debt rearrangement, and reply that the Presi- 
dent has reached no decision as yet on sending it to Congress, 
owing to the complicated Congressional situation at present. 

May 23 | Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State 564 
Explanation to the Finnish Minister of reasons why the Presi- 

dent feels that conditions are not favorable for presenting the 
debt arrangement to Congress at this session. 

(Note: Reference to additional correspondence in Press 565 
Releases.) 

FRANCE 

1934 
Feb. 16 | Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State 565 

Discussion with the President of French inquiry as to 
whether President Roosevelt would send to Congress in the 
near future a message on the war debts question; President’s 
reply in the negative. 

Mar. 7 | From the Ambassador in France (tel.) 566 
(172) Receipt of intimations that French Government would like 

to know what method of war debt settlement would be 
acceptable to United States; reply that it would seem that 
proposals should come from the debtor.
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1934 
Mar. 8 | To the Ambassador in France (tel.) 566 

(93) Approval of reply to intimations concerning war debt 
‘| settlement. 

May 9 | From the Ambassador in France (éel.) 566 
(355) Information concerning continued intimations with respect 

to French war debt position, and résumé of arguments which 
would prompt France to make a token payment to the United 
States on June 15. 

May 9 | Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State 567 
Discussion with French Ambassador concerning the Presi- 

dent’s view that under the Johnson Act partial payment after 
June 15 would not prevent a debtor country from being in 
default; Ambassador’s regret in view of recommendations 
which he had submitted to his Government for payment. 

(Footnote: Information that this memorandum was trans- 
mitted to the Embassy in France as telegram No. 181, May 9.) 

June 7 | Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State 568 
Conversation with French Ambassador, who outlined the 

course which he would recommend to his Government con- 
cerning the debt question. 

June 12 | From the Ambassador in France (tel.) 569 
(4384) Decision of Council of Ministers to maintain the position 

created by the decision of the Chamber in 1932 with regard to 
war debts. 

June 29 | To President Roosevelt 569 
Suggestion that, while the last French note declining pay- 

ment does not necessitate a reply, it would be advisable to 
make one for purposes of record and of keeping the obligation 
before the French Government. 

(Footnote: Information that no record of a reply by Presi- 
dent Roosevelt or of one to the French Government has been 
found in the Department files.) 

Sept. 4 | From the Ambassador in France 570 
(1183) Conversation with the Foreign Minister, during which the 

Ambassador outlined his personal suggestion for French debt 
payments. 

Oct. 26 | From the Ambassador in France 573 
(1314) Memorandum, October 25 (text printed), of a conversation 

with the new Foreign Minister on the debt situation, during 
which the latter maintained the position that there could be 
no debt payments by France without resumption of repara- 
tion payments. 

Nov. 22 | From the Ambassador in France 578 
(1379) Memorandum, November 21 (text printed), of a conversa- 

tion with Premier Flandin, during which the Ambassador 
outlined his personal suggestion for French debt payments as 
set forth in despatch No. 1188, September 4, emphasizing 
that the initiation of the idea would have to come from the 
French side.
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1934 
Nov. 27 | From the Ambassador in France 583 
(1386) Further conversation with Flandin concerning French atti- 

tude on the debt question; his opinion that no different reply 
could be made to U. S. note regarding December 15 payment 
than had been sent in the past; that suggested indication of 
possible future consideration of payment might be embodied 
in a separate communication. | 

Dec. 21 | From the Ambassador in France 584 
(1466) Discussion of debts with Foreign Minister Laval, who re- 

iterated his point of view concerning the connection between 
reparations and payment of war debts. 

GREAT BRITAIN 

| (Note: Reference to correspondence in Press Releases.) | 587 

HUNGARY 

| (Note: Reference to correspondence in Press Releases.) | 587 

ITaLy | 

1934 
June 11 | Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State 587 

Inquiry of the Italian Ambassador as to what the U.S. reply 
would be if on June 15 the Italian Government made the same 
payment on the war debts which it had made on the last two 
installments, and whether it would be received without any 
comment. 

(Footnote: Reply that the U. 8S. Government would receive 
the funds and send an acknowledgment.) 

(Note: Reference to additional correspondence in Press 587 
Releases.) 

LATVIA 

1934 
May 24 | From the Minister in Latvia 587 

(309) Indication that Latvia will follow the lead of Great Britain 
in the matter of June 15 payment on war debts. 

June 12 | From the Latvian Minister for Foreign Affairs to the American 588 
Chargé in Latvia 

Declaration of suspension of all debt payments to the 
United States pending final revision of the Debt Refunding 
Agreement of September 24, 1925; nonintention, however, of 
repudiating obligations, and willingness to enter upon further 
discussion of the subject at any time which is agreeable to the 
U. S. Government. 

(Note: Reference to additional correspondence in Press 589 
Releases.)
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(Note: Reference to correspondence in Press Releases.) 590 

POLAND 

- 19384 
Mar. 27 | From the Ambassador in Poland 590 

Conversation with the Financial Counselor of the Polish 
Embassy in Washington, who said that he had come to 
Warsaw for the purpose of stressing the necessity of some 
sort of token payment on the Polish debt to the United States. 

June 4 | Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State 590 
Conversation with the Polish Ambassador with respect to 

negotiating a settlement of the war debt to the United States. 

(Note: Reference to additional correspondence in Press 591 
Releases.) 

RUMANIA 

1934 
May 24 | Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State 591 

Rumanian Minister’s request that in any debt message which 
the President might send to Congress Rumania should not be 
classed among the countries in default. 

June 14 Memorandum by the Chief of the Division of Near Eastern Af- 592 
fairs 

Conversation with the Rumanian Minister, who referred to 
a recent note delivered to the Secretary stating Rumanian in- 
tention to suspend all further payments on war debts pending 
a rediscussion of the entire problem; Minister’s expression of 
interest in the idea of payments in kind—an idea which had 
been mentioned in the press with reference to Great Britain. 

(Note: Reference to additional correspondence in Press 592 
Releases.) 

YUGOSLAVIA 

1934 
May 28 | To the Yugoslav Chargé 593 

Statement of amounts due on Yugoslav war debt on June 15. 
(Footnote: No reply from the Yugoslav Government found 

in Department files.) 

INTEREST OF THE UNITED STATES IN CLEARING AND COMPENSA- 
TION AGREEMENTS AND THE GOLD BLOC 

1934 
Aug. 28 | From the Director of the Economic Relations Section of the League 594 

of Nations 
Observations on growth of the system of clearing and com- 

pensation agreements and proposed study of the subject by 
the League of Nations Economic Committee; suggestion for 
consultations between the United States, Great Britain, and 
the five countries of the “‘gold bloc’’.
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Oct. 3 | From the Consul at Geneva (tel.) 596 

(287) Council resolution, September 28 (text printed), authorizing 
inquiry into the subject of compensation and clearing agree- 
ments and creating a joint committee composed of members of 
the Economic and Financial Committees to supervise the in- 
quiry and make report. Request for instructions concerning 
proposal for U.S. participation in the work. 

Oct. 4 | To the Director of the Economic Relations Section of the League 598 
of Nations 

Concurrence in Director Stoppani’s observations as set forth 
in his letter of August 28; opinion as to effect of present devel- 
opments on the carrying out of U.S. policy envisaging gradual 
elimination of exchange controls and reestablishment of inter- 
national trade on a sounder basis. 

Undated | Communiqué Issued by Gold Bloc States Following Meetings in 599 
(Ree’d Geneva 

Oct. 13) Record of meetings, September 24 and 25, to examine world 
economic and financial problems and methods of international 
cooperation; decision to establish a commission which might at 
first devote its work to the objects of increase of trade and 
development of tourism and transportation. 

Oct. 51 To the Consul at Geneva (tel.) 600 
(100) Instructions to inform Stoppani of the U. 8S. Government’s 

interest and desire to participate in the work of the Joint Com- 
mittee. 

Oct. 13 | Memorandum by the Secretariat of the League of Nations Con- 601 
cerning the Enquiry Into Compensation and Clearing Agree- 
ments 

Definition of aims and procedure drawn up by the Secretariat 
with a view to the preliminary meeting of the Joint Committee 
to be held in Paris on October 18. 

Oct. 19 | From the Ambassador in France (tel.) 608 
(777) Preliminary meeting of the Joint Committee, at which de- 

cision was made to examine, first of all, clearing arrangements, 
i. e., those which tend to regulate actual payments for ex- 
changes between countries, and in this connection to send a 
questionnaire to various countries. 

Oct. 20 | Protocol Signed at Brussels by the Chiefs of the Belgian, French, 609 
Italian, Luxemburg, Polish, and Swiss Delegations 

Declaration of the aims of the gold bloc countries in their 
study of clearing agreements. 

Oct. 26 | From the Consul at Geneva (tel.) 610 
(302) Information concerning composition of the Joint Committee; 

also that Stoppani perceives no difficulty in arranging for 
American participation. 

Oct. 27 | From the Consul at Geneva 611 
(1059 Conversation with Stoppani with respect to the results of the 
Pol.) recent conference of the gold bloc states in Brussels; Stoppani’s 

opinion that the collaboration of these states is limited not only 
by internal opposition to concessions but also by the fear of 
offending states outside the group, particularly Great Britain 
and Germany.
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Oct. 31 | To the Consul at Geneva (tel.) 612 

(109) U. S. willingness to collaborate with the Joint Committee 
and to appoint a representative at the time desired. 

Nov. 8 | To Mr. C. HE. Smets of the Economic Relations Section of the 612 
League of Nations 

Desire for effective U. 8. participation in work of the Joint 
Committee, and suggestion for an additional questionnaire to 
be dispatched to all governments. 

Nov. 23 | To the Consul at Geneva (tel.) 614 
(122) Instructions to inform Stoppani of U. 8. misgiving as to 

whether the subject to be examined by the Joint Committee 
will receive sufficiently rounded consideration in all its aspects; 
U. 8. opinion that the study should also include consideration 
of problems created for third countries and other indirect re- 
sults stemming from existing clearing agreements. 

Dec. 15 | From the Consul at Geneva (éel.) 614 
(387) Advice that other correspondence which preceded Depart- 

ment’s telegram No. 122 of November 23 answers the query 
raised therein; willingness of the Secretariat, however, to cir- 
culate among the members of the Joint Committee an informal 
memorandum on the subject if the United States desires to 
formulate one. 

ATTITUDE OF THE UNITED STATES TOWARD NEGOTIATION OF AN 
INTERNATIONAL AGREEMENT ON RUBBER PRODUCTION 

1933 
Nov. 18 | From the Minister in the Netherlands 615 

(832) Report of negotiations in London, October 26, between 
representatives of the British, French, and Netherland in- 
terested parties, leading to an agreement concerning the condi- 
tions upon which a restriction of the output of rubber might 
be effected. 

Dec. 8 | To the Minister in the Netherlands (tel.) 616 
(34) Instructions to inform the proper Netherland authorities of 

U. S. interest in the international plan under discussion; also 
to request any other available information concerning the plan 
and to refer informally to pertinent resolution passed by the 
Monetary and Economic Conference. 

Dec. 15 | From the Minister in the Netherlands 616 
(855) Conversation with Dr. Colijn, Prime Minister and Minister 

for the Colonies, who called attention to the unofficial nature 
of the present negotiations and expressed his views on the 
tentative plan, which will adhere to the principle set forth in 
the resolution of the Monetary and Economic Conference. 

1984 | From the Minister in the Netherlands 617 
Jan, 4 Information that the international plan for restriction of 

(864) | rubber output may come into effect in April or May; contro- 
versy among producers as to plan for the restriction of native 
rubber output.
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Jan. 13 | To the Minister in the Netherlands (éel.) 618 

(2) Inquiry as to the status of the proposed international rubber 
plan and any further details as to its terms, 

Jan. 16 | From the Chargé in Great Britain (tel.) 619 
(11) Information as to position of the British interests and the 

British Government; possibility that the three Governments 
will be able to put the restriction plan in force within a few 
months, 

Jan. 19 | From the Minister in the Netherlands (tel.) 619 
(1) Report of inconclusive developments with respect to the 

restriction plan, which was submitted to the Conference of the 
International Rubber Association at Amsterdam, January 18. 

Jan. 23 | To the Minister in the Netherlands (tel.) 620 
(5) Observations concerning the restriction plan, to be brought 

to attention of the Netherland Government; specific in- 
structions to put forward certain constructive suggestions if 
the appropriate occasion for such discussion arises. 

(Footnote: The same telegram, mutatis mutandis, with one 
additional paragraph, to the Chargé in Great Britain.) 

Feb. 12 | To the Minister in the Netherlands (tel.) 622 
(9) Instructions to inquire of Colijn the status of discussions 

regarding rubber agreement and to inform him of the Depart- 
ment’s opinion that effectiveness of section 3 (d) of the London 
Economic Conference resolution can be assured only by grant- 
ing to consuming countries representation on the International 
Committee. 

Feb. 14 | From the Minister in the Netherlands (tel.) 622 
(4) Information from Colijn of proposal in recent London dis- 

cussions to establish an advisory committee of three, appointed 
by consumers but having no vote; request for Department’s 
views regarding the adequacy or inadequacy of the proposal. 

Feb. 15 | From the Chargé in Great Britain (tel.) 623 
(59) Information from the Foreign Office that the appropriate 

section of the London Economic Conference resolution would 
be taken into consideration, and that the final rubber restric- 
tion plan will be a government measure and not merely a plan 
prepared under government auspices and turned over to the 
producers to be put into effect. 

Feb. 23 | To the Minister in the Netherlands (tel.) 623 
(10) Understanding that rubber agreement has been accepted 

and may be signed by March 1; instructions, upon verification 
of information, to submit a written note to the Netherland 
Government, expressing Department’s desire for adequate 
assurances concerning consumer protection and representation 
and price control. Approval of proposed consumers’ advisory 
committee under certain conditions. 

Feb. 23 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 624 

(61) Information and instructions similar to contents of Depart- 
ment’s telegram No. 10 of February 23 to the Minister in the 
Netherlands.
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Feb. 26 | From the Minister in the Netherlands (tel.) 625 

(8) Interview with Colijn during which Department’s views 
were set forth; Colijn’s assurance of support of Department's 
suggestion regarding consumers’ advisory committee, and his 
confirmation of report that restriction agreement will be 
signed soon. 

Feb. 27 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 625 
(68) Advice of Colijn’s promised support of consumer participa- 

tion, and instructions to press the matter again with the 
British Government, withholding, however, knowledge of 
Colijn’s support, and to restate the U. S. view regarding 
necessity for price assurance. 

Feb. 27 | To the Minister in the Netherlands (tel.) 626 
(11) Advice of instructions to the Ambassador in London to 

reemphasize U. 8. position in order to secure rights for con- 
sumers’ committee and to assure price protection. 

Feb. 28 | From the Chargé in Great Britain (tel.) 627 
(82) Unofficial British reply (text printed) to U. S. views pre- 

. sented in accordance with Department’s No. 61, February 23, 
advising of probable British position on the two points raised 
by the Department when the matter comes before the British 
Government officially. 

Feb. 28 | From the Chargé in Great Britain (tel.) 628 
(85) Discussion with the Foreign Office of steps which will pre- 

cede the final adoption of any restrictive plan. Intention to 
discuss situation with Prime Minister at forthcoming interview. 

Mar. 1 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 629 
(75) Approval of proposed discussion with the Prime Minister 

in view of conflicting reports on the status of negotiations and 
of inadequate assurances from British Government with respect 
to consumers’ rights and price protection. Suggestion that 
written record of U. 8. position be made in the Colonial Office 
also. 

Mar. 2 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 630 
(88) Advice that U. 8. views have been presented to the Prime 

Minister, who has promised to give the matter his personal 
attention. 

Mar. 4 | From the Minister in the Netherlands (tel.) 630 
(9) Presentation of U. 8. position to the Netherland Govern- 

ment. Colijn’s decision to adopt an export tax system on 
native Netherlands East Indies rubber. Opinion of Baron 
Van Lynden, Director of United States Rubber Plantations, 
that with U. 8. pressure some concession may be obtained for 
certain American companies producing special grades of rubber. 

Mar. 5 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 631 
(80) Request for verification of report that restriction agreement 

will be signed by the British and Netherland committees on 
March 7, in view of British Government’s advice that matter 
had not yet received official consideration and that way was 
still open for consideration of American proposals. 

7911138—-51——_5



LXVI LIST OF PAPERS 

RUBBER AGREEMENT 

Date and Subject Page 

1934 
Mar. 6 | From the Chargé in the Netherlands (tel.) 631 

(11) Information that the British and Netherland Producers’ 
Committees are in agreement and that the Netherland Govern- 
ment will accept the Committee’s draft. 

Mar. 6 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 632 
(86) Instructions to inform the British Government of U. S. 

understanding that the rubber restriction agreement, to be 
signed by the producers’ committees on March 7, is in no 
sense binding upon the Governments concerned; further, to 
inform the appropriate authorities that certain American 
manufacturer-growers will press for exemption from restriction 
of special types of rubber where produced on their own plan- 
tations. 

Mar. 8 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 633 
(107) Personal assurance from the Prime Minister that ‘“‘the mat- 

ter of rubber has now been taken up” in the light of U. S. 
position; information from Foreign Office that no rubber re- 
striction agreement has been signed by producers’ committee to 

ate. 

Mar. 10 | From the Chargé in the Netherlands (tel.) 633 
(13) Foreign Office note (text printed) advising of nonobjection 

to presence of consumers’ representatives at eventual meetings 
of restriction committee and of Government’s intention to 
instruct Netherland delegation to oppose any excessive in- 
crease in prices. 

Mar. 15 | From the Chargé in the Netherlands (tel.) 634 
(17) Rejection of United States Rubber Co.’s formulas by the 

Netherland Producers’ Committee; advice of suspension of 
regular meetings of the Producers’ Committee owing to diffi- 
culties between the British and Netherland representatives. 

Mar. 15 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 634 
(100) Request for information on certain enumerated points re- 

garding negotiations and reasons for delay in final signature 
of agreement. 

Mar. 19 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 635 
(118) Information that producers’ agreement may be reached 

within 10 days. Expectation of reply from Foreign Office to 
note based on Department’s No. 75, March 1, and suggestion 
that a questionnaire of desired information be prepared by the 
Department for Embassy’s use at time of receipt of Foreign 
Office reply. 

Mar. 22 | From the Minister in the Netherlands (tel.) 636 
(22) Completion of Netherland Producers’ Committee work and 

indication of early accord with the British; advice that the 
British Producers’ Committee is giving attention to special 
claims of the manufacturer-growers. 

Mar. 23 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 637 
(127) Information that producers’ agreement will be delayed for 

two more weeks; receipt of Foreign Office note (text printed) 
setting forth assurances with respect to the objectives and 
machinery of any rubber restriction scheme which the British 
Government is prepared to countenance.



LIST OF PAPERS LXVII 

RUBBER AGREEMENT 

Date and Subject Page 

1934 
Mar. 28 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 640 

(118) Instructions to follow up at once the discussions concerning 
the rubber restriction program, guided by certain observa- 
tions of the Department which may be presented in the form 
of an aide-mémoire (text printed). 

Apr. 2 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 642 
(131) Enumeration of further specific points to be clarified in dis- 

cussions with the British authorities. 

Apr. 4 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 643 
(151) Summary of oral information from the Colonial Office in 

reply to points raised in Department’s No. 131, April 2; ex- 
pectation of written reply in due course to these and other 
questions raised by Department. 

Apr. 7 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 645 
(140) Instructions for guidance in further discussion of oral ob- 

servations of the Colonial Office reported in telegram No. 151, 
April 4. 

Apr. 10 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 647 
(158) Foreign Office letter, April 9 (text printed), confirming oral 

observations of the Colonial Office; advice that suggestions 
in Department’s No. 140 of April 7 could be effectively em- 
bodied in a written reply to the Foreign Office letter. 

Apr. 12 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 649 
(148) Instructions to present an atde-mémoire to the Foreign Office 

as suggested; opinion that the British are not showing any 
strong disposition to meet U. 8S. point of view. 

Apr. 20 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 650 
(154) Inquiry as to status of presentation of U.S. position. 

Apr. 24 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 650 
(160) Receipt of information indicating that the rubber restriction 

agreement will be signed April 28, to enter into effect almost 
immediately. 

Apr. 26 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 651 
(208) Substance of oral statement made to Sir Robert Vansittart, 

British Permanent Under Secretary of State for Foreign Af- 
fairs, in view of confirmation received in London of Depart- 
ment’s No. 160, April 24. 

Apr. 26 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 652 
(164) Approval of oral statement made to Vansittart. 

Apr. 27 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain 652 
(661) Foreign Office reply, April 26 (text printed), to Embassy’s 

aide-mémoire based on Department’s telegrams No. 118 of 
March 28 and No. 148 of April 12. 

Apr. 28 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 656 
(166) Instructions to reemphasize Department’s views concerning 

price protection and consumer participation inasmuch as the 
British reply does not substantially lessen the Department’s 
doubts regarding the rubber restriction plan as outlined.
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Apr. 28 | From the Minister in the Netherlands (tel.) 657 

(30) Advice that rubber producers’ restriction agreement was 
signed April 28, in keeping with outline given by the British 
Government unofficially to the London Embassy; résumé of 
certain provisions. Summary of note from the Foreign Office 
enclosing copy of the agreement. 

Apr. 30 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) . : 658 
(210) Receipt from Foreign Office of copy of Rubber Producers’ 

Agreement and a memorandum on the draft of the intergovern- 
mental agreement; also information that the British Govern- 
ment is prepared to take the necessary measures to put the 
Producers’ Agreement into effect subject to similar undertak- 
ings by other governments concerned. Presentation of views 
expressed in Department’s No. 166, April 28. 

Apr. 30 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain 659 
(665) Foreign Office aide-mémoire (text printed) concerning the 

proposed rubber restriction plan and provisions for appoint- 
ment of an American representative of manufacturers. 

May 14 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 661 
(195) Advisability of nomination of American representative di- 

rectly by consuming interests through the most suitable organ- 
ization, and information that the matter is being brought to 
the attention of the Rubber Manufacturers’ Association. 

Dec. 3 | From the Chargé in the Netherlands G6HQ 
(120) Report of fairly successful operation of the rubber restriction 

plan, which has been in effect 6 months; opinion that confidence 
can be placed in the Netherland members of the International 
Committee and the Netherland Government to maintain a firm 
attitude against British efforts to raise the price of rubber, pro- 
vided the methods adopted for restriction control and price 
control prove effective. 

PARTICIPATION OF THE UNITED STATES IN THE LONDON PRE- 
LIMINARY CONFERENCE ON SUGAR, MARCH 5-10, 1934 

1934 
Jan. 4 | From the Consul at Geneva (tel.) 664 

(1) Confidential information that Avenol, in his capacity as 
Secretary Genera! of the Monetary and Economic Conference, 
has received a tentative proposal from the International Sugar 
Council that preliminary discussions be held between the 
parties to the Chadbourne Plan and the United States and 
Great Britain, looking toward a possible world sugar conven- 
tion; that the British reaction is favorable, and that U. S. 
reaction is awaited before further steps are taken. 

Jan. 13 | To the Consul at Geneva (tel.) 665 
(3) Concurrence in the proposal for exploratory conversations 

on sugar; instructions to suggest to Avenol the desirability of 
inviting to the preliminary meeting the other exporting 
nations and the principal importing nations besides those | 

' mentioned by the Sugar Council.
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Jan. 25 | From the Consul at Geneva (tel.) 666 

(22) Secretariat’s receipt of further views from the British 
Colonial Office after being apprised of the American sugges- 
tions; advice that the Secretariat invites additional U.S. views 
but is inclined, as are the British, to favor preliminary con- 
versations with limited representation, as was done in the case 
of wheat. 

Jan. 26 | From the Consul at Geneva (tel.) 667 
(24) Receipt by the Secretariat of the Sugar Council’s opinion, 

which coincides in substance with the British view; advice 
that Stoppani, Director of the Economics Section of the 
League of Nations, would appreciate any further advice with 
respect to the U. 8. position before departing on January 29 
for London to confer with Prime Minister MacDonald. 

Jan. 27 | To the Consul at Geneva (tel.) 668 
(9) Definition of U. 8S. position and of basis on which Depart- 

ment is willing to participate in the preliminary conference. 

Feb. 6 | From the Consul at Geneva (tel.) 668 
(28) Advice that a formal invitation (text printed) within the 

scope of the U.S. position will be forwarded to the Department 
through the Legation at Bern; opinion of the Secretariat that 
all invited powers will accept. 

Feb. 21 | To the Minister in Switzerland (tel.) 669 
(14) Instructions to address a letter of acceptance (text printed) 

to Secretary General Avenol. 

Feb. 21 | To the Chargé in Great Britain 670 
(260) Memorandum of Basic Instructions (text printed) for 

guidance of the American delegation, which will be headed by 
Mr. Atherton. 

Mar. 2 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 674 
(79) For Atherton: Instructions to insert in the “ Basie Instrue- 

| tions’”’ several paragraphs relative to the Philippine sugar plan. 

Mar. 5 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 675 
(97) From Atherton: Report of the opening of the sugar con- f 

ference without representation from Germany or the Domin- : 
ican Republic; advice that British and American statements are | 
scheduled for March 6. ‘4 

Mar. 7 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 676 
(90) For Atherton: Information that President Roosevelt’s i 

message on March 2 pertaining to Philippine independence ‘ee 
contained no suggested changes in the provisions of law ij 
affecting the marketing of Philippine sugar in the United ! 
States. Ay 

Mar. 8 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) és 
(108) From Atherton: Advice that the Chadbourne countries want i 

dictum commitment relative to disposal of initial surplus 
Philippine sugar; delegation’s temporary position pending 
instructions.
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Mar. 10 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 676 

(95) For Atherton: Approval of the delegation’s position with 
regard to disposal of initial Philippine surplus; advice, how- 
ever, that the U. S. Government cannot undertake any com- 
mitment regarding surplus disposal until Congress has acted 
on the sugar bill now before it. 

Mar. 12 From the American Delegation to the Preliminary Conference on 677 
ugar 

Transmittal of report on the preliminary meeting on the 
coordination of production and marketing of sugar, held at 
London, March 5-10 (extract printed); adjournment until 
certain conditions are fulfilled, including passage of U. 8. 
legislation. 

Dec. 28 Memorandum by the Chief of the Division of Latin American 679 
ffairs 

Résumé of developments since the preliminary conference 
was held in March; probability that upon receipt of a satis- 
factory expression of Netherland views, the British will convene 
another world conference. 

PROTESTS BY FOREIGN GOVERNMENTS AGAINST THE NRA SHIP- 

PING CODE; PROJECT FOR AN INTERNATIONAL SHIPPING CON- 

FERENCE 

1933 | 
Oct. 28 | To the Danish Minister 681 

Information, in reply to previous inquiry, concerning pro- 
; visions of a proposed new code for the shipping industry; advice 

that a hearing will be held about November 6 for expression of 
views regarding the code by interested parties. 

Nov. 8 | To the National Recovery Administration 681 
Advice that William R. Vallance of the Legal Adviser’s 

Office will attend the hearing on the general shipping code on 
November 9 as a representative of the Department. 

Nov. 18 | To the National Recovery Administration 682 
Request that shipping code as finally proposed be submitted 

to the Department for consideration before being sent to the 
President for approval. 

Nov. 21 | From the Assistant Deputy Administrator of the National Re- 682 
covery Administration 

Assurance that Department will be kept informed of de- 
velopments in regard to the shipping code. 

1934 
Feb. 12 | From the Danish Minister 683 

(12) Representations against the revised draft code, since it 
apparently extends U. S. jurisdiction to foreign vessels and 
violates treaty rights regarding free access to ports for purposes 
of international trade. 

Feb. 14 | From the Norwegian Legation 685 
Representations against applicability of the code to foreign 

shipping and violation of treaty rights pertaining to freedom 
of commerce and navigation.
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Feb. 16 | From the National Recovery Administrator 687 

Explanation of the code, and advice that the text will be 
clarified to assure noninterference with nationals of other 
countries on foreign flag vessels or with rights guaranteed by 
treaty. 

Feb. 17 | To the Danish Minister 689 
Advice that the draft code has not been placed in final form 

and has consequently not been approved by the NRA; clarifi- 
cation of provisions regarding foreign vessels. 

(Footnote: Information that the Norwegian Minister was 
advised similarly on February 19.) 

Feb. 26 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State 690 
Analysis of legal and diplomatic problems arising from the 

proposed enactment of the code; conclusion that regulation of 
ocean rates on foreign as well as American ships should be 
accomplished by international agreement. 

Mar. 2 | From Mr. Charles S. Haight 693 
Views, as requested by the Assistant Secretary of State, 

concerning an international agreement to handle the present 
shipping emergency; recommendation that the United States 
take the lead through the Department, rather than through any 
representative of the steamship business, and open negotia- 
tions directly with the foreign governments. 

Mar. 5 | To the National Recovery Administrator 699 
Transmittal of Assistant Secretary Sayre’s memorandum 

of February 26 which was recently approved by Executive 
Committee on Commercial Policy; advice that the committee 
questioned the advisability of promulgating a code applicable 
to foreign ships in view of possible injury to American shipping 
and commerce. 

Mar. 14 | From the National Recovery Administrator 699 
Suggestion that steps be taken toward preparation of the 

general code and consideration of treaty questions be deferred 
until divisional codes are completed. 

Mar. 29 | Memorandum by the Secretary of State 700 
Conversation with the Danish Minister, who submitted 

a statement (infra) concerning shipping code provisions. 

Mar. 29 | From the Danish Minister 700 
(40) Representations concerning certain provisions of the 

shipping code, specifically respecting rates on commerce 
originating in the United States and destined to foreign 
countries. 

Apr. 2 | From the Secretary of Commerce 701 
Opinion that the United States should not take the initia- 

tive in promoting an international shipping conference such 
as outlined by Mr. Haight, but should participate if proposed 
by some other nation. 

Apr. 5 | To the Secretary of Commerce 703 
Texts of two telegrams dated March 29 from Mr. Haight 

indicating evidences that certain governments would welcome 
an international shipping agreement.
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Apr. 10 | From the Danish Minister 704 

(46) Reiteration of Danish representations against phraseology 
¢ of a new draft code referring to foreign vessels. 

Apr. 10 | From the Legal Adviser to the Secretary of State 704 
Understanding that Joint Resolution of March 26 (text 

printed), to which Danish Minister made objection, is not 
obligatory except as an indication of policy; recommendation 
that appropriate treaty provisions be called to the attention 
of the Reconstruction Finance Corporation and the Secretary 
of Commerce so that resolution may not be applied in a way 
to violate treaty obligations. 

Apr. 14 | From the Norwegian Minister 706 
Further representations against certain provisions of the 

proposed shipping code, specifically those which relate to 
labor. 

Apr. 19 | From the French Ambassador 708 
Comments and note (text printed) setting forth French 

objections to the proposed code. 

Apr. 19 | From Mr. Charles S. Haight 709 
Request for an interview with Assistant Secretary Sayre 

on April 21. 

Undated | Memorandum of a Conversation Between the Special Assistant 711 
to the Secretary of State and Mr. Charles S. Haight, in | 
Washington, April 20, 1984 

Statement by Mr. Haight concerning his discussions with 
steamship owners in Europe, who indicated concern over the 
President’s approval of the Joint Resolution of March 26. 
Opinion that the Resolution will be detrimental if enforced, and 

| belief that the U. 8. Government should take the initiative in 
calling for an international conference. 

Apr. 20 | To the National Recovery Administrator 716 
Transmittal of a copy of the Norwegian note of April 14 

and suggestion that the code be amended in order to alleviate 
such complaints. 

May 4 | To the Minister in Canada 717 
(322) Transmittal of a copy of the proposed general shipping code 

and a brief filed with the NRA in opposition to the inclusion of 
the Great Lakes shipping interests in such code on the ground 
of unfair competition with Canadian steamship lines; instruc- 
tions to report any information concerning the effect of the 
proposed code. 

May 7 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State of a Conversa- 718 
tion With the Greek Minister 

Greek representations against proposed insertion in the 
shipping code of provisions concerning the fixing of minimum 
rates for the carriage of cargoes on foreign ships departing from 
American ports. 

. May 15 | From the National Recovery Administrator 718 
Position of the NRA regarding various allegations that the 

proposed code violates treaty rights and other aspects of foreign 
shipping; reply to four points raised in French Ambassador’s 
memorandum of April 19.



LIST OF PAPERS LXXIilI 

NRA SHIPPING CODE 

Date and Subject Page 

1934 
May 23 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain 721 

(396) Transmittal of a copy of the proposed general shipping code 
and information concerning foreign protests; instructions to 
keep the Department informed of developments with respect 
to the possibility that the British Government may issue 
invitations to an international shipping conference. 

May 31 | Memorandum by the Assistant to the Legal Adviser of a Conver- 722 
sation With the Second Secretary of the German Embassy 

German representations concerning three aspects of the 
proposed code. 

June 22 | To Mr. Charles S. Haight 722 
Advice that the Attorney General has rendered an opinion 

that the Resolution of March 26 is not mandatory but was 
intended as a rule of guidance; further, that the question of the 
advisability and practicability of accomplishing results through 
an international conference is being actively pursued. 

July 5 | To the Danish Minister 723 
Advice that President did not approve the proposed shipping 

code and that no information is available as to any further 
developments in the matter. 

July 18 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain 723 
(836) Foreign Office note, July 16, enclosing memorandum on the 

shipping situation (texts printed); request for U. S. views on 
the situation in general and on specific questions raised in the 
memorandum. 

Aug. 24 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain 727 
(907) Information concerning plans for an international shipping 

conference to be held in London in October, which, although 
not sponsored by the British Government, has its approval; 
advice that an invitation has been sent by the British organ- 
izers of the conference to the American Steamship Association. 

Nov. 14 | From the Chairman of the American Steamship Owners’ Asso- 729 
ciation 

Observation that while the American shipping interests may 
join in a preliminary meeting for the preparation of an agenda 
for the proposed international shipping conference, agreement 
to participate in the full conference would depend on a clear 
understanding of the future U. S. Government policy with 
regard to the shipping industry. 

Nov. 24 | From the President of the American Steamship Owners’ Asso- 732 
ciation 

Information that an invitation has been received to attend 
a preliminary meeting in London, January 14, for discussion of 
agenda. Appreciation of Department’s interest in shipping 
affairs, and assurance of the Association’s cooperation. 

(Footnote: Information that Mr. R. J. Baker, President of 
the Association, will attend the London meeting.)



LXXIV LIST OF PAPERS 

ACCEPTANCE BY THE UNITED STATES OF INVITATION TO 
JOIN THE INTERNATIONAL LABOR ORGANIZATION 

paeat pan re 
1934 

June 15 | From the Consul at Geneva (tel.) 733 
(167) Inquiry as to status of the Robinson resolution pertaining to 

_ | U. S. membership in the International Labor Organization; 
request for other information for guidance of the American 
delegation to the International Labor Conference which opened 
in Geneva, June 4. 

. (Footnote: Information that the resolution was approved 
_ | June 19.) 

June 21 | From the Consul at Geneva (tel.) 734 
(178) For Secretary of Labor from E. F. Andrews (unofficial U. S. 

| | observer at the Labor Conference): Report on general situa- 
tion at the Conference and suggestion that consideration of 
joining the International Labor Organization be postponed 
until the delegation returns and presents a fuller report on the 
question. 

June 21 | To the Consul at Geneva (tel.) 734 
(73) Instructions to inform Harold Butler, Director of the Inter- 

national Labor Office, that the U. S. Government would wel- 
come an invitation to join the Labor Organization. 

June 22 | From the Consul at Geneva (tel.) 735 
(179). Butler’s presentation of U. 8. Resolution of June 19 to the 

Conference, together with a statement of his understanding 
that the U. 8S. Government would accept an invitation to join 
the Organization. 

(Footnote: Extension of invitation through the Consul at 
Geneva on June 22.) 

June 29 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State 736 
Secretary of State’s opinion that in view of the absence of 

appropriations for U. 8. membership in the Labor Organization 
and reluctance of Congress to make this expenditure during 
the fiscal year 1935, acceptance of membership should be post- 
poned until next winter. 

July 11 | To the Consul at Geneva (éel.) 736 
(77) Instructions to inquire discreetly as to what would be the 

annual contribution of the United States toward the expenses 
of the International Labor Organization in the event that the 
U. 8. Government should accept the invitation to join. 

July 12 | From the Consul at Geneva (tel.) 737 
(196) Explanation of procedure in estimating contributions of 

various states members of the Labor Organization; advice that 
the Labor Office views it as impracticable for procedural rea- 
sons for the United States to negotiate its contribution before 
becoming a member. 

Aug. 18 | To the Consul at Geneva (tel.) 738 
(86) Instructions to deliver U. S. note of acceptance of member- 

ship (text printed) to the Director on August 20. 

Sept. 8 | From the Consul at Geneva (tel.) 739 
(225) Information from Director Butler that there are numerous 

precedents for the financial obligations of states becoming 
members of the Organization not being regarded as effective 
until January 1 of the year following admission.



LIST OF PAPERS LXXV 

INTERNATIONAL LABOR ORGANIZATION 

Dateand cubiet Paes 
1934 

Oct. 29 | From the Director of the International Labor Organization 739 
Information concerning forthcoming meeting of the Govern- 

ing Body to which U. S. representatives are invited for nego- 
tiation of U. 8. contribution to the Organization; suggestion 
that U. 8. contribution should probably be equivalent to that 
of Great Britain. 

(Footnote: Information that the Governing Body approved 
this arrangement at its meeting in Geneva, January 29- 
February 2, 1935, and that the U. 8S. contribution during the 
calendar year 1935, set at $174,630, was appropriated by Con- 
gress on March 22, 1935.) 

Nov. 2 To the Director of the International Labor Organization 740 
Agreement as to terms and amount of U. S. contribution. 

Nov. 8 | To the Secretary of Labor 740 
Interest of Department of State in maintaining proper 

channels of communication with the International Labor Or- 
ganization and in being kept informed of actions of and in- 
structions to U. S. delegates. 

Nov. 10 | From the Secretary of Labor 741 
Agreement with the Secretary’s observations regarding 

channels of communication; Labor Department’s hope for the 
State Department’s cooperation in establishing a standing 
interdepartmental committee to handle International Labor 
Organization matters. 

DISINCLINATION OF THE UNITED STATES TO PARTICIPATE IN A 

DRAFT CONVENTION FOR THE SUPPRESSION OF ILLICIT TRAF- 

FIC IN DANGEROUS DRUGS AND IN PROPOSED LEGISLATION TO 

PROSECUTE AMERICANS ENGAGED THEREIN 

1934 
Apr. 131 To the Secretary General of the League of Nations 743 

Summary of U.S. views concerning a draft convention for 
the suppression of the illicit traffic in dangerous drugs; reiter- 
ation of U. 8. disinclination to participate in the convention. 

May 20| From the Consul at Geneva (tel.) 745 
(87) From Fuller (U. S. representative in advisory capacity to 

the League of Nations Advisory Committee on Traffic in 
Opium and Other Dangerous Drugs): Request for résumé of 
reasons involving constitutional difficulties which the De- 
partment had in mind when drafting a reply in 19383 concern- 
ing the impracticability of prosecuting Americans in the 
United States for unauthorized procurement and supply of 
narcotic drugs outside of the United States. | 

May 23 | To the Consul at Geneva (tel.) 746 
(43) Explanation of Department’s concern over the question of 

legality which would be involved in compulsion of witnesses, 
and doubt as to Congressional sanction of such proposal.



LXXVI LIST OF PAPERS 

ENTRY OF ALIEN SEAMEN INTO THE UNITED STATES FOR PUR- 
POSE OF TRANSFERRING TO ANOTHER VESSEL FOR SERVICE 
AS MEMBERS OF CREW 

Date and Subject Page 

1933 | 
Dec. 14| To the Consul General at Hamburg . 747 

Instructions (to be repeated to Berlin) to advise supervisory 
consular officers in European countries and London of Labor 
Department’s view that alien seamen traveling as passengers or 
transients for purpose of transferring at an American port to 
another vessel for service as members of crew are not ad- 
missible for this purpose. 

1934 | 
Jan. 20 | From the Danish Legation 747 

Representations against the contemplated regulations by 
which a special class of seamen would be excluded from ad- 
mission into the United States. 

Jan. 24 | Memorandum by the Assistant Chief of the Visa Division 748 
British inquiry concerning the Department of Labor regu- 

lations relating to seamen, and explanation that pending a 
final decision in matter, an arrangement had been agreed upon 
whereby the Department of State would authorize consular 
officers to issue visas or transit certificates in certain individual 
cases. 

Jan. 24 | Memorandum by the Assistant Chief of the Visa Division 749 
- Norwegian inquiry regarding the regulations, and expla- 
nation similar to that made to the British Embassy. 

Feb. 2 | From the Swedish Legation 750 
Representations against the contemplated regulations. 

May 24 | To President Roosevelt 750 
Transmittal of a proposed Executive Order to supersede 

Executive Order No. 4648 of May 13, 1937, and a portion of 
No. 5869 of June 30, 1932. 

(Footnote: Information that the new Executive Order, 
No. 6722, was signed by the President on May 26.) 

June 1 | To the Consul General at London (tel.) 752 
Summary of provisions of Executive Order No. 6722 relaxing 

ruling on alien seamen for purpose of transferring to foreign 
vessels in American ports as crew members; instructions to 
repeat to supervisory consular officers in European countries. 

REPRESENTATIONS BY FOREIGN GOVERNMENTS REGARDING 

CONGRESSIONAL BILLS FOR THE DEPORTATION OF CERTAIN 
ALIEN SEAMEN . 

1934 
Feb. 138 | From the Canadian Legation 753 

Reiteration with respect to H. R. 3842 of representations 
| made in 1932 against measures contemplated for the depor- 

tation of certain alien seamen. 

Mar. 6 | From the Italian Embassy 753 
: Reiteration with respect to H. R. 3842 of previous repre- 

sentations against measures for deportation of certain alien 
seamen; specific objection to the ‘‘full-crew clause” and other 
features of the bill.



LIST OF PAPERS LXXVIT 

DEPORTATION OF ALIEN SEAMEN 

Date and Subject Page 

1934 
Mar. 7 | From the Netherland Minister 755 

(737) Representations against provisions of H. R. 3842 and S. 
868 relating to certain aliens who are racially excluded from 
U. 8S. admission and against the “full-crew clause’. 

Mar. 9 | From the Swedish Legation 756 
Representations against H. R. 3842, particularly against 

the “full-crew clause’’. 

Mar. 10 | To the Chairman of the Senate Committee on Immigration 757 
Summary of Department’s objections to H. R. 3842 in the 

light of U. S. relations with foreign countries. : 

Mar. 12 | Memorandum by the Chief of the Division of Western European 761 
Affiairs of a Conversation With the British Ambassador 

Renewal of British protest against H. R. 3842. 

Mar. 15 | Memorandum by the Chief of the Division of Western European 761 
Affairs of a Conversation With the Swedish Minister 

Reiteration of Swedish representations against H. R. 3842; 
explanation of the Department’s view concerning the bill. 

May 2 | From the French Ambassador 762 
Renewal of former representations against measures for 

deportation of alien seamen. 

May 11 | From the Belgiam Ambassador 762 
(1812) Belgian objections to H. R. 3842. 

June 4 | To the Secretary of Labor 763 
Approval of a proposed substitute bill previously submitted 

to the Department for comment, but opinion that existing 
legislation provides practical and adequate safeguards to 
protect the United States against the illegal entry of mala 
fide seamen. 

June 16 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State 764 
Discussion with the British Ambassador concerning S. 868; 

Department’s view that this bill will not pass the Senate since 
a similar bill, H. R. 3842, has passed the House and been 
referred to the Senate Committee on Immigration and Natu- 
ralization. Subsequent confirmation of bill’s failure to pass 
the Senate. 

PROPOSAL BY THE UNITED STATES THAT CERTAIN OTHER GOV- 
ERNMENTS AGREE TO RELAX CERTAIN RESTRICTIONS ON | 
AMATEUR RADIO STATIONS . 

1933 
Nov. 22 | To the Chairman of the Federal Radio Commission 765 

Request for views as to the desirability of U. 8. compliance 
with suggestion by the American Radio Relay League that the 
United States enter into agreements with certain other Gov- 
ernments under article 8 of the Madrid Regulations partially . 
to relax restriction upon the handling by amateur radio sta- 
tions of messages for third parties. 

(Footnote: The same letter to the Secretaries of War, Navy, 
Treasury, and Commerce, and receipt of favorable responses.) 

Dec. 2 | From the Chairman of the Federal Radio Commission 765 
Approval of the suggestion contained in Department’s 

communication of November 22.



LXXVIII LIST OF PAPERS 

PROPOSED RADIO AGREEMENTS 

ARGENTINA 

Date and Subject Page 

1934 
Jan. 19 | To the Ambassador in Argentina 766 

(42) Instructions to suggest to the Argentine Government an 
exchange of notes proposing an agreement to relax the restric- 
tion on amateur radio stations concerning the transmission 
of messages on behalf of third parties. 

(Footnote: Information with regard to similar instructions 
to missions in various other countries.) 

Aug. 7 | Fromthe Argentine Ministry for Foreign Affairs to the American 768 
Embassy in Argentina 

Memorandum by the Argentine General Administration 
of Post and Telegraph, July 17 (text printed), outlining objec- 
tions to the U. S. proposal and recommending that no modifi- 
cation be made of the Madrid Regulations. 

CANADA 

1934 
Apr. 23 | From the American Minister in Canada to the Canadian Secre- 771 

(219) tary of State for External Affairs 
Proposal that the arrangement governing radio communica- 

tions between private experimental stations in Canada and 
the United States, effected by exchange of notes in 1928 and 
1929, continue in effect upon ratification by both Governments 
of the Madrid Convention of 1932 and Annexed Regulations. 

May 21} From the Canadian Secretary of State for External Affairs to 772 
(40) the American Minister in Canada 

Acceptance of the understanding set forth in U. S. note 
No. 219, April 28, to become effective upon date of U. S. 
receipt of Canadian note. 

May 4 | From the American Minister in Canada to the Canadian Secre- 773 
| (226) tary of State for External Affairs 

Acknowledgment of receipt of Canadian acceptance and 
understanding of effective date. 

CHILE 

1934 
Aug. 2 | From the American Ambassador in Chile to the Chilean Minister 773 

(127) for Foreign Affairs 
Understanding between United States and Chile for liber- 

alizing the restrictions on amateur radio stations, to become 
effective on date of receipt of Chilean acceptance. 

Aug. 17 | From the Chilean Minister for Foreign Affairs to the American 774 
(04976) Ambassador in Chile 

. Confirmation of understanding between Chilean and U. S. 
Governments.



LIST OF PAPERS LXXIX 

PROPOSED RADIO AGREEMENTS 

CHINA 

thumber | Subject Page 

1934 
Jan. 23 | From the Minister in China (tel.) 775 

(54) Opinion that in view of the unfavorable attitude of the 
Ministry of Communications toward the U. 8. proposal con- 
cerning amateur radio activities, it would be inadvisable 
to pursue the matter further at the present time. 

CuBA 

1934 
Oct. 22] From the Cuban Under Secretary of State to the American 776 
(1691) Ambassador in Cuba 

Advice that a new radio law is now under study by a com- 
mission of the Department of Communications and that the 
American Embassy will be notified as to the conclusions 
reached. 

GREAT BRITAIN 

1934 
May 16| From the Ambassador in Great Britain 776 

(709) Foreign Office note, May 14 (text printed), rejecting U. S8. 
proposal and advising that information will be communicated 
to the Embassy regarding the attitude of Australia, New 
Zealand, and India. 

(Footnote: Indication of negative attitude by India, New 
Zealand, and Australia.) 

IrisH FREE STATE 

1934 
Aug. 15| From the Chargé in the Irish Free State 778 

(84) Note from the Irish Free State Government indicating its 
desire to defer a final decision on the U. 8. proposal. 

Mexico 

1934 
May 14| From the Mexican Minister for Foreign Affairs to the American 778 
[2098] Chargé in Mexico 

Approval of U. 8. proposal; information, however, that 
acceptance is precluded under terms of laws in effect and that 
consideration is being given to modification of the laws with a 
view to rendering possible adoption of the proposal.
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PROPOSED RADIO AGREEMENTS 

PERU 

Date and Subject Pave 

1934 
Feb. 16| From the American Ambassador in Peru to the Peruvian Minis- 779 

(562) ter for Foreign Affairs 
Proposal for an exchange of notes concerning relaxation of 

restrictions on amateur radio stations. 

May 23] From the Peruvian Minister for Foreign Affairs to the American 781 
(50) Ambassador in Peru 

Acceptance of U. 8. proposal. 

PORTUGAL 

1985 
Nov. 9| From the Minister in Portugal 781 

(784) Foreign Office note, November 7 (text printed), setting forth 
reasons for nonacceptance of the U. 8. proposal. 

SPAIN 

1936 
June 6 | From the Spanish Ministry of State to the American Embassy in 782 

(90) Spain 
Decision of the Spanish Government to make no exception 

to the restrictions on amateur radio stations as provided for 
in the Madrid Regulations. 

UNION OF SoutH AFRICA 

1934 
Apr. 20 | From the Minister in South Africa 783 

(671) South African Government’s reluctance to depart from the 
principle set forth in the Madrid Regulations; opinion that in 
view of this unfavorable attitude no further representations : 
should be made in the matter. | 

UNION OF SoVIET Socialist REPUBLICS 

1934 
Mar. 19 | From the Chief of the Division of Eastern European Affairs to the 784 

Assistant Secretary of State 
Opinion that it would be unwise to transmit to the Soviet 

Union the proposal under consideration by the Department in 
view of the endeavors being made by the Communist Inter- 
national leaders to utilize the radio amateur movement for 
agitation and propaganda purposes. 

(Footnote: Information that the proposal was not sent.)



LIST OF PAPERS LXXXTI 

DECISION OF THE UNITED STATES NOT TO SIGN A PRELIMINARY 
DRAFT INTERNATIONAL AGREEMENT FOR THE USE OF BROAD- 
CASTING IN THE CAUSE OF PEACE 

Date and Subject Page 

1934 
Feb. 9 | From the Secretary General of the League of Nations 785 
(C.L. 17. Transmittal of a preliminary draft International Agreement 

1934. | for the Use of Broadcasting in the Cause of Peace, and request 
XII) for U. S. observations by August 1. 

Mar. 8 | From the Consul at Geneva 785 
(839 Observations on the proposed agreement for the Depart- 
Pol.) ment’s consideration in preparing a reply to the Secretary 

General. 

Mar. 24 | To the Chairman of the Federal Radio Commission 792 
Transmittal of a copy of the draft International Agreement 

and request for observations for the use of the Department in 
making a reply to the Secretary General. 

Mar. 28 | From the Chairman of the Federal Radio Commission 792 
Enumeration of reasons why it would appear that the pro- 

posed agreement could not be applied to the U. 8S. broadcast 
system, and recommendation, therefore, that the United States 
not become a party to the agreement. 

Apr. 12 | To the Secretary General of the League of Nations 793 
Information that the U. 8. Government would not be pre- 

pared to subscribe to the proposed agreement in view of the 
fact that, under the present laws, it does not control the con- 
tent of or censor radio programs broadcast in the United 
States. 

SUPPLEMENTARY EXTRADITION TREATIES BETWEEN THE 

UNITED STATES AND CERTAIN EUROPEAN COUNTRIES 

1934 
Mar. 10 | Jo the Ambassador in France (tel.) 794 

(96) Instructions to inquire whether the French Government will 
conclude a supplemental extradition treaty with the United 
States to include a certain additional list of extraditable crimes; 
also to advise the American diplomatic missions in certain 
enumerated European countries to make similar inquiries. 

(Note: List of countries with which supplementary extra- 
dition treaties were signed, with dates of signature and cita- 
tions to texts.) 

CONVENTION BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES AND OTHER 

POWERS FOR THE PROTECTION OF INDUSTRIAL PROPERTY, 
SIGNED AT LONDON, JUNE 2, 1934 

(Note: Citation to text of convention and to statement 796 
concerning the convention.) 

791113—-51-——_-6



LXXXII LIST OF PAPERS 

THE BRITISH COMMONWEALTH OF NATIONS 

GREAT BRITAIN 

PRELIMINARY DISCUSSIONS RESPECTING A TRADE AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE 
UNITED STATES AND THE UNITED KINGDOM 

Dateand , Subject Page 

1934 
Sept. 14 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State 797 

Inquiry of the British Ambassador with respect to a possible 
trade agreement between the United Kingdom and the United 
States; unofficial reply that although the Department is not 
yet prepared to offer any definite suggestions, several possi- 
bilities are being explored, one of which is the suggestion of a 
plurilateral convention providing for the reduction of certain 
duties. 

[Dec. 18]| Memorandum by Mr. Alvin H. Hanson of the Tariff Section 798 
Argument in support of a general solution for settlement of 

currency stabilization and war debt problems, which deter the 
United Kingdom from seeking a trade agreement with the 
United States at the present time. 

REFUSAL BY THE BRITISH GOVERNMENT To ARBITRATE THE CLAIM OF AMERICAN 
SHAREHOLDERS OF THE C1E ARMES AUTOMATIQUES LEWIS 

1933 
Mar. 27 | To the Chargé in Great Britain 802 

(454) Instructions to address a note to the Foreign Office (text 
printed) setting forth a proposal for the settlement of the claims 
of the American stockholders of the Cie Armes Automatiques 
Lewis against Great Britain and an alternative suggestion that 
the matter be submitted to arbitration; further instructions to 
press orally for British acceptance of the proposal outlined. 

Apr. 7 | From the Chargé in Great Britain (tel.) 805 
(78) Information that the note was presented to the Foreign 

Office, April 6; Foreign Office oral reply that recent Belgian 
representations on the subject had been refused and that a reply 
to the U. 8. note would be made in the near future. 

July 8 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 806 
(186) Instructions to press for Foreign Office acceptance of the 

U. 8. proposal without further delay. 

Aug. 3 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 806 
(233) Advice that Foreign Office reply, dated August 2, has been 

received and sets forth the view that ‘the British Government 
cannot admit any locus standi of the United States Government 
in the matter’. 

Aug. 4 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain 807 
(137) Foreign Office note of August 2, and copy of undated memo- 

randum to the Belgian Government (texts printed) setting 
forth in detail British reasons for considering the claims of the 
Cie Armes Automatiques Lewis against the British Govern- 
ment as definitely and finally settled. 

Sept. 6 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 822 
(233) Instructions to transmit to the Department copies of the laws 

and rules of Court cited in Foreign Office reply of August 2 as 
possible bases for appeals which the Lewis Company allegedly 
failed to use of its own volition.



LIST OF PAPERS LXXXTIT 

GREAT BRITAIN 

REFUSAL BY THE BRITISH GOVERNMENT To ARBITRATE THB CLAIM OF AMERICAN 
SHAREHOLDERS OF THE Cig ARMES AUTOMATIQUES LEW1s—Continued 

Date and Subject Page 

1933 
Sept. 23 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain 822 

(214) Quotation from Foreign Office note giving British authority 
for laws cited in communication of August 2. 

1934 
Feb. 20 | To the Chargé in Great Britain 823 

(255) Instructions to make oral representations to the Foreign 
Minister, to deliver a note expressing U. S. views as to jus- 
ticiable nature of the Lewis case, and to make formal request 
either that procedure suggested in Embassy’s note of April 6 be 
accepted or case referred to arbitration. 

Mar. 6 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain 825 
(548) Information that oral and written representations were made 

on March 5 in accordance with instruction No. 255, February 
20. 

Apr. 21 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 825 
(186) Discussion with the Foreign Minister during which Depart- 

ment’s views as set forth in instruction No. 255, February 20, 
were reiterated; Foreign Minister’s reply that a note, in process 
of completion, will be transmitted but that the British position 
is unaltered. 

May 29 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 826 
(218) Instructions to take up the Lewis case again with the Foreign 

Minister, unless the promised reply has been received. 

July 7 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain 826 
(812) Foreign Office note, July 6 (text printed), stating British 

Government’s refusal to submit the Lewis case to arbitration. 

ARRANGEMENT BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES AND GREAT BRITAIN FOR THE 
RECIPROCAL RECOGNITION OF AIRWORTHINESS FOR ImporTED AIRCRAFT, EF- 
FECTED BY EXCHANGE OF Notes, SEPTEMBER 11 AND 17, 1934 

| (Note: Citation to text of arrangement.) | 827 

PERMISSION OBTAINED FOR AEROPLANES OF THE CALIFORNIA-ARABIAN STANDARD 
Oru Company To Make EMERGENCY Fiicuts TO BAHREIN 

1933 
Dec. 29 | To the Chargé in Great Britain (tel.) 828 

(321) Instructions to secure necessary authorizations from appro- 
priate authorities for flights by the California-Arabian Stand- 
ard Oil Company over Egypt, Iraq, Saudi Arabia, Bahrein, 
and Kuwait in connection with a survey of its oil concession 
in eastern Arabia. 

1934 
Feb. 17 | From the Chargé in Great Britain (tel.) 828 

(65) Advice that majority of authorizations have been received 
but that all flights by civil aircraft are prohibited in Kuwait 
and Bahrein except in cases where aviation companies have 
permission to include these places on regular flying services.



LXXXITV LIST OF PAPERS 

GREAT BRITAIN 

PERMISSION OBTAINED FOR AEROPLANES OF THE CALIFORNIA-ARABIAN STANDARD 
Ort Company To Make EMERGENCY FLIGHTS TO BAHREIN—Continued 

Date and Subject Page 

1934 
Feb. 20 | From the Chargé in Great Britain (tel.) 829 

(70) Receipt of Saudi Arabian authorization for flights over that 
territory. 

Feb. 28 | To the Chargé in Great Britain (tel.) 829 
(72) Instructions to approach the Foreign Office again in an en- 

deavor to obtain permission for certain emergency landings at 
Bahrein. 

Mar. 20 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 830 
(122) Receipt of authorization for certain emergency landings at 

Bahrein as specified in Department’s telegram No. 72, Feb- 
ruary 28. 

AUSTRALIA 

Discussions BETWEEN THE UNITED StTaTES AND AUSTRALIA WiTH RESPECT TO 
TRADE PROBLEMS AND THE ADMISSION OF BUSINESSMEN 

19382 
Oct. 18 | To the British Chargé 831 

Draft commercial convention (text printed) for considera- 
tion of the Commonwealth Government embodying provisions 
for reciprocal rights of entry for purposes of trade; advice that 
the Department will be glad to arrange for discussions at the 
Embassy’s convenience. 

1983 
Oct. 4 | From the British Ambassador 833 

(351) Observations and submission of a revised draft convention 
concerning entry of Australian businessmen into the United 
States; suggestion that article III of the U.S. draft, relating 
to customs and freight charges, should form the subject of 
separate negotiations. 

1934 
Jan. 30 | To the British Ambassador 834 

U. S. willingness to accede to the suggestion that the two 
questions be made the subject of separate negotiations and 
readiness to proceed to the conclusion of the treaty respecting 
entry and residence of business aliens; advice as to instructions 
being sent to the American Consul General at Sydney (infra). 

Jan. 30 | To the Consul General at Sydney 835 
Instructions for conclusion of an agreement by exchange of 

notes (draft printed) securing for American products privileges 
given to Canadian products under article IV of the Canadian- 
Australian agreement; desire that these negotiations be con- 
ducted simultaneously with those regarding entry of Australian 
businessmen, 

Mar. 8 | From the Consul General at Sydney (tel.) 838 
Information that, in a conversation with the Minister of 

Customs, the latter mentioned Australian desire to negotiate a 
commercial treaty with the United States, and that, therefore, 
the matter pertaining to the exchange of notes has been de- 
ferred pending Department’s further instructions.
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AUSTRALIA 

Discussions BetTwEEN THE UNITED States AND AUSTRALIA WitH RESPECT TO 
TRADE PROBLEMS AND THE ADMISSION OF BUSINESSMEN—Continued 

nn 

Date and | Subject Page 

1934 
Mar. 20 | To the Consul General at Sydney (tel.) 838 

U. S. inability to open conversations regarding commercial 
treaties pending the enactment of the tariff bargaining bill now 
before Congress; instructions to proceed at the appropriate op- 
portunity in accordance with instructions of January 30. 

May 1 | From the Consul General at Sydney (tel.) 839 
Inconclusive preliminary discussion concerning exchange of 

notes, and Australian request for written proposal. 

May 5 | To the Consul General at Sydney (tel.) 839 
Instructions for written proposal. 

May 10 | From the Consul General at Sydney (tel.) 840 
Expression of doubt as to factual basis for statement in De- 

partment’s instruction of May 5, concerning effect of Aus- 
tralian exception in favor of Canada. 

May 15 | To the Consul General at Sydney (tel.) 840 
Clarification of sentence in question, which apparently was 

garbled in transmission. 

May 16 | From the Consul General at Sydney (tel.) 840 
Advice that the phrasing of the sentence was correctly re- 

ceived but that the question as to its factual accuracy remains 
open to doubt. 

May 16 | To the Consul General at Sydney (tel.) 841 
Clarification of Department’s intention so far as content of 

the sentence is concerned. 

June 5 | From the Consul General at Sydney (tel.) 841 
Summary of a communication from the Prime Minister re- 

garding a list of certain commodities upon which Australia 
would desire U. S. concessions in trade agreement negotiations; 
advice that written proposal in accordance with Department’s 
instruction of May 5 has been withheld. 

June 13 | To the Consul General at Sydney (tel.) 842 
Information of Department’s interview with Mr. Bruce 

(Australian Minister without Portfolio) along the same lines 
as summary transmitted in Consul’s despatch of June 5. 

Aug. 10 | From the Chairman of the United States Tariff Commission 843 
Observations concerning the Australian proposals and 

opinion that it would be inadvisable to consider them in view 
of the adverse effect that would be produced.upon the U. 8. 
agricultural program.
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CANADA 

PRELIMINARY Discussions Respecting A TRADE AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE 
UNITED STATES AND CANADA 

D ate and Subject Page 

1934 
Feb. 8 | Memorandum by the Secretary of State 845 

Canadian Minister’s inquiry as to the progress of U. 8. com- 
mercial and economic plans, and his suggestion that, failing 
receipt by the Administration of Congressional authority to 
proceed with broader plans, it might be feasible to bring about 
certain trade readjustments with Canada of a limited scope. 

Aug. 7 | Memorandum by the Acting Chief of the Division of Western 845 
European Affairs 

Conversation with the Canadian Minister concerning the 
obstacles which preclude immediate negotiations for a trade 
agreement. 

Aug. 7 | Memorandum by the Acting Chief of the Division of Western 847 
European Affairs 

Conversation with the Canadian Minister regarding the 
possibility of a certain reciprocal arrangement which might 
stimulate support for a provisional trade agreement. 

Aug. 9 | Memorandum by the Acting Chief of the Division of Western 848 
European Affairs 

Interview with the Canadian Minister, who gave his opinion 
that U. 8. proposal (supra) was too small a matter to have any 
effect on stimulating support for a provisional trade agreement. 

Oct. 4 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State 849 
Conversation with the Canadian Minister, who reiterated 

his readiness to discuss negotiations for a trade agreement, 
but indicated that he would not press the matter further at 
this time. 

Nov. 14 | From the Canadian Minister 849 
(157) Analysis of recent trends in the balance of international 

payments between the United States and Canada which, in 
the Canadian view, necessitates the increase in volume of 
U. S8.-Canadian trade; submission of an outline for the nego- 
tiation of a trade agreement of limited scope. 

Nov. 14 | From the Chairman of the Committee on Trade Agreements 858 
Information concerning procedure approved by the Trade 

Agreements Committee for the negotiation of an agreement 
with Canada. 

Nov. 21 | From the Minister in Canada (tel.) 858 
(110) Comments on the Canadian note of November 14, and 

advice that a detailed analysis of the note is being forwarded; 
suggestion that the Department await its receipt before tak- 
ing any action. 

Nov. 22 | From the Minister in Canada 860 
(912) Analysis (text printed) of the Canadian note of November 

14, and recommendation that a written reply be requested 
of the Canadian Government concerning certain enumerated 
points before the United States agrees to enter upon negotia- 
tions such as set forth in the Canadian note.



LIST OF PAPERS LXXXVII 

CANADA 

PRELIMINARY Discussions Respectinc aA TRADE AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE 
Unirep States AND Canapa—Continued 

Date and Subject Page 

1934 
Dec. 1 | Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State 870 

Conversation with the Canadian Minister, who was told of 
the usual procedure followed by the U. S. Government in 
initiating trade conversations with other countries; sugges- 
tion that the Minister alter his note to conform with this pro- 
cedure and his reply that he would have to confer with the 
Prime Minister in Ottawa before making a commitment in 
this respect. 

Dec. 20 | Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State 872 
Conversation with the Canadian Minister, who conveyed 

the Prime Minister’s opinion that he could not alter the 
Canadian note of November 14; U. 8. decision to proceed 
with reply to the note in question. 

Dec. 27 | To the Canadian Minister 873 
Reply to Canadian note of November 14 setting forth 

U. S. position that although the United States is willing to 
enter into negotiations for a trade agreement with Canada, 
no particular commitments can be made prior to a thorough 
study of the existing economic conditions. 

ContTINUED NeEGoTIATIONS WITH THE CANADIAN GOVERNMENT REGARDING 
DAMAGES TO PROPERTY IN THE STATE OF WASHINGTON BY FUMES FROM THE 
SMELTER AT TRAIL, B. C. 

1934 
Jan. 27 | To the Minister in Canada 874 

(194) Comments on and rejection of the Canadian draft conven- 
tion, transmitted December 26, 1933, for settlement of the 
damages in the Trail Smelter case. Instructions to submit 
to the Department of External Affairs another proposal con- 
sisting of three alternative conventions (substance printed). 

(Footnote: Information that instructions were carried out 
in Legation’s note No. 172, January 30.) 

Jan. 29 | To the Minister tn Canada 897 
Instructions to impress upon the Canadian Government 

the seriousness which the U. 8. Congress will attach to the 
Trail Smelter case in view of the many delays in reaching 
settlement and the accruing damage to the people in the 
affected area. 

Feb. 17 | From the Minister in Canada 897 
(412) Canadian note, February 17 (text printed), commenting 

on the questions raised with respect to the Canadian draft pro- 
posal, and promise of early consideration of Department’s pro- 
posed three alternatives. 

Feb. 24 | From the Minister in Canada 910 
(424) Canadian note, February 22 (text printed), setting forth 

Canadian acceptance in principle of third U. S. suggestion 
with certain modifications.



LXXXVIII LIST OF PAPERS 

CANADA 

ContTINUED Negotiations WITH THE CANADIAN GOVERNMENT REGARDING 
DAMAGES TO PROPERTY IN THE STATE OF WASHINGTON BY FumMES FROM THE 
SMELTER AT TRaiL, B. C.—Continued 

Date and Subject Page 

1934 
Feb. 26 Memorandum by Mr. Jacob A. Metzger of the Office of the Legal 914 

viser 
. Views concerning certain Canadian suggestions in connec- 

tion with the third U. S. proposal. 

Mar. 14 | To the Minister in Canada 915 
(259) Comments on Canadian views as transmitted in despatch | - 

No. 424 of February 24; reiteration of U. S. willingness to 
submit any question relevant to the controversy to a neutral . 
jurist or tribunal for final determination. 

Apr. 11 | From the Minister in Canada 923 
(517) Canadian note, April 10 (text printed), stating that a new 

aspect of the problem has arisen which may necessitate some 
further consideration before the terms of the draft convention 
can be settled. 

Apr. 14 | To the Minister in Canada 925 
(300) Tentative draft convention (text printed) drawn up when 

Mr. J. E. Read of the Canadian Department for External 
Affairs was in Washington from March 10 to 14, with some 
suggested changes. Department’s hope that agreement may 
be reached in time to submit the proposal to the U. S. Senate | 
before adjournment of Congress, which will be within a month. 

Apr. 17 | From the Chargé in Canada 931 
(533) Advice that Department’s observations as set forth in des- 

patch No. 259 of March 14 have been transmitted to the 
Canadian Government. 

Apr. 18 | To the Minister in Canada 931 
(303) Opinion that the matter referred to in Canadian note of 

April 10 does not constitute an aspect of the Trail Smelter case. 

Apr. 19 | From the Chargé in Canada 934 
(536) Memorandum (text printed) of a conversation with the 

Prime Minister, who said that the Trail Smelter people had 
suggested Canadian Government’s withdrawal of its accept- 

: ance of the figure of $350,000 as payment for damages. 

Apr. 20 | From the Chargé in Canada (tel.) 935 
(38) Further comments regarding conversation with the Prime 

Minister; advice that contents of instructions Nos. 300 and 
303 of April 14 and 18 have been embodied in one note to be 
delivered April 23, but question as to whether Department 
would consider withholding this note in view of possible dam- 
age to present negotiations. 

Apr. 21 | To the Minister in Canada (tel.) 936 
(40) Instructions to deliver the note under reference. 

May 31 | From Miss Anna A. O’ Neill of the Office of the Legal Adviser 936 
to the Legal Adviser 

Memorandum, dictated by telephone from Ottawa by Mr. 
Metzger of the Office of the Legal Adviser, requesting in- 
structions as to whether he should continue negotiations in 
view of certain specific differences of opinion which have arisen 
with respect to omission of article I of the draft.
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Dateand Subject Page 

1934 
May 31 | To the Minister in Canada (tel.) 937 

(61) For Metzger: Instructions to use own discretion in the mat- 
ter of continuing negotiations. 

June 2 | To the Minister in Canada (tel.) 938 
(63) For Metzger: Communication from J. T. Raftis (represent- 

ing a number of claimants in Washington State) advising of 
strong sentiment against acceptance of $350,000 without 
assurance of abatement of the nuisance; instructions to refuse 

, acceptance of article I as originally drafted unless agreement 
can be reached on abatement of nuisance. 

June 7 | Memorandum by Mr. Jacob A. Metzger of the Office of the Legal 938 
Adviser Concerning Discussions at Ottawa, May 29 to 
June 8 

Reeord of negotiations at Ottawa and of favorable indica- 
tions that an agreement may be reached notwithstanding 
present differences regarding article I. 

July 26 | Memorandum by Mr. Jacob A. Metzger of the Office of the Legal 944 
Adviser to the Legal Adviser 

Objections to a revised Canadian proposal constituting a 
substantial departure from previous drafts. Arrangements 
to resume discussions with Mr. Read of the Department of 
External Affairs in October. 

Sept. 25 Memorandum by Mr. Jacob A. Metzger of the Office of the Legal 946 
viser 

Report of discussions with Canadian and company officials 
| at Spokane, September 17-19, during which U. S. objections to 

the latest Canadian proposal were jointly analyzed; conversa- 
tion with Mr. Raftis, September 20, who recommended U. 8. 
demand for immediate suppression of the nuisance. 

(Footnote: Notation by the Legal Adviser recommending 
that a firm position be taken through higher U. 8. officials with 
higher Canadian officials.) 

Oct. 25 | From President Roosevelt to the Prime Minister of Canada 954 
Request for frank discussion of the Trail Smelter case with 

Under Secretary Phillips, who will proceed to Ottawa to present 
the President’s views. 

Oct. 31 | To President Roosevelt 955 
Under Secretary’s report of his recent discussions in Ottawa 

and subsequent information indicating that the Prime Minister 
has taken a firm position with the Company in order to renew 
discussions of the draft convention along lines more favorable 
to the U. 8. Government. 

Undated | Some Notes Concerning the Interview of the Under Secretary of 956 
State With the Canadian Prime Minister Concerning the 
Trail Smelter Case 

Conclusion that the Trail Smelter case must be reopened and 
settled by a tribunal.
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ConTINUED NecotTiaTions WITH THE CANADIAN GOVERNMENT REGARDING 
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SMELTER AT Trait, B. C.—Continued 
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1934 
Nov. 17 | From the Canadian Prime Minister 958 

Résumé of the difficulties confronting the Canadian Govern- 
ment concerning the Trail Smelter case but willingness to ex- 
plore possibilities of settling the issue by international adjudi- 
cation along the lines of U. 8. third alternative suggestion. 

Nov. 30 | To the Minister in Canada 962 
Transmittal of U. S. reply (infra) to the Prime Minister’s 

letter of November 17; instructions to inquire as to when 
Canadian representatives may be expected in Washington 
with a draft which will serve as a basis for discussion of a final 
settlement of the case. 

Nov. 30 | To the Canadian Prime Minister 962 
Acknowledgment of the Prime Minister’s letter of November 

17 and reiteration of President Roosevelt’s hope that an agree- 
ment may be reached in the matter before the opening of 
Congress. 

Dec. 3 | To President Roosevelt 963 
Transmittal of Prime Minister’s letter of November 17, 

together with copy of reply. 

Dec. 4 | From the Minister in Canada 963 
Presentation of U. S. reply to the Prime Minister and dis- 

cussion concerning selection of Canadian representatives to 
Washington; Prime Minister’s tentative agreement to send 
Mr. Read and possibly Dr. Skelton (Under Secretary of State 
for External Affairs) about December 10. 

Dec. 6 | From President Roosevelt 965 
Approval of Department’s letter to the Prime Minister; 

alternative suggestion for action in the event that latest efforts 
fail to produce results. 

Dec. 13 | Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State 965 
Inconclusive but hopeful discussions in Washington between 

Canadian representatives and Department officials. 

Dec. 31 | From the Canadian Secretary of State for External Affairs to the 966 
American Minister in Canada 

Presentation of the draft which was recently discussed in 
Washington and inquiry as to whether the U. S. Government 
will accept it with two minor revisions. 

(Footnote: Information that the Minister in Canada was 
authorized, March 20, 1935, to sign a convention conforming 
to the Canadian draft, which was practically identical with the 
treaty signed at Ottawa, April 15, 1935.)
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1934 
Jan. 10 | Memorandum by the Chief of the Division of Current Information 967 

Résumé of President Roosevelt’s views, given at a press con- 
ference, in connection with the unperfected Great fakes—St. 
Lawrence Deep Waterway treaty, signed July 18, 1932. 

Mar. 14 | Extract From President Roosevelt’s Press Conference 968 
Background information from the President concerning the 

Great Lakes—St. Lawrence Waterway project; his opinion that 
the project will go through and that it should be done by joint 
action with Canada in order to safeguard U. S. interests. 

Mar. 21 | From President Roosevelt 971 
Memorandum (text printed) outlining ways to combat ep- 

osition of power and rail interests to reopening of the St. 
Lawrence treaty question; request that these suggestions be 
discussed with the Chairman of the New York State Authority, 
Frank Walsh. 

Mar. 23 | From the Assistant Chief of the Division of Western European 971 
Affairs to the Secretary of State 

Analysis of vote in the Senate on March 14, which defeated 
the treaty; opinion that the treaty in its present form has little 
chance of obtaining a two-thirds majority in the Senate. Two 
suggestions, one for revision of the treaty, the other for drafting 
of a new treaty. 

July 11 | Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State 973 
Conversation with the Canadian Minister relative to possible 

amendment or rewriting of the treaty to be presented in the 
Senate on the reconvening of Congress; Minister’s personal 
view that the present is not an opportune time to renew these 
discussions. 

July 17 | From the Minister in Canada 974 
Analysis of Canadian political difficulties that would prob- 

ably preclude discussion of treaty revision at present; opinion, 
however, that confidential exploratory conversations might be 
held with the Canadian Minister. 

Sept. 5 | From President Roosevelt 977 
Suggestion that Mr. Walsh be consulted in connection with 

further plans for the St. Lawrence treaty with the idea of his 
direct participation in the matter. 

Oct. 10 | Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State 977 
Conversation with Mr. Walsh and Mr. R. G. Sucher (Wash- 

ington counsel, Power Authority of the State of New York) 
concerning status of Canadian position with respect to the 
treaty and Department’s efforts to secure a revision before 
the reconvening of Congress. 

Nov. 19 | To the Minister in Canada 978 
(551) Memorandum of a press conference at the White House, 

November 9 (excerpt printed), pertaining to a discussion of 
the St. Lawrence treaty, with particular reference to article 8 
governing diversion of water.
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PROJECT FOR IMPROVEMENT OF THE ST. LAWRENCE WATERWAY BY JOINT ACTION 
OF THE UNITED STATES AND Canapa—Continued 

Date and Subject Page 

1934 
Dec. 14 | To President Roosevelt 979 

Résumé of recent developments in Canadian position; sug- 
gestion that the President confer with Department officials 
within the next week respecting proposals to be discussed with 
the Canadian Minister. 

Dec. 29 | From President Roosevelt 981 
Inquiry as to the status of the proposed treaty with Canada 

in regard to the use of additional water at Niagara Falls. 

Dec. 31 | To President Roosevelt 981 
Résumé of opinions expressed recently by the Canadian 

Minister; willingness of the Department to prepare a brief 
message for the President asking for a reconsideration of the 
treaty now before the Senate. 

1935 
Jan. 2 | From the Assistant Chief of the Division of Western European 982 

Affairs to the Secretary of State 
Review of the situation concerning the proposed treaty 

with Canada respecting Niagara Falls, signed on January 2, 
1929, and of recent favorable conversations with the War De- 
partment with respect to a reopening of the question with the 
Canadian Government; advice that a letter to the President is 
in preparation requesting his approval to proceed with Cana- 
dian discussions. 

REPRESENTATIONS REGARDING DREDGING OPERATIONS IN THE St. Crain RIVER 

1934 
Mar. 9 | From the Secretary of War 983 

Résumé of negotiations with the Canadian Government con- 
cerning permission for dredging operations in the St. Clair 
River by the War Department; reference to a recent Canadian - 
note setting forth three additional conditions with respect to 
the project, and opinion that the third condition is inadmis- 
sible. 

Mar. 13 | To the Minister in Canada 984 
(257) Transmittal of a copy of War Department note (supra) 

with instructions to communicate the contents to the Cana- 
dian authorities. 

Apr. 11 | From the Minister in Canada 985 
(518) Canadian note, April 10 (text printed), approving, under 

certain conditions, previously proposed changes in dredging 
the down-bound channels of the Detroit River. 

Apr. 21 | From the Minister in Canada 987 
(543) Canadian Government’s note, April 20 (text printed) ex- 

plaining its reasons for including the third condition, and 
expressing hope that the U. S. Government will reconsider its 
objection.
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Continued 
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1934 
Apr. 21 | From the Minister in Canada 990 
(544) Canadian note, April 20 (text printed), setting forth certain 

specifications in connection with the dredging of certain shoal 
areas in the St. Clair River. 

June 4 | To the Minister in Canada 992 
(362) Information that the Secretary of War still regards the third 

Canadian condition as inadmissible but has no objection to 
acceding to the present interim suggestion concerning removal 
of dredged material from certain areas in the St. Clair River. 

June 27} To the Minister in Canada 992 
(396) Information that the War Department sees no objection 

and will adhere to the Canadian specifications as transmitted 
in Legation’s despatch No. 544, April 21. 

Oct. 6 | From the Minister in Canada 993 
(829) Canadian note, October 3 (text printed), concurring in a 

War Department proposal concerning dredging operations in 
the channel of the lower Detroit River. 

IRISH FREE STATE 

PRELIMINARY DiscussIONs RESPECTING A TRADE AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE 
UNITED STATES AND THE IRISH FREE STATE 

1934 
Aug. 6 | From the Chargé in the Irish Free State 995 
(79) Information from de Valera, President of the Executive 

Council, of the Irish Free State’s desire to conclude a trade 
agreement with the United States. 

Sept. 10| Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State to the Assistant 996 
Secretary of State 

Conversation with the Irish Free State Minister who, upon 
inquiry regarding trade agreement discussions, was told that 
negotiations with his country could not begin for some time 
in view of the Department’s full agenda pertaining to negotia- 
tions with other countries. 

Oct. 15 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State 996 
Conversation with a member of the American Committee 

in Geneva who related recent information of de Valera’s de- 
sire for a trade agreement with the United States and enu- 
merated certain commodities in which the Irish Free State 
is interested.
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Date and Subject Page 

1934 
Mar. 20; To the Chargé in the Irish Free State 997 

(278) Instructions to endeavor to obtain an exemption for Ameri- 
can consular officers from the road motor tax in the Irish Free 
State since no similar Federal tax is imposed upon consular offi- 
cers of the Irish Free State in the United States. 

Apr. 17 | From the Chargé in the Irish Free State 998 
(10) Refusal of Department of External Affairs to exempt con- 

sular officers from payment of the road tax, but advice that 
question of diplomatic and consular immunity is under con- 
sideration with a view to making adjustments on basis of 
reciprocity; suggestion for circumvention of payment of tax. 

May 14] To the Chargé in the Irish Free State 999 
(293) Advice that the suggestion mentioned by the Chargé in 

despatch No. 10 of April 17 is not considered feasible. 

Sept. 26 | From the Chargé in the Irish Free State 1000 
(110) Information that the Department of External Affairs has 

agreed that American consular officers in the city and county 
of Dublin may be exempt from payment of the road motor 
tax as of January 1, 1935, inasmuch as New York State legis- 
lative measures now grant foreign consular officers free regis- 
tration of motor vehicles. 

Oct. 5 | From the Chargé in the Irish Free State 1001 
(118) Inquiry as to whether any one of the States of Massachu- 

setts, Illinois, or California grants to foreign consular officers 
within their borders any exemption from motor vehicle taxes, 
so that Legation would be in a position to press for exemption 
of American officers stationed in Cork from the Irish Free 
State motor road tax. 

1935 
Jan. 9 | From the Chargé in the Irish Free State 1002 

(172) Information that on the basis of data furnished by the 
Department the Government of the Irish Free State has also 
accorded exemption from the motor road tax, as of January 1, 
1935, to American consular officers stationed in the city and 
county of Cork. 

ARRANGEMENT BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES AND THE IRISH FREE STATE FOR 
Revier From Dovusie Income Tax ON SuHippinc Prorits, EFFECTED BY 
ExcHance or Notes, Signep Aucust 24, 1938, anp JANUARY 9, 1934 

| (Note: Citation to text of arrangement.) | 1002
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1934 
Aug. 3 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain 1003 

(506) Instructions to address a note (substance printed) to the 
Foreign Office advising that certain provisions of the U. S. 
Merchant Marine Act of 1920, to which the New Zealand 
Government has repeatedly objected, were amended on June 
14, 1934; that as a consequence, the U. S. Government hopes 
for a change in the New Zealand position with respect to 
violation of article III of the convention of December 2, 1899, 
as evidenced by discrimination against American commerce 
in the New Zealand Mandate of Western Samoa. 

Aug. 16 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain 1005 
(895) Information that a note was delivered to the Foreign Office, 

August 15, and that the U. 8. position was supported by oral 
representation. 

Sept. 13 | From the Vice Consul at Wellington 1006 
(15) Report on the present situation with respect to American 

commerce in Western Samoa; opinion as to possibility of the 
admission of American goods at parity with British goods. 

Oct. 17 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain 1008 
(584) Transmittal of a copy of the Vice Consul’s report (supra), 

and instructions to press for a prompt and satisfactory reply 
to the note delivered at the Foreign Office on August 15. 

Oct. 18 | To the Consul General at Wellington {| 1009 
Presentation of two additional questions concerning dis- 

crimination against American commerce in Western Samoa. 

Dec. 4 | From the Consul General at Wellington 1009 
(40) Clarification of questions presented supra. 

1935 
Jan. 7 | From the Chargé in Great Britain 1010 
(1151) Information that the matter has been brought to the atten- 

tion of appropriate officials on several occasions and that the 
Foreign Office has given assurance of its efforts to expedite a 
satisfactory solution, but that no reply has been received in 
London from the New Zealand Government. 

(Footnote: Information that no further correspondence on 
the matter took place until 1936.)
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Wir ADMIRAL Byrp’s EXPEDITION TO THE ANTARCTIC 

pate eon Subject Page 

* 1934 
Jan. 29 | From the British Ambassador 1010 

(33) Representations against certain reported activities carried 
on by the Byrd Expedition in the Ross Dependency which are 
regarded as infringing the British sovereignty and New Zea- 
land administrative rights in the Dependency, as well as the 
laws there in force. 

Feb. 24 | To the British Ambassador 1012 
Acknowledgment of Ambassador’s note No. 33 of January 

29; Department’s reluctance to enter into a discussion of the 
questions raised, but reservation of all rights which the United 
States or its citizens may have with respect to the matter. 

Nov. 14 | To the British Ambassador 1012 
Explanation in reply to an inquiry by the British Ambas- 

sador concerning postal activities in connection with the Byrd 
Expedition; advice of Department’s position concerning British 
claim of sovereignty in the region. 

Dec. 27 | From the British Ambassador 1013 
(402) Explanation concerning the exercise of British sovereignty 

over the Ross Dependency; withdrawal of objections to postal 
activities of the Byrd Expedition in view of understanding as to 
the nature of such activities. 

1935 
Feb. 7 | To the British Ambassador 1014 

Acknowledgment of British note No. 402 of December 27, 
1934, and reiteration of reservation of all rights which the U. 8. 
Government or its citizens may have with respect to the 
matter.



THE CONFERENCE FOR THE REDUCTION AND LIMITA- 

TION OF ARMAMENTS, GENEVA: 1934 PHASE? 

I. PARALLEL AND BILATERAL NEGOTIATIONS, JANUARY 1-MAY 12, 1934 

500.A15A4 General Committee/736 

The Chargé in Great Britain (Atherton) to the Acting Secretary 
of State? 

No. 407 , Lonpon, January 2, 19384. 
[Received January 10.] 

Sm: I have the honor to refer to my telegram No. 346, December 

29, 1 p. m., 1933,? in which reference was made to the first. Cabinet 
meeting to be held in the new year on January 10th, when important 
decisions regarding disarmament policy must be reached. Opinion 
in the Cabinet on this question is very divided, in the first instance 
the most general division being between a small group who do not 
favor officially recognizing German rearmament, as against the 
majority of the Cabinet who believe that if German rearmament is 
not officially recognized England must embark upon an unpopular 
course of increasing her own armament, and therefore it is better in 
unofficial conversations at Berlin to endeavor to establish the mini- 

mum rearmament with which, as a basis of discussion, Germany would 

1For previous correspondence, see Foreign Relations, 1931, vol. 1, pp. 471 ff; 
ibid., 1932, vol. 1, pp. 1 ff; ibid., 1933, vol. 1, pp. 1 ff. 

Other official printed sources cited: 
League of Nations, Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments, 

Geneva: Conference Documents ; 
League of Nations, Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments, 

Geneva: Records of the Conference, Series B, Minutes of the General Commission, 
vol. mr (Ser. L. o. N. P. 1936.TX.1) ; | 

Tbid., Series C, Minutes of the Bureau, vol. 1m (Ser. L. 0. N. P. 19386.1X.2) ; 
League of Nations, Official Journal, 1934; 
Idid., Special Supplement No. 125: Records of the Fifteenth Ordinary Session 

of the Assembly, Plenary Meetings; 
République Francaise, Ministére des Affaires Etrangéres, Négociations relatives 

a la réduction et a la limitation des armements (Paris, Imprimerie Nationale, 

1984) ; 
Great Britain, Cmd. 4512, Miscellaneous No. 3 (1934) : Memoranda on Disarma- 

ment issued by the Governments of the United Kingdom, France, Germany and 
Italy, January 1934; 

Great Britain, Cmd. 4559, Miscellaneous No. 5 (1934) : Further Memoranda on 
Disarmament, February 14 to April 17, 1984; 

British and Foreign State Papers, 1934, vol. cxxxvit. , 
2The Secretary of State was attending the Seventh Pan American Conference 

at Montevideo from November 11, 1933, to January 21, 19384. During his absence 

Mr. William Phillips was Acting Secretary. 
® Foreign Relations, 1933, vol. 1, p. 352. 
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return to Geneva. On both these important topics, allegedly, Mr. 
Baldwin‘ is silent. Sir Philip Cunliffe-Lister, Secretary of State 
for the Colonies, and Mr. J. H. Thomas, Secretary of State for 
Dominion Affairs, favor a policy of isolation from the Continent. 
The Prime Minister® and Sir John Simon ® still hope, through in- 
ternational negotiation, to achieve something that may be called dis- 
armament; while the warrior members of the Cabinet, including 
outstandingly Lord Hailsham, Secretary of State for War, Lord 
Londonderry, Secretary of State for Air, and Sir Bolton M. Eyres- 
Monsell, First Lord of the Admiralty, are frankly in favor of an 
increased armament policy for England. Indeed, the recent rise in 
aviation shares on the stock market is allegedly because the orders 
placed by the Air Ministry far exceed the appropriation which has 
been made to this Service. 

There are some facts, however, which must influence the Cabinet’s 
decision at its meeting tomorrow week. Public opinion in Great 
Britain stands solidly behind the League of Nations and it is there- 
fore probable that British policy will insist upon rigid adherence to 
the Covenant.’ Furthermore, the Foreign Office is unwilling that 
England should take a passive attitude in regard to the League since, 
with the adoption of any such policy, European leadership in Geneva 
would automatically devolve upon France. Both these considerations, 
I understand, were in Sir John Simon’s mind when he made his trip 
to Paris before Christmas; as well as an intention tactfully to point 
out on his subsequent visit to Rome that, while England was not 
eventually opposed to considering arguments for a revision of the 
League Covenant, it could not enter into any discussions of this nature 
today which might weaken the force of united action in Geneva in 
meeting the German policy of rearmament at this crucial period. I 
am told that some time in December the French Ambassador ® ques- 
tioned Sir John Simon as to the truth of a report published quite 
recently in the 72mes that a questionnaire had been forwarded to 
Rome as to possible changes in the Covenant of the League. The 
Foreign Secretary allegedly informed the French Ambassador that 
he regretted to state that the 7mes these days contained many in- 
accuracies, and that this was one of them, since the Foreign Office, 
in the first instance, had not considered any revision of the League 
Covenant possible now. I understand that the French Ambassador, 

“Stanley A. Baldwin, Lord President of the Council. 
5 J. Ramsay MacDonald. 
* British Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs. 
™Covenant of the League of Nations, Treaties, Conventions, etc., Between the 

United States of America and Other Powers, 1910-19283 (Washington, Govern- 
ment Printing Office, 1923), vol. 111, p. 3336. 

* André Charles Corbin.
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in reply, pointed out that any attempted revision of the Covenant of 

the League at this time would involve Europe in endless negotiations 
at a moment when such stability as the present status quo offered was 
vitally needed, and that the League could not function again after 
the proposed revision with even its present efficiency short of ten 

years. 
The reports of Sir John Simon’s visit to Paris just before Christmas, 

although somewhat contrary to press predictions, have been entirely in 
line with well informed political opinion here. In connection with 
my telegram first above mentioned, I venture to refer to telegram No. 
575, December 25 [24], 1 p. m., from the American Chargé d’A ffaires 
in Paris,® in which he avers that Sir John Simon makes it clear that 
England stands by the League, and that England’s position against 
unlimited German rearmament is very definite, while any question 
such as League reorganization could not be considered at the moment. 
The Paris telegram would further tend to confirm that Sir John Simon, 
in his Paris conversations, did lay the basis for a Franco-British ac- 
cord on the question of German rearmament. If this accord is ac- 
cepted by the Cabinet, I am told it will entail informal diplomatic 
negotiations with Berlin through British and French representations 
acting separately in an endeavor to draft an equitable disarmament 
convention on the basis of which the Germans will agree to return 
to Geneva for final discussions. However, if Germany is unwilling 
to return to Geneva, the members of the Disarmament Conference will 
nevertheless complete a disarmament convention without Germany 
very much as reported in my telegram No. 346, December 29, 1 p. m. 
In this latter eventuality Germany will be invited by the League of 
Nations to adhere to this convention when it is completed, with the 
implication that if it is not accepted Great Britain and France, 
together with the other League Powers, must consider their joint ac- 
tions under the Treaty of Versailles.’° 

In view of the importance of the forthcoming League meetings and 
the general dissatisfaction that is currently expressed in England 
as to the handling of the disarmament question in Geneva by Sir 

John Simon, the New Year Honors List published yesterday is of 
extreme interest, since in particular it transfers Mr. Anthony Eden, 
now Under-Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, to the position 
of Lord Privy Seal, with the understanding that he is to be “Minister 
to the League of Nations”. The office of Lord Privy Seal does not 
hold Cabinet position but it is high in rank, the holder taking preced- 
ence over the Foreign Secretary, Sir John Simon. It may be assumed, 

* Foreign Relations, 1933, vol. 1, p. 349. 
” Treaties, Conventions, etc., 1910-1923, vol. m1, p. 3329.
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therefore, that in the future, should Sir John Simon proceed to 
Geneva, Great Britain will have two representatives there, with Mr. 
Eden in no way subordinate to Sir John Simon. 

Respectfully yours, Ray ATHERTON 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/385 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in France (Straus) 

| WASHINGTON, January 4, 1934—6 p. m. 

7. While press despatches from Europe indicate that it is still 
planned to call a meeting of the Bureau of the Disarmament Confer- 
ence on the 21st of this month, we have received no official information 
to this effect. Please see Massigli™ at your earliest opportunity and 
endeavor to ascertain what the latest situation is with respect to 
convening the Bureau and the subject matter to be discussed. You 
should add that both Davis” and Wilson** would find it very incon- 
venient to arrive in Geneva before approximately January 27. It is 
hoped that Massigli will bear this in mind in the event that negotia- 
tions have reached the stage for summoning the Bureau by the end 
of the month. 

In any event—as he already explained to Massigli before sailing 
last November—Davis would not feel justified in returning until suffi- 
cient progress had been made in the present conversations between 
the European Powers to enable the disarmament work at Geneva 
to continue with real promise of success. 

Atherton has been requested to inform Eden to the same effect. 
PuHILuiies 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/387 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Great Britain (Atherton) to the Acting Secretary 
of State 

Lonpvon, January 5, 1934—4 p. m. 
[Received January 5—3 p. m.] 

5. Eden informed me today he would very gladly cooperate towards 
fixing a date as set forth in the Department’s 320, December 28, 
5 p.m.** Eden added there would be a Council meeting January 15th 

4 René Massigli, member of the French delegation to the General Disarmament 
Conference ; Assistant Director of Political Affairs in charge of League of Nations 
Section, French Ministry of Foreign Affairs. 

“ Norman H. Davis, Chairman of the American delegation to the General Dis- 
armament Conference. 

* Hugh R. Wilson, American delegate to the General Disarmament Conference: 
Minister to Switzerland. 

* Foreign Relations, 1988, vol. 1, p. 352.
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when he understood it was Henderson’s™ idea to consider the date 
for summoning the Bureau but he would see Henderson shortly and 
set forth reasons for delaying the Bureau anyway until January 27th. 

Eden stated he was far more optimistic than a fortnight ago since 
the French note delivered to Hitler?” on January ist was a con- 

ciliatory revisal of the October 14th proposals *® and had been well 
received by Berlin. Eden added that Sir John Simon had telegraphed 
subsequent to his conversations in Rome that Mussolini*® deemed 
disarmament negotiations far more important than early considera- 
tions for revision of the League [Covenant] and that Mussolini stated 
his personal satisfaction at the conciliatory character of the French 
aide-mémotre delivered at Berlin; furthermore, according to Musso- 
lini’s information it had been well received by Hitler. 

Simon will reach London Saturday and Prime Minister returning 
from Scotland. I have requested an appointment to see Simon some- 
time after Cabinet meeting January 10th. 

ATHERTON 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/388 : Telegram 

The Adviser to the American Delegation to the General Disarmament 
Conference (Mayer) to the Acting Secretary of State 

Geneva, January 5, 1934—7 p. m. 
[Received January 5—4: 08 p. m.] 

806. I have just seen Avenol” and Aghnides* with a view to 
ascertaining local opinions in regard to the next meeting of the Bureau 
and/or General Commission. 

While prefacing any opinion by stating that it was all a matter of 
guesswork both of the above expressed themselves unequivocally to 
the effect that it was highly advisable that no date should now be 
fixed for such meetings, that the conversations were finally at grips 
with the realities and needed time, that any brusque action at present 
In announcing a meeting of the Bureau might well operate to impede or 
even to cause an abandonment of these conversations, that any meeting 
of the Bureau must be illusory until these conversations have been 
concluded, that in any event the sessions of the Council beginning 
on the 15th provide a neutral opportunity for the expansion of the 

* Arthur Henderson, President of the General Disarmament Conference. 
* Négociations relatives a la réduction et a la limitation des armements, p. 19; 

for English text, see Great Britain, Cmd. 4512, Miscellaneous No. 3 (1934), p. 3. 
™ Adolf Hitler, Chancellor of the German Reich. 
*See telegrams Nos. 742 and 748, October 14, from the Chairman of the 

American delegation, Foreign Relations, 1933, vol. 1, pp. 260 and 264. 
* Benito Mussolini, Italian Prime Minister, 1922-44, 
7° Joseph Avenol, Secretary General of the League of Nations. 
* 'Thanassis Aghnides, Director, Disarmament Section, League of Nations.
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various two-party discussions into multilateral conversations and that 
it was inconceivable that such an unwise step would be taken as to 
call a meeting of the Bureau at least until advantage had been taken 

of this opportunity for general conversations concerning disarmament 
problems. 

There seems to be, however, a definite anxiety that on account 
of local English politics Henderson favors a Bureau meeting on or 
about the 20th and may decide to call a meeting for that date as 
soon as he sees Simon on the latter’s return to London. Aghnides 
is leaving on Sunday for London with the approval of Avenol and of 
BeneS” to try to dissuade Henderson from taking such action and 
to urge him to come here to Geneva next week for the Council sessions. 

From the above my guess is that no decision will be taken with 

regard to the time table of the Conference at least until the Council 
meets, but that during that period which is expected to last a long 
week there will be important discussions and possibly decisions with 
regard to disarmament. According to present indications these dis- 
cussions will likely be concerned primarily with European political 
aspects of the problem. Mailed Paris, 

MayYER 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/391 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Great Britain (Atherton) to the Acting Secretary 
of State 

Lonpon, January 12, 1934—5 p. m. 
[Received January 12—3: 52 p. m.] 

9. My 5, January 5,4 p.m. Foreign Secretary informed me this 
morning Eden will leave for Geneva Sunday and he and Boncour # 
will arrive there Thursday. He saw Henderson yesterday and ad- 
vised him not to summon the Bureau before the end of the month 
since in his view the possibilities of the present method of informal 
bilateral diplomatic exchange of views on disarmament had not yet 
been exhausted. In Simon’s opinion this was also the French view- 
point. In his personal opinion the Bureau will not meet until the 
end of January or in fact very probably not until the early days © 
of February. 

As regards Germany Foreign Secretary welcomed the fact that 
after the receipt of the French atde-mémoire in Berlin it was obvious 
that Franco-German conversations were to continue. He summed 
up the German position as: 

*Hduard Benes, Head of the Czechoslovak delegation to the General Disarma- 
ment Conference; Minister for Foreign Affairs. 

% Jean Paul-Boncour, of the French Foreign Office.
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33 insisting upon the right of equality in Principle; - 
(2) willingness to accept supervision providing such supervision 

were general ; 
(3) willingness to accept a preliminary period in which Germany 

would have the right to complete her defensive armament; during 
this period the other great powers would progressively reduce offen- 
sive armament. At the conclusion of this period Germany would 
demand equality in existent offensive armament with other nations. 
(Simon added Mussolini had suggested 6 years for this preliminary 
period but that British point of view leaned more towards a 10-year 
period.) 

Simon agreed with me that Hitler at the present time was not 
anxious to expedite the conclusion of any disarmament convention. 
If this German attitude continued he felt that it might be advisable 
later on, say towards the end of February, for the other powers to 
make some public statement as to their views. 

The Foreign Secretary was obviously pleased with his visit to 
Rome and felt his conversations had modified Mussolini’s viewpoint. 
As regards the French he felt the Franco-German negotiations based 
on the recent French aide-mémoire still contained fruitful possibili- 
ties. Simon expressed the hope he might see Davis and Wilson before 
the Bureau meeting, and learned with satisfaction of Department’s 
telegram 3, January 11, 6 p. m.4 

In conclusion the Foreign Secretary said that at the Cabinet meet- 
ing January 10th it was decided that British policy for the moment 
would concentrate on assisting in the present bilateral diplomatic 
exchange of views and concurrently urging general adoption by the 
powers of a policy progressively reducing offensive armament during 
such a preliminary period as referred to in subparagraph 8 of this 
telegram. 

Copy mailed Geneva, Paris, Berlin, Rome. 

ATHERTON 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/398 : Telegram (part air) 

The Adviser to the American Delegation to the General Disarmament 
Conference (Mayer) to the Secretary of State 

Grneva, January 22, 1934—6 p. m. 
[Received January 24—7 a.m] ° 

811. I talked with Henderson and Eden on Saturday just before 
their departure and after the decision regarding the convocation of 
the Bureau. Also have had conversations today with Avenol and 
Aghnides. Certain definite impressions are summarized below. 

“Not printed; it stated that Mr. Wilson would arrive in Geneva, via London, 
about January 27.
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Disarmament discussion during the Council was much more re- 
stricted than was generally [thought?] would be the case. In fact 
discussion was limited almost entirely to the question of the convoca- 
tion of the Bureau. Principally this was due first to the delay in the 
German reply *° to the French memorandum of January 1st and second 
to the strenuous efforts by the French to include drastic measures in the 
Saar resolution * such as provisions for military protection which took 

so much time and energy to debate and showed such difference of 
opinion especially between the British and French. 

The outstanding feature of the past week from a disarmament 
point of view was the determined attempt by BeneS and Politis ” to fix 
immediately the date for the next meeting of the Bureau despite the 
fact that they were told that this might well interrupt the political 
negotiations between France and Germany and defeat all hope of a 
disarmament convention. Benes appears to have abandoned his atti- 
tude of moderation and through his determined attempt to force a 
definite date for the meeting of the Bureau now to have laid himself 
open to a serious suspicion that he preferred to see the Conference 
fail rather than that the Franco-German conversations should suc- 
ceed and a Franco-German understanding be thus begun with all this 
might imply for the future of Czechoslovakia. 

Avenol stood strongly with Henderson and Aghnides against the 
naming of a date at this time for a meeting of the Bureau although 

- this was in opposition to the French point of view which while not as 
determined in its expression as Bene’ from all accounts nevertheless 
was sympathetic to his point of view. 

As the last paragraph of the communiqué of January 20” (see my 
810, January 20, 4 p. m.”8) has been explained to me the understanding 
is that at the meeting of the officers on February 13 (at London) the 
Bureau will be convoked at once, say the 20th, if there seems to be no 
likelihood of the diplomatic negotiations succeeding. It will then be 
for the Bureau to take the responsibility of deciding whether to pro- 
long the present adjournment in order to give more time for the ne- 
gotiations or to take some other action. If contrariwise it appears on 
February 13th that the negotiations are proceeding hopefully the 
officers will probably not convoke the Bureau immediately. 

Avenol tells me in strict confidence that according to French opinion 
the German reply is not constructive but merely to drag the negotia- 
tions along indefinitely. It therefore appears to him that unless some- 

* Dated January 19, 1934; for English text, see Great Britain, Cmd. 4512, p. 8. 
7For French attitude toward draft Saar resolution, see League of Nations, 

Official Journal, February 1934 (pt. 1), pp. 162-163. 
“ Nicolas Politis, Head of the Greek delegation to the General Disarmament 

Conference; Minister to France. 
*° Not printed.
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thing picks up meanwhile the officers of the Bureau on the 13th will 
have to convoke the Bureau at once. 

Mailed Paris, London. Mayer 

500.A15A4 General Committee/752 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in France (Straus) to the Secretary of State 

[Extract] 

Paris, January 23, 1934—1 p. m. 

[Received 3:30 p. m.] 

48. A copy of the German reply to the French memorandum was 
obtained yesterday evening with a request that both the fact that we 
have it and the information contained in it be kept confidential even 

from de Laboulaye.”®? The memorandum is long, about 3,000 words. 
Translation of full text goes forward in the pouch leaving tonight. 

However, the general summary and tone of the German reply is 
contained in the annex listing the questions which the Germans desire 
answered before they can make a definite decision. The text of this 
annex follows: 

The French feel that the German reply has merely accepted all 
concessions made by the French and in return has. not deviated a 
point from the German most extreme position. 

It is not thought at present that any written answer will be given 
the Germans. Certain clarifications may orally be made by Francois- 
Poncet.*° The Foreign Office does not feel that either the tenor or 
the substance of the German reply offers any basis for agreement. 
However, they believe that the British are working on a new plan 
concerning which it is expected that they will consult France and 
perhaps the United States. Today the rumor is current that Sir 
John Simon has been pressing for a four-power meeting in Paris 
but the French feel that the Germans have closed the door to such a 
possibility by their reply. 

Mailed Geneva, London, Berlin, Rome. STRAUS 

500.A15A4 General Committee/763 

The Ambassador in France (Straus) to the Secretary of State 

No. 567 Paris, January 28, 1934. 
[Received January 31.] 

Sir: I have the honor to transmit herewith five copies each of the 

German reply * to the French Memorandum and a translation thereof, 

* André de Laboulaye, French Ambassador to the United States. 
* André Francois-Poncet, French Ambassador to Germany. 
* Great Britain, Cmd. 4512, p. 8.



10 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1934, VOLUME I 

the former having been obtained confidentially by a member of the 
staff of the Embassy from M. Jean Paul-Boncour at the Foreign Office. 

M. Paul-Boncour was particularly anxious that the information 
contained in the memorandum should be considered both by the 
Embassy and by the Department of State as strictly confidential, and 
that in the event that Ambassador de Laboulaye should present the 
Department with a summary of the Memorandum, he should not be 
told that the full text had been forwarded from here. 

The impression at the Foreign Office as to the tone of the German 
reply appears to be one of disillusion despite an optimistic message 
to the press delivered this morning by the Ministry for Foreign 
Affairs. The feeling apparently exists that the German Government, 
in “taking act” of the concessions made by the French Government 
in the note transmitted to the German Foreign Office by M. Frangois- 
Poncet on January 1, 1934, offers practically nothing in return; in 
short, that the German claims* are practically those of February 
1932, with no concessions offered in return and that an impasse, inso- 
far as disarmament is concerned, has been reached. A written answer 
to the German Memorandum may possibly be made to Berlin but the 
impression was gathered that, in view of the substance and tone of 
the German reply, this would only serve to prolong a futile discussion. 
The French Ambassador may, however, be instructed to continue 
verbal representations. 

M. Paul-Boncour added that there was still some hope as the 
Foreign Office had reason to believe that the British Government, 
which had finally received elucidations from Berlin in answer to the 
specific inquiries made by Sir Eric Phipps * on December 20, 1933,*4 
was in the course of preparing another plan which might be a more 
“intelligent” one than that previously submitted by Premier Mac- 
Donald. In the preparation of such a plan it was possible that the 
British might consult France and perhaps the United States. A 
rumor in this connection is current today that Sir John Simon has 
been pressing for a Four-Power meeting in Paris, but that the French 
Government is averse to such tactics in view of the tenor and substance 
of the German Memorandum. 

M. Paul-Boncour felt that France remains in a reasonably strong 
position as she is now on record as having made definite concessions 
with regard to disarmament and that the responsibility for any future 

* Conference Documents, vol. I, pp. 119-122; for correspondence concerning 
German claims, see Foreign Relations, 1932, vol. 1, pp. 42-48 passim. 

* British Ambassador to Germany. 
* See telegram No. 218, December 22, 1983, from the Ambassador in Germany, 

Foreign Relations, 1983, vol. 1, p. 348.
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failure to continue negotiations must inevitably rest with the German 
Government. 

Respectfully yours, Jesse Ismpor Srravs 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/400 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Great Britain (Atherton) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, January 26, 1934—3 p. m. 
[Received 4: 50 p. m.] 

17. 1. Wilson has seen Henderson and Eden. Henderson explained 
that the officers of the Conference meeting in London on February 
13th had to adopt one of two alternatives: (a) a decision that no useful 
work could now be carried on. In this event a meeting of the Bureau 
will be called immediately and the Bureau will be asked to take a deci- 
sion as to whether it desires to close the Conference, or to adjourn for 
a further period and if so what period; (6) that work could usefully 
be prosecuted. In this event the Bureau would be summoned for Feb- 
ruary 20th. Henderson stated that if it appeared probable that the 
officers would adopt decision (6) he would communicate with Wilson 

as far in advance as possible in order that Mr. Davis could be notified 
in sufficient time to arrive if he felt it advisable. 
Henderson stated that the negotiations held out some hope but that he 

was definitely under the impression that the time was ripe for a vigor- 
ous effort to find common ground between the French and Germans. 
He believed that this could only be done by Great Britain and the 
United States acting together, perhaps with cooperation from Italy. 
Henderson felt confident that the Government officers would urge such 
a course on us. I need not enter here into what Wilson said as the 
matter is covered in conversations with Eden reported later. 

2. Strang * in the Foreign Office showed us the full correspondence 
between France and Germany on the one hand, and Great Britain 
and Germany on the other. These included the two German memo- 
randa to France and Great Britain of January 19th. Inasmuch as 
we only read the notes and did not have copies I do not attempt from 
memory to summarize them, especially since Marriner ** has already 
telegraphed his 48, January 23,1 p.m. Briefly put, Wilson feels that 
there is some approach between the French and Germans, the French 

* William Strang, Counselor in the British Foreign Office. 
* J. Theodore Marriner, Counselor of Embassy in France; the telegram referred 

to was signed by the Ambassador.
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being less definite in their demand for “a trial period” and furthering 
destruction in the early stages (des les premiéres années) of 50 percent 
of their military air force, however, the Germans on the other hand 
show a willingness to bargain which it may be possible to take advan- 
tage of. 

8. Eden talked very freely and very confidentially, explaining that 
in spite of two Cabinet meetings a decision as to next step was not 
yet definitely reached, and that therefore he was merely “thinking 
aloud” to give us an idea of what was in his mind and to get the benefit 
of our criticism. Eden states that since the German note asked the 
opinion of His Majesty’s Government on certain points unquestion- 
ably the note must be answered. How shall it be answered? Either, 
(1), a further exchange of confidential notes giving the British point 
of view and without further discussions, or, (2), an explanation of 
the British view accompanied by definite proposals to both Germans 
and French, proposals based on the British draft convention * and 
drawn up in the light of the fuller information now available through 
exchange of memoranda. Eden himself strongly favors the second 
of the two alternatives, as I feel, does the British Cabinet. If the 
second course is adopted Eden would desire to, either he or Simon, 
or both, go to see Hitler with the note in his pocket, both to create as 
friendly a reception for it as possible and to elucidate it further if nec- 
essary, France to be informed of a review of the note at the same time 

as Hitler. 
Eden had hoped that Wilson would stay long enough to go over the 

draft of the reply (which Eden thinks must be sent promptly) before 
it was put in final form but Wilson, who felt that such a procedure 
on his part would be of doubtful wisdom at the present time, informed 
Eden that he felt he must proceed to his post. Eden was very anxious 
that the American Government should, if possible, state to the Ger- 
mans at least that they considered the British offer a hopeful basis 
of accord. We told him that our principal preoccupation at the pres- 
ent time, when matters of primarily European concern were under 
discussion, was to avoid the appearance of pressure upon either side 
and that we feared that to diminish [give?] such an expression of 
opinion might have the appearance of pressure. It was understood 
in any case that as soon as the note had been prepared and before its 
publication or presentation to Germany Eden would transmit it to 
‘Wilson who would forward it to Washington for any action or no ac- 
tion, as our Government might think wise. Eden also hopes to get 
the cooperation of Mussolini in such action as he contemplates. The 
rest of the conversation was taken up with discussion of details which 

* Conference Documents, vol. 11, p. 476.
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are in such fluid state that no useful purpose would be served in 

reporting them. 
4. Thus Eden’s conversation bore out the expectation which had 

been expressed by Henderson. Wilson and I both feel that whatever 
you may think it wise to do regarding the proposed British reply to 
Germany, we should take no share in its preparation, even confiden- 
tially, since a share in the preparation clearly means a share in the re- 
sponsibility. Further steps, if any, can be determined after perusal 
of draft note. 

5. An impression which I had held, and which Wilson shares since 
he has been conversant with events of the last few days, was con- 
firmed in our conversation with Eden, namely: that there are inherent 
in the present Austrian crises * dangers which may develop to an 
extent where interest in disarmament will be secondary, and where 
disarmiament activities will be held in abeyance at least until the meet- 
ing of the officers of the Conference on February 13th. 

6. Wilson proceeds Paris tomorrow, arrives Geneva 30th. 

Copies Paris, Geneva. ATHERTON 

500.A15A4 General Committee/759 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Great Britain (Atherton) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, January 29, 1934—1 p. m. 
[Received January 29—12: 45 p. m.] 

21. I called on Foreign Secretary by appointment this morning 
(Eden also present) who opened the conversation by warmly commend- 
ing Henderson’s work as President of the Disarmament Conference. 
He spoke less enthusiastically of BeneS and Politis whose views he 
felt were influenced by their nationalism. Simon then referred to his 
conversations with Mussolini on January 8rd and 4th and stated that 
he learned then the tenor but not the text of the communications that 
had been exchanged between Rome and Berlin. On January 3rd Mus- 
solini had informed Simon of his intention shortly to make a public 
statement and also at another period of this conversation had stated 
that he was a realist and recognized that no European disarmament 
was likely. In reply to the latter Simon stated frankly this view could 
not be accepted by the British Government, and, to his satisfaction, on 
the following day received a promise from Mussolini not to make any 
public statement until, anyway, the awaited German replies had been 
received by London and Paris. Which in fact took place on January 
19th. Consequently since January 19th Simon pointed out, Mussolini 
has been free to make a public statement.” 

* For correspondence, see vol. 11, pp. 1 ff. 
soe text of Italy’s disarmament proposals, see Great Britain, Cmd.
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Simon continued that in the House of Commons this afternoon he 
would reply to a question in brief substance as follows: “Refer to the 
once again parallel and bilateral diplomatic disarmament negotiations 
which had been going on since late November, to his own personal 
visits to Paris and Rome, and to memoranda which had been exchanged, 
and then announce that considered British views had been set forth in 
a memorandum which had been despatched to interested British 
missions in Europe today for delivery to the respective Governments. 
The text of this memorandum “ would be made public in due course.” 

Simon then added this memorandum of British views had only just 
been completed and would be delivered to Hitler at 1 o’clock today and 
other European capitals during the afternoon. He mentioned in par- 
ticular Rome, Paris, and Brussels. Simon explained the reason for this 
urgency was that the memorandum might be in Hitler’s hands before 
he made his announced anniversary address on Tuesday. Simon 
expected the memorandum would be published in the form of a white 
paper * some time the latter part of the week but not before in order 
that “Mussolini’s thunder” might not be stolen should he desire to make 
any contemplated statement such as above referred to in this telegram. 
A summary of the British memorandum is being prepared by the 
Foreign Office today and will be transmitted to Lindsay for delivery 
to you. Simon said the reasons for England’s preparing this memo- 
randum [of British] views were several : 

(1) That Hitler’s memorandum of reply to the British of January 
19 asked an expression of the English attitude. 

(2) The bilateral diplomatic exchange of views and notes between 
European capitals last Monday “ had not been correlated and Simon 
gave me to understand today’s memorandum had been drafted by the 
British with reference to such data. 

(3) When the officers of the Bureau met on February 18 there would 
be French, Italian and German data for consideration as well as sugges- 
tions from other countries but no statement of the attitude of the 
British Government without today’s memorandum. 

(4) Simon gave me to understand that the rather stiff tone of the 
German reply of January 19th to Paris, together with the 18 very 
pertinent questions appended, also decided the British Government to 
take some step in anticipation of avoiding a possible deadlock. Also 
to forestall any public announcement of policy by Hitler on Tuesday. 

Simon explained in brief, that today’s memorandum was divided 
into three parts: equality, security and disarmament (I understand 
that Cabinet views on this memorandum had been exchanged with the 

“ Department of State, Press Releases, March 3, 1934, p. 110; also Great Britain, 
Omd. Aol, p. 21. 

“Not printed; it was handed to Under Secretary of State Phillips by Sir 
a yanuary 22) the British Ambassador, on January 31, 1934.
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French and that that section dealing with security in particular had 

received general approval of the Chautemps“ government). The 
principle of equality was granted by today’s memorandum although 
Hitler voluntarily would, for a contemplated period, confine himself 
to equality in normal defensive armament. I asked Simon if today’s 
memorandum defined “normal”. Simon replied no, but that he knew 
what was in Hitler’s mind and briefly referred as I remember to tanks 
not exceeding 6 tons and mobile guns not exceeding 155 millimeters. 

As regards security, today’s memorandum suggested the general 
lines of the Kellogg Pact * but contained a consultative clause for al- 
leged violation of an agreement dealing with disarmament. 

As regards disarmament, the pact was preferably for 10 years with 
no preliminary probationary period for Germany but during the 10- 
year pact period the highly armed powers would by agreement among 
themselves reduce their offensive armament in successive stages and, 
although no such statement was contained in today’s memorandum, 
one might infer that at the end of the pact period Germany might seek 
qualitative equality in offensive armament. 
Simon asked that utmost secrecy be observed in regard to my con- 

versation and laid the greatest stress upon no publicity being given 
to the reasons for which the British Cabinet were not publishing to- 
day’s memorandum at once. 

I have forwarded a copy of this telegram to Wilson in Geneva and 
to Paris. 

The Prime Minister has asked me to call on him at 4:30 this 

afternoon. 
ATHERTON 

500.A15A4 General Committee/760: Telegram 

The Chargé in Great Britain (Atherton) to the Secretary of State 

Lonvon, January 29, 1934—7 p. m. 
[Received January 29—5:40 p. m.| 

23. In an informal conversation this afternoon the Prime Minister 
discussed : 

(1) The general demoralization of world trade through increas- 
ing establishment of bilateral agreements and quotas which he de- 
plored but recognized as successful temporary expedients. The 
correction of this situation he felt might well lie in a future meeting 
of the Economic Conference, but every advice he had received from 

“ Camille Chautemps, French Prime Minister. 
“ Kellogg—Briand Pact (Pact of Paris, or Treaty for the Renunciation of War), 

signed at Paris, August 27, 1928, Foreign Relations, 1928, vol. 1, p. 153. 
“For correspondence relating to the Monetary and Economic Conference, 

London, June 12—July 27, 1933, see ibid., 1933, vol. I, pp. 452 ff.
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abroad indicated that foreign capitals regarded a future meeting as 
futile until the question of foreign exchange had reached a less uncer- 
tain point than at present. The Prime Minister said he would welcome 
any suggestions you might have to offer. 

(2) He then referred to the British memorandum mentioned in 
my 21, January 29, 1 p. m., the text of which he said had been dis- 
cussed with the French Government on Saturday last.’ This was 
the third time, he pointed out, that a French Government had fallen * 
just after Anglo-French accord had been reached on a comprehen- 
sive disarmament scheme. The Prime Minister added that he per- 
sonally did not trust Hitler, and felt the German-Polish Pact,* just 
completed, merely was a guarantee that for 10 years that Germany 
would concentrate more determinedly on issues along her other 
frontiers. 

(3) Then he referred to the official announcement made last week 
that Japan would seek a change of ratio when the Naval Treaty 
comes up for revision, and stated that I might inform you very con- 
fidentially that England had already begun to study her naval program 
for 1935. The Prime Minister pointed out the British Fleet was neces- 
sarily stationed over many waters, while the American Fleet was 
divided between the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans, although connected 
by the Panama Canal, but the Japanese Fleet was “concentrated in a 
narrow lane in the north Pacific”, and that while equality between 
the United States and Great Britain would never be an issue, England 
could never permit an equal naval ratio to Japan. However, if Eng- 
land and the United States refused revision of the naval ratio then 
Japan would claim the London Naval Treaty terminated in 1935 and 
free to construct [sic]. “What then[?]” asked the Prime Minister. 
“Our two Governments must shortly undertake an exchange of views 
between duly qualified officials, but the inception of these conversations 
must remain secret in so far as possible.” * 

ATHERTON 

500.415A4 General Committee/771 

Memorandum by the Chargé in Great Britain (Atherton) ” 

Lonpvon, February 1, 1934. 

I called on the Permanent Under Secretary of State for Foreign 

Affairs, Sir Robert Vansittart, today and asked him regarding the 
developments which had taken place since my conversation with Sir 
John Simon on disarmament and the British memorandum, outlined 
in my telegram No. 21, January 29, 1 p. m. 

“ January 27. 
48The second ministry of Camille Chautemps had resigned on January 27; it 

was succeeded on January 30 by the second ministry of Edouard Daladier. 
* Signed January 26, 1934; for text, see British and Foreign State Papers, vol. 

CXxxVIT, p. 495. 
° Signed at London April 22, 1930, Foreign Relations, 1930, vol. 1, p. 107. 
‘1 Wor correspondence concerning preliminary naval conversations, see pp. 217 ff. 
2 Copy transmitted to the Department by the Chargé in his despatch No. 473, 

February 2, 1934; received February 9.
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Sir Robert replied that as far as the French were concerned they 
could not expect any immediate official reply, if indeed, due to the 
political situation in Paris, the matter would come up for serious 
consideration during the life of the Daladier Government. Sir Robert 
felt that the present French Cabinet was merely a reshuffle and that 
events had brought M. Daladier back to power too soon, for which 
he was personally regretful, since he did not see how Daladier could 
retain the confidence of the Chamber more than a month at the outside. 
Since there were no official indications from the Government to the 
French press, the Foreign Office did not consider newspaper reports 
of the French attitude towards the British memorandum of great 
value. 

The Under Secretary of State then referred to Italy, and stated 
that Mussolini’s public statement a day or so ago was very much along 
the “realistic” lines expected, but did not at all mean, according to the 
British interpretation, that the Duce was not prepared to support the 
English thesis while he felt there was any hope of its adoption. 

The first reports of the German interpretation of the British memo- 
randum, the Foreign Office felt, were almost embarrassingly favorable, 
and Hitler’s anniversary speech on Tuesday, January 30th, did nothing 
to dispel the belief that the memorandum might constitute a happy 
basis for new discussions. Sir Robert mentioned the growing power 
of Hitler in Germany since the elections of November 12th and gave 
as a test of his strength the successful negotiations of the German- 
Polish Pact, which Hitler even mentioned in his Reichstag speech, 
knowing that it would be coldly received by the North German repre- 
sentatives. However, Hitler was a South German at heart. 

Sir Robert pointed out that to offset his reference to the Polish 
Pact and the disarmament proposal, Hitler had pointed out two fields 
where he obviously intended to seek success; one in the Saar, and the 
other in the matter of future relations with Austria. Sir Robert felt 
it would be foolish if for some adequate guid pro quo the French would 
not be willing to forego the plebiscite in the Saar and all the bitterness 
that an early return to Germany would avoid. 

As regards Austria, the Under Secretary of State said three alter- 
natives were open: (1) outside support to Dollfuss,* including some 
sort of commercial advantages accruing to him which would retain 
him in his waning power; (2) the elimination of Dollfuss, whereupon 
Austria must swing towards Germany in a Nazi movement, or (3) 
towards Italy in Fascistisympathy. Sir Robert considered the second 
alternative more probable and felt that even an appeal to the League 
of Nations could not prevent a régime whereby all the formalities of 

* Engelbert Dollfuss, Austrian Chancellor, assassinated J uly 25, 1934. 

791113—51——8
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frontiers, customs and sovereign independence would be maintained 
while at heart Austria was a political and commercial Nazi affinity 
to Germany. 

The Foreign Office felt that the Austrian question was full of danger 
which might, however, never come to a head. Anyway, the present 
European situation was such that it seemed almost certain that no 

early consideration of the British memorandum could be sought. Pre- 
sumably, therefore, the scheduled meeting of the officers of the Bureau 
in London on February 18th might be postponed by Mr. Henderson, 
or, alternatively, the officers of the Bureau might meet and agree that 
the European situation was such that an adjournment, without fixing 
a date to summon the Bureau, would permit further and profitable 
study of the disarmament question. 

500.A15A4 General Committee/767 

Memorandum by the Secretary of State 

[WasHineton,| February 5, 1934. 

The British Ambassador called and inquired as to what the United 
States Government was thinking in regard to the British Disarmament 
proposal of some days ago. I replied that we had not taken up the 
matter concretely with a view to reaching definite and technical con- 
clusions about it. I added that we were earnestly considering all 
phases of the present Disarmament situation; that without having 
reached definite conclusions as to just how far our Government would 
go in collaborating and cooperating with the British and other gov- 
ernments in their efforts to clarify and solve the present deadlock, it 
was our definite purpose to have Mr. Norman Davis return to Geneva 
about the 20th of this month, assuming that the Bureau would call a 
meeting of the committee; and that in the meantime Mr. Davis and 
others of us would confer as to detailed policy. I finally stated that 
in no circumstances was it the purpose of our Government to become 
involved politically in this movement. 

C[orpetL] H[ oi] 

500.A15A4 General Committee/769 : Telegram 

The American Delegate to the General Disarmament Conference 
(Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, February 9, 1934—2 p. m. 
[Received February 9—10: 50 a. m.] 

814. 1. Aghnides left for Paris last night where he will remain 2 
days and proceed to London for the meeting of the officers of the Con-



DISARMAMENT CONFERENCE 19 

ference on the 18th. Avenol leaves for London at the end of the 
week. 

2. I learn in strict confidence that members of the British Govern- 
ment have expressed to Henderson the feeling that presumably after 
Kden’s trip to Paris, Berlin, Rome, it might be advisable to hold a 
meeting of a number of powers represented in the Bureau and Germany 
in some place other than Geneva (so that Germany could attend) in 
order to try to bring about some measure of accord before a formal 
meeting of any body of the Conference. 

8. As far as I can ascertain the British Government has in mind 
that the meeting might consist of representatives of England, France, 
Italy, Germany, Russia, the United States, a representative of the 
Little Entente, Poland and Madariaga ™ representing the little eight. 
Also Japan might be included. 

4. This plan is as yet so fluid that reference to it in public would 
not only be premature but might tend to defeat the possibility of 
bringing it about. I do not even venture to say whether it will be 
one of the items of discussion at the meeting of the officers of the 
Conference on February 18th. It may be that the British will prefer 
to await the results of Eden’s trip rather than risk handicapping those 
results by a premature disclosure of any other procedure. Indeed 
whether the British Government will raise such an idea at any time 
would appear to be contingent upon developments in France and in 
Austria; in other words, as to whether the condition in Europe war- 
rants such an attempt. 

Cipher texts mailed Rome, Paris, London. 
WILson 

500.A15A4 General Committee/778 

The British Ambassador (Lindsay) to the Secretary of State 

No. 52 WasHInGTon, 13 February, 1934. 

Siz: I have the honour, under instructions from His Majesty’s 
Principal Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, to transmit to you 
herewith, for your information, a copy of the Memorandum on Dis- 
armament issued by His Majesty’s Government in the United King- 
dom." / 

I have [etce. | R. C. Linpsay 

* Spanish delegate to the General Commission of the Disarmament Conference. 
“For text of British memorandum of January 29, 1984, see Department of 

State, Press Releases, March 3, 1934, p. 110; also Great Britain, Cmd. 4512, p. 21.



20 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1934, VOLUME I 

500.A15A4 General Committee/781 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Germany (Dodd) to the Secretary of State 

BERuIN, February 17, 1984—noon. 
[Received February 17—9 a.m.] 

388. Point of view of Foreign Office, also reflected in the press, is 

that French aide-mémoire of February 14°" published here yesterday 
constitutes no advance whatever in Franco-German armament nego- 

tiations. 
No reply will be made till after visit of Eden who is expected here 

Monday evening. Dopp 

500.A15A4 General Committee/783 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, February 17, 1984—5 p. m. 
[Received February 17—4: 20 p. m.] 

817. 1. Avenol and Aghnides returned this morning and I have 
seen them both. 

2. Aghnides stated that little difficulty was encountered in London 
in obtaining a postponement long enough for the British to endeavor 
to carry through the parallel and supplementary efforts. Politis 
had been instructed to acquiesce by his Government and Bene§ against 
his desires found it advisable to acquiesce because he hoped for British 
assistance Austrian matter. 

3. Aghnides reports that the British Government is definitely con- 
templating calling the meeting referred to in my 814, February 9, 
2p. m. if it seems warranted at the termination of Eden’s trip. It is 
contemplated that all the great powers including Japan will be in- 
vited as well as certain other powers. It is probable that the officers 
of the Disarmament Conference will also be invited but in what 
capacity is yet undetermined. 

4, Aghnides finds in London deep-seated irritation against the 
French even on the part of the conservatives but this is coupled with 

_ the realization that as the lesser of two evils Great Britain would prefer 
French to German predominance on the Continent and therefore would 
in the final analysis throw in its lot with France and not with Germany. 
The treaties of Locarno ® are real and binding in British thought and 
considerable irritation is expressed that the French show such little 

| appreciation of their value. 
5. According to Aghnides there has been a considerable growth in 

the conception that Great Britain must be willing to agree to some- 

* For English text of French aide-mémoire, see Great Britain, Cmd. 4559, p. 3. 
League of Nations Treaty Series, vol. Liv, pp. 289-363.
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thing further in the line of sanctions, presumably of an economic 
nature. Indeed Aghnides believes, although he has no assurance 
thereof, that Eden is carrying with him to Paris some such offer. 

6. Aghnides reports that the French are as ever insistent on sanc- 
tions. After conversation with Massigli on his way through Paris 
Aghnides felt that even Massigli had gone over to the camp of the 
obstructionists in France who did not want a treaty. After consulta- 
tion with Avenol, Aghnides in an effort to combat this defeatism 
presented to Massigli the conception that the Locarno treaties are 
connected in British thought with the Treaty of Versailles with which 
the British never had much sympathy and in which their sympathy is 
daily shrinking. He pointed out the high value to France of tying 
the treaties of Locarno with a new disarmament convention which 
would be popular in British thought and would thus revitalize the 
Locarno treaties. 

7. He has the impression that the present French Government 
has adopted a “strong” foreign policy in order to divert French thought 
from internal affairs. 

8. Since I saw Avenol after the talk with Aghnides we did not 
discuss details. Avenol made, however, one significant statement, 
namely, that both Great Britain and France are convinced that Ger- 
many isrearming. They only differ in their conception of the rapidity 
with which this rearming is being carried out. Since the French 
Government is convinced of this rearming they are, according to 
Avenol, also thoroughly convinced that reduction of armament is out 
of the question. Avenol, therefore, believes that the French Govern- 
ment is sympathetic with the Italian memorandum which is based on 
status quo “limitation” and not reduction. Avenol is inclined to believe 
that, as a result of Eden’s trip, the British Government will find their 
memorandum unacceptable and will realize that the only alternative 
to failure is the adoption of the Italian thesis of status quo limitation 
as opposed to reduction. 

Mailed Paris, Rome, London. WiLson 

500.A15A4 General Committee/784 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, February 17, 1934—7 p. m. 
[Received February 17—5: 55 p. m.] 

818. My 817, February 17,5 p.m. 
1. Avenol can usually be counted on for dispassionate appreciation 

of events. His forecast contained in paragraph 8 of my 817, therefore, 

® The second ministry of Gaston Doumergue formed on February 9 succeeded the 
Daladier ministry which resigned February 7.
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should be given serious consideration especially as it seems to harmo- 
nize with the present trends where Great Britain is the only great 
power still actively fighting for reduction. I should feel as disap- 
pointed as I know you would with such an ending to the Disarmament 
Conference. If our Government believes that an effort should still 
be made for a treaty with real reductions the present would seem to be 
the time. Such an effort to have any chance of being efficacious should 
be made not later than Eden’s return to London. Otherwise we may 
be faced with the basis of an accord between the European powers for 
status quo limitation and not reduction. 

2. I have little faith in the efficacy of any endeavor on our part at 
the present time to secure reduction. However, you may feel that 
the Government of the United States should make a final effort before 
anything crystallizes. We would thus meet a disappointing end to 
the Conference with the conviction that we had done our utmost. If 
such is your view I venture most earnestly to urge upon you the ad- 
visability of so framing any statement that it will not jeopardize the 
possibility of the states of Europe making peace between themselves 
on any basis on which they can find that peace. Any continuing un- 
derstanding among them leading to appeasement can not but be 
advantageous to us. 

3. The hypothesis of a treaty of status quo limitation as opposed to 
reduction would present an entirely new problem to us. The offers 
which we have made to participate in various phases of activity re- 
lated to disarmament have always been predicated as applying to a 
treaty which contained real reduction. What our attitude should 
be as to our own participation in any other type of treaty is one deserv- 
ing very serious consideration and study. 

WILson 

500.A15A4 General Committee/808 

_ Lhe Department of State to the British Embassy 

Mermoranpum © 

The American Government has given careful study to the British 
memorandum on disarmament dated January 29. In many ways the 
British suggestions are identical with the ideas expressed by the Amer- 
ican Delegation since the opening of the General Disarmament Con- 
ference in 1932; in other respects they do not go so far in measures of 
actual disarmament as had been contemplated. The American Gov- 

“” Copy handed to the French and Italian Ambassadors on February 20, 1934. 
“For official attitude of the Italian (February 26), French (March 17) and 

German (April 16) Governments toward the British Memorandum, see Great 
Britain, Cmd. 4559, pp. 6, 11, and 18, |
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ernment has held the view that the most logical way in which to 
limit and reduce armaments was to limit and reduce the use to which 
such armaments could be put. This in turn implied a strengthening of 
the defensive power of a state and a corresponding reduction of its 
offensive power. To accomplish this, there were three main methods: 
the first, to abolish weapons of primary use in invasion, such as heavy 
mobile artillery, heavy tanks, bombardment aviation, et cetera; sec- 
ond, continuous and automatic inspection; third, and in connection 
with the General Disarmament Convention, there should be a uni- 
versal pact of non-aggression in which an undertaking would be 
given that the armed forces of no state should invade the territory of 
another country in violation of treaty rights. : 

In noting that the British proposals do not go so far, the American 
Government appreciates that they were probably drafted with a view 
to meeting the complexities of the present political situation in Europe 
and at the same time to achieve a large modicum of real disarmament. 

While the American Government is not in any way a participant in 
the European political problems and, therefore, does not take part in 
diplomatic discussions relating thereto, it is nevertheless vitally inter- 

ested in the maintenance of European peace and, therefore, welcomes 
the effort of the British Government to bring about agreement. This 
Government is in complete accord with the British Government in 
viewing a convention involving an actual reduction in armaments not 
only as essential in itself, but as facilitating a general political ap- 
peasement. While reserving its position on a few technical points, 
and of course on the modifications to Part I, which, as Mr. Davis indi- 
cated on May 24, 1933, it could not sign, the American Government 
is therefore in sympathy with the principles of the British suggestions, 
and hopes that a successful resumption of the general disarmament 
discussions may thereby be brought about. 

WasuHineron, February 19, 1934. 

500.A15A4 General Committee/792 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the American Delegate (Wilson) _- 

Wasuineton, February 20, 1984—4 p. m. 
402. Your 818, February 17, 7 p. m. 
(1) We agree with you that the present situation calls for a further 

effort for a treaty with real reductions. We doubt, however, whether 

anything would be gained by a further generalized public statement. 

* See telegram No. 654, May 23, 1983, from the Chairman of the American 
delegation, Foreign Relations, 1933, vol. 1, p. 166.
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Our position has been made so abundantly clear that no further initia- 
tive or new proposals on our part would seem called for. The only 
Power which is still working for real reduction is Great Britain and 
in our opinion the most effective way in which we could help would be 
to indicate our general approval of the British memorandum of 
January 29. Mr. Phillips and Mr. Norman Davis accordingly had a 
long talk yesterday evening with Sir Ronald Lindsay and handed him 
copy of the aide-mémoire ® which is being telegraphed you for your 
confidential information and guidance in my next telegram.* Lind- 
say expressed the feeling that this would be welcome and helpful. 

(2) It is difficult at present to visualize any treaty of status quo 
limitation as opposed to reduction in which we would desire to parti- 
cipate. Such a solution of the problem would seem to be entirely a 
matter of Kuropean adjustment and to call for participation only by 
European states. 

(3) Norman Davis is planning to sail on Friday on the Steamship 
Majestic for Sweden in connection with Kreuger and Toll business. 
This in no way implies a lessening of interest in disarmament on either 
his part or on the part of this Government. He stands ready at any 
time to cut short his leave of absence and to resume active charge of 
the delegation if circumstances warrant. 

Hon 

500.A15A4 General Committee/791 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chargé in Great Britain (Atherton) 

WASHINGTON, February 20, 1984—5 p. m. 

52. Norman Davis is sailing this week en route for Stockholm in 
connection with Kreuger and Toll matters. He is on leave of absence 
from this Government, although it is understood that if disarmament 

developments should warrant he would cut short his leave and resume 
active charge of our Delegation. 

As he is sailing on the Majestic leaving New York February 23 he 
will pass through London before sailing for Sweden. I think it 
would be very useful if he were to have a private and confidential talk 
with the Prime Minister (see your 23 Jan. 29, 1 [7] p. m.) and would 
be glad if you could arrange some opportunity for them to have such 
an exchange of views, preferably without public knowledge. Prob- 
ably the best way would be for you to explain the situation to the 
Prime Minister and invite him on behalf of Ambassador Bingham 

* Supra. 
“ Telegram No. 403, February 20, 5 p. m., with instructions to repeat to Paris, 

London, Berlin, and Rome; not printed.
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(who is now in Washington and approves) to either lunch or dinner 
at the Embassy if possible on March 2. 

Hoy 

500.A15A4 General Committee /795 

Memorandum by the Chief of the Division of Western European 
Affairs (Moffat) 

[WasuHtneton,] February 20, 1934. 

The Italian Ambassador called this morning and left a copy of the 
full text of the recent Mussolini disarmament proposals. 

Mr. Norman Davis and I received him together and discussed the 
general disarmament outlook with him. Mr. Davis made it quite plain 
that the Italian proposals were nothing more or less than a negation 
of the idea of disarmament and that if persisted in would result in a 
treaty which could be signed only by European States. He doubted 
whether any extra-European State would be interested in merely main- 
taining a status quo on the part of the armed Powers and providing 
for German re-armament. He said that we had been studying both 
the British and Italian proposals and had reached the conclusion that 
we should give the British proposals our blessing. Obviously they 
did not go as far as we would wish but they are actuated by a desire 
to meet the complexities of the present situation and yet to retain a 
large measure of disarmament. As a matter of fact we had given an 
aide-mémoire the previous evening to Sir Ronald Lindsay and Mr. 
Davis then gave Ambassador Rosso a copy for his information. Mr. 
Rosso said that obviously the Italian proposals had only been made 
on the assumption that disarmament could not in practice be achieved. 
Mr. Davis suggested that if Great Britain, the United States and Italy 
stood firm, it would go a long way toward increasing the chances of a 
successful resumption of the disarmament discussions. Mr. Rosso 
said that of course Italy’s interest was to have some measure of disarma- 
ment and would presumably support the British proposal but that 
failing such a measure it would prefer to see Germany’s re-armament 
contractually provided for rather than resulting from a unilateral 
decision. Mr. Davis indicated that perhaps the Italian Government 
would prefer to see either a large measure of disarmament or none at 
all, but Mr. Rosso begged the question and referred to the text of the 
Mussolini proposal. 

The talk then veered to Austria. The Ambassador felt that Italy 
had made her attitude very clear, not only in public statements but in 
the way she had allowed the news of the concentration of her forces on 
the Austrian frontier to emanate from Rome. He said that the
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unknown quantity in the whole situation was Great Britain and that 
if Germany were ever convinced that England meant to back up 
British dicta, she would undoubtedly govern her policy accordingly. 

Pierrepont Morrat 

500.A15A4 General Committee/797 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, February 22, 1934—11 a. m. 
[Received February 22—7 : 38 a. m.] 

819. Your 403, February 20,5 p.m.© I venture to suggest that the 
German Ambassador ® should also be apprised. Not only is Germany 
an active party to this four power discussion but its attitude on reduc- 
tion may in the long run be decisive. 

WILSON 

500.A15A4 General Committee/798 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Germany (Dodd) to the Secretary of State 

Brruin, February 23, 1934—10 a. m. 
, [Received February 23—6: 40 a. m.] 

42. Saw Eden and the British Ambassador yesterday evening. 
Eden says Germany accepts the 10-year pact idea; will not manu- 
facture aggressive arms if pact is agreed to and agrees to inspection 
commission and accepts much of the character of plan. He said 
American cable * had produced effect. He expects success in Rome. 
France is still great problem. 

Copy mailed London, Paris, Rome, Geneva. 
Dopp 

500.A15A4 General Committee/800 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Germany (Dodd) to the Secretary of State 

Beruin, February 26, 1934—4 p. m. 
[Received February 26—12:45 p. m.] 

44, My 42, February 23. Following supplementary information 
received at the Foreign Office. 

“Not printed ; it contained text of American memorandum of February 19, 1934, 
to the British Embassy, p. 22. 

* Hans Luther. 
“Telegram No. 403, February 20, 1934 (not printed), which contained text of 

American memorandum of February 19 to the British Embassy.
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In conversation with Eden the Chancellor stated that if a short- 
time army (800,534) were to be agreed to he would be willing that 
party troops should neither have nor be trained in use of military 
weapons, that they should not be drilled by officers, be located in camps 
or hold field maneuvers, Hitler insisted on immediate concession of 

scouting and pursuit aircraft allowing 2 years for decision whether 
bombers should be generally discontinued. 
German position stated to be adverse to any conference of powers 

unless chances of success overwhelming; a conference with a large 
number of small powers would be particularly unwelcome. 

Dopp 

500.4A15A4 General Committee/815 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Italy (Long) to the Secretary of State 

Rome, March 1, 1934—1 p. m. 
[Received March 1—12:05 p. m.] 

86. Suvich ® today confirmed the statements of Eden concerning 

German demands for air force, estimating such a force at approxi- 
mately 700 which he believes too many. 

Suvich said Mussolini made no specific proposals to Eden but did 
express doubt as to the practicability of the plan Eden was advo- 
cating. The Italians are willing to accept the general plan but 
would need exact definition of “effectives”, “control” and other items. 

- Suvich added that the principle back of the Italian position is that 
if Germany is to have armament it must be less than that of France 
and less than that of Italy; that if Germany is to have much arma- 
ment France and Italy must have more than that; in case Germany 
is to have less then France and Italy can have less but each to have 
always more than Germany; otherwise it was too dangerous. 

Suvich doubts that the present government in France will, or that 
any similar government there can, agree to any measure of diminution 
in French armed strength and looks to the Italian plan as the only 
practical basis for future conversation. 

Repeated to London for confidential information of Norman Davis 
second and third paragraphs only. 

Mailed to Paris, Berlin and Geneva, 

Lone 

* Fulvio Suvich, Italian Under Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs. 
“For memorandum of conversation between the Head of the Italian Govern- 

ment and Mr. Eden on February 26, see Great Britain, Cmd. 4559, p. 6.
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500.A15A4 General Committee/835 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Germany (Dodd) to the Secretary of State 

Beruin, March 7, 1934—6 p. m. 
[Received March 7—2: 30 p. m.] 

50. Meeting with Chancellor today conversation turned on disarma- 
ment. 

When he expressed gratitude and approval of the President’s com- 
ments on British memorandum (see telegram of February 20th No. 403 
to Geneva”) I asked him whether he indorsed non-invasion agree- 
ment (third point of same) ; his reply was definitely affirmative. To 
my inquiry whether he would consent to an international conference, 
he maintained silence. 

Dopp 

500.A15A4/2448 

The Ambassador in Belgium (Morris) to the Secretary of State 

No. 146 Brussexs, March 12, 1934. 
[Received March 22. ] 

Sir: I have the honor to refer to my telegram No. 12 of March 7, 
5 p. m.,” and to enclose copies % of the minutes of the Sessions of the 
Belgian Senate on March 6, 7, and 8, in which will be found a general 
discussion of Belgian foreign policy. On pages 221 and 222 of the 
minutes for March 6, 1934 will be found the text of the address of the - 
Prime Minister relating to the Belgian attitude toward German re- 
armament. A translation ™ of the essential parts of the speech is also 
enclosed for the Department’s convenience. The occasion for this ad- 
dress was the opening of the discussion on the 1934 budget of the 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs in the Senate. 

In general, the Prime Minister’s thesis was that German re-arma- 
ment cannot be stopped by the only two means existing: (1) a strict 
application of Article 213 of the Versailles Treaty, and (2), a pre- 
ventative war; because no one country or group of countries will sanc- 
tion either of these procedures. Therefore it is highly important to 
conclude immediately a general convention entailing a minimum of 
sacrifice in return for a maximum of guarantees. 

In this connection, and further to my telegram mentioned above, 
I made an appointment with Monsieur Paul Hymans, Belgian Foreign 
Minister, on March 9, in which I asked him to explain to me the reasons 

” Not printed ; it quoted text of American memorandum of February 19 to th 
British Embassy, p. 22. 

™ Not printed.
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for and the import of the Prime Minister’s speech in order that I 
might report them accurately to my Government. Monsieur Hymans 
told me that the Prime Minister wanted to arouse the Belgian people 
to a full realization of actualities and to stop them from living in a 
fool’s paradise. (In this connection I refer to the following statement 
contained in Monsieur de Broqueville’s declaration: 

“T, as well as you, try to see the bitterness of the situation. It is the 
consequence of a great illusion—that of the men who, by the Treaty of 
Versailles, scorned the lesson of history and reality in believing that it 
was possible to maintain indefinitely a great nation in a state of dis- _ 
armament. What Napoleon, all-powerful master of two-thirds of 
Europe, could not impose on the small state of Prussia,—how can one 
imagine that 27 nations, at one time ‘Allied and Associated’, can con- 
tinue to expect to impose on a Germany which the Treaty of Versailles 
has unified ¢” 

This clear and unequivocal statement was generally interpreted as in- 
dicating a drastic change in Belgium’s outlook on the question of Ger- 
man re-armament). My interpretation of Monsieur Hymans’ state- 
ment was that the Prime Minister wanted to clarify the present dis- 
armament situation and to show the complete lack of any existing 
means to control re-armament in Germany. It was for the purpose of 
awakening public opinion here that the Comte de Broqueville spoke 
so bluntly and strikingly of the situation which all thinking people 
realize, but which those less informed—looking through the tangled 
mass that is the disarmament situation of the present time—failed to 
grasp with all its sinister implication. 

The Foreign Minister said that the speech should not be interpreted 
as showing any alteration in the foreign policy pursued by Belgium 
during the past three months. During his visit to Paris at the end 
of December (reported in my despatch No. 102 of January 8, 1934 7), 
Monsieur Hymans stated that he had outlined Belgian policy to the 
Sarraut Cabinet. He indicated that the British and French Govern- 
ments were kept informed of Belgian official opinion and he intimated 
that the present situation as outlined by the Prime Minister was 
known in substance by these Governments before it was made public. 

I asked Monsieur Hymans if King Albert had known of the speech 
before he died,” as such a statement had appeared in the press and 
come otherwise to my attention. He replied that the deceased King 
had never seen the speech since it had been drafted only three or four 
days ago, but that the thoughts expressed had previously received his 

approval and been voiced by him many times during the last two 
months. 

? Not printed. 
™ Albert I had died on February 17, 1934, the result of a mountaineering 

accident.
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I referred to the fact that the French Government was considering 

the tenor of its reply to British disarmament proposals left by Mr. 

Eden on his recent return trip through Paris, and asked Monsieur 

Hymans if the Cabinet had seen a copy of the French draft of this 

note. He said they had not seen the copy since the note was still 
under preparation. I did not feel I could press him further on this 

point, even though he did not tell me that he was ignorant of the tenor 

of the French counter-proposals. 
The Foreign Minister said that his speech of Wednesday had fol- 

lowed closely upon the declaration of the Prime Minister, was com- 
plementary to it, and that the two speeches should be read. together 
as one; that he endorsed everything the Prime Minister had said, 
and that his (Monsieur Hymans’) later short speech on Thursday 
was made in order to soft-pedal, as I understood it, for internal politi- 

cal reasons. 
As of added interest to the Department, I report that the Foreign 

Minister put a hypothetical question to me which he said he hardly 
expected me to answer from a juridical point of view but he hoped I 
would from a moral point of view. He asked me what the position of 
my Government would be if a war broke out and the United States, 
as a signatory to the Kellogg-Briand Pact, was faced with the question 
of trading with belligerents. Would the United States declare its 
neutrality and cling to the inherent right of a neutral to trade in non- 
contraband with a belligerent? He stated that this question of the 
freedom of the seas worried the British Government at this time. I 
replied that I felt sure that he would not be disappointed at my not 
giving him any reply to his question. 

As I left, he reiterated that Belgian foreign policy of the past three 
months was not altered in the slightest by the declarations of the last 

few days. 
In this connection I believe that the Department will find it of in- 

terest to re-read my despatch No. 87 of December 4, 1933,”> reporting 
on the declarations of Monsieur Hymans before the Chamber of 
Deputies on November 29, 1933, at the time when the budget for the 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs was being discussed by that body. The 
words spoken by Monsieur Hymans on November 29, 1933, contained 
most of the implications contained in the Prime Minister’s speech 
of March 6, 1934. The Prime Minister’s speech is, however, much 
clearer and blunter than Monsieur Hymans’ speech of November 29, 
1933, and directly criticizes the methods provided by the Treaty of 
Versailles for keeping Germany in a state of disarmament. 

* Not printed.
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There can be little doubt that the Prime Minister’s speech served 
its purpose of awakening Belgian public opinion to the disarmament 
situation as it actually exists today. ‘The first reaction was one of 
shocked alarm. But after Monsieur Hymans’ speech of the next day, 
in which he outlined in detail post-War disarmament proceedings and 
the present situation, and his soft-pedaling on Thursday, March 8, a 
calmer discussion of the attitude and the points involved is being 
adopted by papers and persons of all opinions. 

The Comte de Broqueville’s argument that Germany cannot be 
stopped from re-arming unless resort is had to a preventative war, 
appears to be unassailable. It is equally apparent that unless some 
agreement is reached concerning the limitation of armaments, a new 
race for armaments is inevitable. These facts have begun to be real- 
ized in Europe. Assuredly it was bold to suggest that Article 213 
of the Treaty of Versailles ** was no longer efficacious because England 
and Italy would no longer resort to the procedure therein provided. 
It would seem that the Prime Minister must have been assured of his 
ground before making public this attitude of the British and Italian 
Governments and failing to ascribe the same attitude to the French 
Government. 

But the declaration, beyond voicing a sincere hope that an arma- 
ments convention would be agreed to, was void of any constructive 
suggestions toward thisend. While there are persons who assert that 
the declaration was a tactical and diplomatic blunder in view of the 
present delicate state of negotiations in Europe, there are others—in 
general, better informed—who believe that it was well timed to awaken 
people with responsibilities to govern, that the negotiations must not 
fail if a universal race for armaments or war is to be avoided. 

The British Ambassador, Sir George Clerk, informed me today that 
Great Britain had no advance knowledge of Monsieur de Broqueville’s 
speech (I do not feel entirely convinced on this point), and that he 
did not believe that either France or Italy had any advance knowledge 
either. He declared that the de Broqueville speech supported the 
statement of British policy relating to armaments, made on January 
29,1934. Sir George thought that the Prime Minister made his speech 
largely for internal consumption in order to awaken the Belgian public 
to the real situation and to that extent the speech served a useful 
purpose. He believed, however, that it was a rather dangerous utter- 
ance so far as repercussions abroad were concerned. 

“This article reads as follows: “So long as the present Treaty remains in 
force, Germany undertakes to give every facility for any investigation which the 
Council of the League of Nations, acting if need be by a majority vote, may 
consider necessary.” (Treaties, Conventions, etc., 1910-1923, vol. 1, p. 3415.)
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The French Ambassador, Monsieur Claudel, informed me that his 
Government had had no advance knowledge of the Prime Minister’s 
speech. He added that he considered the declarations unwise and 
that it was displeasing to the French, whose position re German re- 
armament was unquestionably weakened. 

It is too soon to evaluate the effect the Prime Minister’s statements 
will have on the political line-up in Parliament. Party groups in 
both Houses of Parliament have been convoked to discuss their atti- 
tude toward this declared foreign policy of the Cabinet. One of the 
groups will probably succeed in forcing a bill demanding a vote of 
confidence on the floor of the House. It is probable that the Liberal- 
Catholic majority of 28 over Socialist opposition will be lessened if 
forced to concede confidence in the Government before it can see clearly 
the whole armaments situation. 

Respectfully yours, Dave H. Morris 

500.A15A4 General Committee/840 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Germany (White) to the Secretary of State 

Beruin, March 14, 1934—5 p. m. 
[Received March 14—2: 40 p. m.] 

52. Forwarding by mail text translation of German arms aide- 
mémoire 7 replying to French of February 14. 

Following are some of the significant points. Germany had re- 
frained from answering hitherto by reason of British conversations. 
The aide-mémoire endeavors to allay French misapprehensions listed 
below. 

(1) As to purview of proposed non-aggression pacts it is stated 
that this may be deduced from international practice in recent years 
of which German-Polish declaration of January 26 gives a very clear 
example to the effect that Germany will go to the limit to avoid use 
of force; further that Germany does not wish by other non-aggression 
pacts to weaken Locarno. It will be time to settle Germany’s future 
relations to League of Nations when the disarmament question has 
been settled. As to (2), claim that really effective disarmament is 
not at present attainable and, (3), question of control, memorandum 
presents no new material. In regard to (4), distinction between 
political and military formations, Germany proposes that a clear-cut 
regulation applicable to all lands be made before signature of treaty. 

™ Handed by the German Minister of Foreign Affairs to the French Ambassa- 
dor on March 13, 1934; for Hnglish translation, see Great Britain, Cmd. 4559, 
p. 7; for French translation, see Négociations relatives a la réduction et a la 
limitation des armements, p. 55.
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° Apart from above-mentioned grounds for misunderstanding there 
remain differences of opinion as to method of reckoning strength of 
personnel and time when German Army may be equipped with defen- 
sive weapons. In regard to first, question is again raised of transfer 
to metropolis of oversea troops and of trained reserves: as to second, 
proposed prolongation of discrimination against Germany is char- 
acterized as “decisive question.” 
Aide-mémoire approves Italian and British proposals as tending 

to facilitate solution ; declares Germany armament condition as under 
Versailles Treaty can no longer be considered; repeats that Germany 
renounces all offensive weapons and terminates with obscure sentence 
apparently intimating that the way is now clear for a decision as to 
whether there shall be an agreement or not. 

WHITE 

500.415A4 General Committee/860 

Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State (Phillips) 

[Wasuineton,] March 19, 1934. 

The French Ambassador handed me this afternoon the accompany- 
ing résumé ” of the French reply to the British Government on dis- 
armament; it was, in fact, communicated by the French Ambassador in 
London to the Foreign Office at 3:30 this afternoon and may possibly 
be made public towards the end of this week. The Ambassador ad- 
mitted that it was not a move in the direction of disarmament, but he 
saw no other alternative for any French Government at the present 
time; Mr. de Laboulaye talked at some length regarding the European 
situation; he welcomed, on the whole, Mussolini’s move towards a 
rapprochement with Austria and Hungary because it indicated a defi- 
nite decision on the part of Italy to stand up against German ab- 
sorption of Austria; it was somewhat amusing, he observed, to see 
Italy playing closer together with her former archenemies, Austria 
and Hungary, which for many years it had been her policy to weaken, 
but that, now she was faced with the possibility of German penetra- 
tion south as far as Trieste, Italy had no alternative but to pull to- 
gether once more with her immediate neighbors; this, he thought, was 
a good sign and that it would make for stability and he believed it 
would be welcomed in France. 

Witiiam Puitures 

“Not found in Department files; for English text of note, see Great Britain, 
Cmd. 4559, Pp. 11. 

791113—51——-9
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500.A15A4 General Committee/847 : Telegram | 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State | 

| Geneva, March 23, 1934—2 p. m. 
[Received March 23—9:50 a. m.] 

822. 1. I understand from Paris that English translation of French 
memorandum to British of March 17th has been sent to Laboulaye and 
will be made public today. I am therefore not cabling text which 
came into my possession confidentially yesterday. 

2. According to information from usually well-informed sources the 
French now desire to wind up the Disarmament Conference by a 
meeting of the General Commission so that the Conference may have 

a correct juridical funeral. They explain that such a policy is for 
the protection of the juridical structure of the League of Nations 
which would be seriously shaken by the fact that a Disarmament Con- 
ference called by virtue of article 8 of the Covenant had resulted in a 
“re-armament” in respect to Germany. Such a result the French 
believe, would condone Germany’s breach of the military clauses of 
the Treaty of Versailles and would also violate the undertaking con- 
tained in article 8 of the Covenant. The French think that such a 
result would have a disastrous effect not only on the League of Na- 
tions but on the world peace structure in general. _ 

3. Once the present Conference has been definitely liquidated then 
should proposals for a “status quo limitation treaty” be made the 
French will be quite prepared to discuss their participation in such a 
conference, place where it might be held, program to be adopted, et 
cetera. 

4, I have mailed you via Bremen sailing 24th comment ” with re- 
gard to a limitation agreement.  Wuson 

500.A15A4/2453 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) 

i WasHrnoTon, March 28, 1934—6 p. m. 

117. For Norman Davis. 
1. During your absence in Sweden, the general disarmament picture 

has grown distinctly more discouraging. The French note seems to 
make further progress along the lines of the British compromise plan 
virtually impossible, at any rate without further British guarantees of 
execution. I notice signs that an attempt.is being made in the press 
once more to place the onus for Britain’s disinclination to give further 
guarantees on us, and hope that you will be able to counter any such 
effort. For your information, the President, in a press conference on 

™ Not found in Department files.
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March 23, emphasized that, with respect to consultation and sanctions, 
we could not, of course, change what we said last May.® : 

2. The next move from Europe will probably be an inquiry as to 
whether we are interested in pursuing negotiations looking toward a 
treaty of limitation on the basis of the status quo for the heavily armed 
Powers and legalized re-armament for Germany, along the lines pro- 
posed by Italy. Our inclination is to regard such discussions as a 
negation of our disarmament efforts, and as an attempt to draw us into 
a political adjustment in Europe from which we would gain no advan- 
tage. I should appreciate receiving your analysis of present and 
probable future developments, your views as to our best course of 
procedure, and any suggestions you have as to any further step or 
gesture we might make in line with our traditional views. 

3. The press has, in the last few days, carried sundry stories from 
abroad regarding the purported British plan for a limited air agree- 
ment among certain of the European Powers. Do you have any infor- 
mation as to the basis of these despatches ? : 

4. With respect to the preparations for the Naval Conference of 
1935, I agree with you that we should, as far as possible, leave the 
initiative to Great Britain. The only developments since your depar- 
ture have been the exchange of notes between Hirota and myself,* 
a summary of which was telegraphed to London, and the President’s 
statement upon signature of the Vinson Bill, which we cabled 
textually. As to the alternatives set forth in your letter of March 6 
to the President,®* I much prefer the second alternative and feel.that 
you and Bingham should endeavor to work toward this end in your 
talks with MacDonald. —— : Aon 

500.415A4/2460 : Telegram ' | oO 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary 
of State | oo 

| Lonpon, March 31, 19834—2 p. m. 
7 [Received March 31—2 p, m.] 

143. From Norman Davis. Your 117 March 28,6 p.m. | 

1. As soon as I have talked with the key men here including Hen- 
derson who are absent over Easter and become more fully informed 

® See President Roosevelt’s message of May 16, 1933, to various Chiefs of State, 
Foreign Relations, 1938, vol. 1, p. 148 ; also telegrams Nos. 644 and 646, May 19 and 
20, 1933, from the Chairman of the American delegation, ibid., pp. 154 and 158. | 

_ For this exchange of notes between the Secretary of State and the Japanese 
Jenene for Foreign Affairs, see Foreign Relations, Japan, 1931-1941, vol. 1, pp. 

_ 8 Signed March 27, 1934, this Act authorized a construction program which 
would build the Navy up to the limits prescribed by the Washington and London 
treaties of 1922 and 1930 respectively ; 48 Stat. 503. For text of President Roose- 
ee piotemeoy see Department of State, Press Releases, March 31, 1934, p. 176.
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of the inside situation with regard to disarmament I will give you 

my more definite views and suggestions as to our procedure. Al- 

though the possibilities of a constructive disarmament agreement 

seem to have become distinctly less promising it may yet be possible 

to turn this to advantage. I am inclined to think there is yet con- 

siderable bluffing and jockeying for position. While neither France 

nor Germany seem willing to make any further concessions I do not 

believe either of them want war at least now and once they are faced 

definitely with the necessity of choosing between war or of making 

reasonable concessions to prevent a race in armaments and war they 

may possibly with the aid of British pressure choose the latter. 

9. British public opinion is strongly in favor of disarmament and 

equally opposed to being drawn into another European war which is 

considered inevitable unless there is disarmament. This is having 

considerable influence on the British Government which no doubt will 

make every possible effort to bring about an agreement not only in 

order to avoid becoming involved but to satisfy British public opinion 

and, in case of failure, to place the blame elsewhere. The Government 

here is still being criticized by those who believe that there would have 

been a disarmament agreement long ago if it had taken a more help- 

ful role during the first year of the Disarmament Conference. The 

British who were first hostile to the idea of supervision and control 

have now come to realize the dangers of a disarmament agreement 

without it. While apparently less inclined than ever to guarantee 

any political settlements in Europe they are becoming more inclined 

to commit themselves to economic and financial measures against a 

nation that may violate a disarmament agreement. They cannot 

however proceed very far on this line until they have ascertained the 

position of the United States. It is therefore likely that the British 

may as a last endeavor to get a disarmament agreement agree to join 
in some form of sanctions against a violator of a disarmament treaty 

provided we will agree not to interfere. I do not believe however 

that they would do this just to get an armed truce as proposed by 

Mussolini. They are in reality becoming as much concerned about 

the Far East as about Europe and are not willing to make any com- 
mitments in, Europe which might cause trouble with us or with the 

Dominions. Their ultimate course will I believe be largely deter- 

mined by their ability to reach an agreement with us in respect of the 
navies and also a definition of neutrality. 

8. I am informed that for the past few weeks rumors have been 

spread in Europe to the effect that the cynics and isolationists have 
gained the upper hand in the United States and that we have accord- 

ingly lost interest in disarmament and cannot be counted upon to go
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even as far as was indicated last May. This has discouraged the 
sincere advocates of disarmament and pleased those opposed to it. 
The President’s statement on March 24 [23?] * and also the one made 
at the time of the passage of the Vinson Bill both of which were very 
opportune will no doubt help to dispel such rumors. I am inclined 
to think it would be well to consider the advisability of reiterating the 
importance and even necessity of a real disarmament agreement if 
there is to be real peace and economic recovery making it clear that we 
continue ready to cooperate in every practicable way in achieving a 
general reduction and limitation of armaments if it is to be treated 
as a world problem and not as a purely European one; but that since 
we are unwilling to become involved in European political adjust- 
ments we would not be interested in a mere armaments truce based 
primarily on European political exigencies. Within a few days I 
hope to submit more definite suggestions. 

4, With respect to preparations for the naval conference in 1935 
IT am glad you agree that the best procedure would be the second 
alternative set forth in my letter of March 6 to the President.*® We 
will accordingly direct our talks to thisend. [ Davis. ] 

BincHAM 

500.A15A4A4/2461 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) 

Wasuineton, April 2, 1984—7 p. m. 

130. For Norman Davis. . 
(1) Many thanks for your telegram 143, March 31,2 p.m. Before 

commenting in detail, I shall await your later telegrams. Meantime, 
however, I feel I should point out that your offer of May 22 [23] * in 
which, under certain circumstances, we agreed not to assert our neutral 
rights in the case of an aggressor is a very different thing from a simi- 
lar offer not to assert our neutral rights in the case of a violator of the 
Disarmament Convention. In the first contingency, collective action 
would be the result of a diplomatic consultative conference, the opinion 
of which as to the aggressor we would be entirely free to accept or 
reject. In the second contingency, however, the fact of a technical 
breach of the Convention would presumably be certified by the Per- 
manent Disarmament Commission after it had been established by a 
fact-finding commission of military experts. Even if our independ- 
ence of judgment and action were reserved in theory, this freedom 

* See supra, paragraph 1, last sentence. 
* Post, p. 222. 
* See Foreign Relations, 1933, vol. 1, p. 166. :
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would be non-existent in practice since its exercise might involve our 
contradicting the findings of fact of an expert body, which might even 
include an American technician. Moreover, we must face the fact 
that your offer of May 22 [23] represented the maximum degree of 
cooperation with Europe which American public opinion would sup- 
port. This offer was based upon the Kellogg-Briand Pact and pre- 
supposed the actual outbreak of a war of aggression. I believe public 
opinion here would make a distinction between sacrifices it was pre- 
pared to make if a country actually invaded another country and simi- 
lar sacrifices in the event of a violation of a treaty which did not neces- 
sarily involve an immediate threat of war. 

(2) While I incline to believe that the time will come soon to make 
a statement somewhat along the lines suggested in your paragraph 3, 
I doubt if we should emphasize so strongly the inter-relationship be- 
tween disarmament and real peace. It would, I think, be a mistake 
to reiterate that the failure to achieve disarmament would necessarily 
result in a future war and so depress further public opinion in the 
event that no agreement is reached. All our information from the 
Embassy in Paris leads to the conclusion that the French are not 
jockeying for position, but in the face of a disintegrating domestic 
situation have resolved on an intransigent foreign policy. 

Hoy 

500.415A4 General Committee/857 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, April 3, 1934—6 p. m. 
‘{ Received April 8—2:15 p. m.] 

824. My telegram No. 822, March 23, 2 p. m. 
1. From the best information obtainable the French are surprised 

and cheered by the receptive attitude of the British towards strength- 
ening the guarantees of execution. The French ascribe this change 
in British attitude to growing apprehension in Great Britain at Ger- 
many’s aviation development. How this will affect French attitude 
as outlined under paragraph 2 of my 822 is still problematical. 

2. Aubert *’ has informed Mayer that the French are endeavoring 
to reconcile the British instinct for “an agreement” with the French 
instinct for precise undertakings: To this end the French are work- 
ing on a series of definitions along the lines of a “criminal code”. 
Pushing the principle of the punishment fitting the crime to its logical 
conclusion the French would group the different infractions in sev- 
eral categories. A number of remedies or sanctions would be allotted 
to each category, the decision as to which of those several sanctions 

* Louis Aubert, member of the French delegation to the General Commission.
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would be applied in a particular case being left to the Permanent Dis- 
armament Commission to determine at the time. In this manner the 
French would know the extent of the British commitment in the event 

of any particular type of infraction while the British would have 
their commitment limited in accordance with the gravity of the of- 
fense. The actual choice as to which action is to be taken would be 

determined in relation to a particular case and at the time it arose. 
Aubert feels therefore that they are on the eve of laborious’ negotia- 
tions and the French have no desire to hurry the British in these 

negotiations. oo 
3. As to what will happen in respect to the Conference in the near 

future one can but guess. Massigli told me yesterday that he thought 
the Bureau on April 10 would do nothing but set a date for the Gen- 
eral Commission. In any case it would appear that the French will 
make every endeavor not only to prevent the action of the Conference 
from interfering with Franco-British negotiations but to utilize the 

Conference machinery in the way most adapted in their minds to 
further these negotiations. | | | 

Repeated to London for Davis. Mail copy to Paris and Rome. 
| _° Witson 

. 500.A15A4/2463 : Telegram a | 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary 
| of State | 

| Lonpon, April 5, 19384—3 p. m. 
| . SO [Received April 5—2:15 p. m.] 

153. From Norman Davis. | | 

1. The. calling of the Bureau for April 10 and the various dis- 
armament questions that are now arising and requiring attention 
including the tentative naval negotiations ** will necessitate some de- 
cision with regard to my future movements and the advisability. or 
desirability of terminating my leave of absence and resuming officially 
the disarmament work. The private work on which I have been en- 
gaged is now at a state where I can easily drop it if and when neces- 
sary. —— 

2. When the Cabinet members who are still absent from London on 
holiday return including Henderson whom I am seeing today'I expect 
conversations with them will somewhat clarify the situation and help 
to determine whether I should attend the Bureau meeting. It is not 
yet known who will represent the respective Governments at the 
Bureau meeting. I am informed however that Litvinoff ® will attend. 

* For correspondence relating to the first session of preliminary naval con- 
versations at London, June 18—July 19, 1934, see pp. 259 ff. 

*” Maxim Litvinov, Soviet Commissar for Foreign Affairs; Chairman of the 
Soviet delegation to the Disarmament Conference.
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If as is the consensus of opinion here the Bureau can go no further 
than fix a day for the reconvening of the General Commission I am 
inclined to think that the meeting of the General Commission would 
be the most appropriate time and place to restate and amplify our 
position unless perhaps the President would feel disposed to deal 
with the question in some special address. In the meantime we can 
be considering the possible purport of such a statement. What the 
General Commission will do if and when it reconvenes will no doubt 
depend largely upon the negotiations which the British are now con- 
ducting with the French. 

8. I fully appreciate the distinction pointed out in your 130, April 
2, ¢ p. m., between a violation of the Briand-Kellogg Pact and a dis- 
armament convention as amended. If it were possible to secure an 
agreement for real disarmament as was contemplated last May, my 
opinion is that if some nation should seriously violate such a con- 
vention and refuse to stop the violation it would be a most serious 
matter and of such vital concern to those that had disarmed that we 
would be justified at least in agreeing not to interfere with legitimate 
measures taken to enforce compliance. I realize, however, that public 
opinion at home may not be prepared for such a step in which case 
it would be futile and inadvisable to undertake it. 

4, The British are meekly but definitely coming to the conclusion 
that no nation in Europe will be secure, particularly against air attack 
without agreements for collective action. Cecil ® told me yesterday 
that the idea of economic sanctions involving an embargo on exports 
is being discarded as impracticable and difficult of enforcement and 
instead the conviction is growing that the simplest and least objection- 
able method of dealing with an aggressor or violating nation would 
be an agreement to prohibit under certain conditions importations 
from such nations. This he believes would soon bring any recalci- 
trant nation to terms and would not raise very serious questions with 
regard to neutrality. 

5. I understand the British are still hopeful of getting the French 
to consent to a disarmament agreement along the lines of their last 
memorandum * conditional upon committing themselves to specific 
measures of guarantees but which would no doubt be conditional upon 
our agreeing not to interfere by the assertion of our neutral rights 
with such measures taken to deal with the violator of such a conven- 
tion. If the British should fail in these efforts I do not know what 
their position would ultimately be with regard to a treaty of limita- 
tion based on the Italian proposal. So far as we are concerned I agree 
with you that this would be a negation of the position for which we 

© Viscount Cecil of Chetwood, President of League of Nations Union. 
3 1 oot et a 1934; for text, see Department of State, Press Releases, March
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have stood and if only an armed truce can be secured I doubt the wis- 
dom of our entering into it. If, however, we should be called upon to 
state our position on a treaty of lesser scope than that heretofore 
contemplated it seems to me that it would be appropriate for us to 
say something to the following effect: 

“The United States believing that the only practicable way to pro- 
mote security and solve the disarmament problem would be to abolish 
by definite stages certain types of aggressive weapons used for in- 
vasion, to establish a system of automatic supervision and control 
over the manufacture and shipment of arms and to enter into a general 
pact of non-aggression, indicated last May the extent to which it was 
prepared to cooperate to this end. In order to aid in the adoption 
of such a program the Administration then went to the limit of what 
it believed American public opinion would approve. The United 
States has grave doubts as to the value, the efficacy and the wisdom 
of a program of lesser scope. It certainly would not feel justified in 
making the same sacrifices for a so-called disarmament convention 
that provides for no disarmament and offers few if any definite bene- 
fits as it would be disposed to make for a real disarmament. If it is 
not possible, however, because of European political conditions and 
exigencies to agree upon a program for progressive disarmament to 
a specified level the United States does not wish to stand in the way 
of the adoption of a more limited program or of any steps which 
Europe may see fit to take. The extent, however, to which the United 
States might be able to cooperate would require examination of the 
full details of such a program and also the approval of the United 
States Senate.[”’] 

[ Davis | 
BINGHAM 

500.A15A4/2464 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary 
of State 

Lonpon, April 6, 1934—11 a. m. 
[Received April 6—8: 35 a. m.] 

154. From Norman Davis. 
1. Henderson and Aghnides who called on me yesterday could not 

give any definite information as to who will attend the Bureau meet- 
ing and what is likely to transpire. Henderson said that in his last 
talk with Simon and Eden they indicated a desire to postpone the 
Conference to give more time for the negotiations with the French 
but that he was not in favor of a further postponement and that if 
the British and French want it they must state their reasons before 
the Bureau and let the Bureau decide. 

Henderson asked if I were going to the Bureau meeting and said 
he hoped very much that I would. I told him it would depend upon 
what the Bureau is likely to do and who is going to attend. He said



42 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1934, VOLUME I 

that he thought Simon and Barthou * ought to go and that he was 
going to try to get them to do so but that in any event it would be 
helpful and have a good effect for me to go. Aghnides thinks that 
if I did not go it would add to the impression that we have lost in- 
terest. I am not clear as yet in my own mind as to whether I should 
go to Geneva now and would appreciate your opinion. 

Henderson is leaving for Paris tomorrow and seeing Barthou 
Saturday morning. He said that he would call me by telephone after 
his talk with Barthou. Aghnides, who has just come from Paris, 
told me that the permanent officials in the French Foreign Office and 
also Petain ** and Weygand * are now in favor of an agreement along 
the lines of the British memorandum but that Tardieu and Herriot 
have not yet come around. 

2. Simon who is in the country told me by telephone last night that 
he would be in the city today and would like to have a talk with me 
and I am to see him at 11 o’clock this morning. He asked about my 
plans and if I were going to Geneva. I told him it depended upon 
developments and asked if he were going. He said that Eden would 
go but that while he had no authority to tell me he might say con- 
fidentially he thought the meeting of the Bureau would be adjourned 
for a short period but that he would tell me all he knows today. 
[ Davis. ] 

BincHAM 

500.A15A4/2465 : Telegram 

‘The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary 
of State 

Lonpon, April 6, 1934—4 p. m. 
[Received April 6—38:20 p. m.] 

155. From Norman Davis. In my talk with Simon this morning at 
which Eden was present Simon first read their reply * to the last 
French note which in substance asked France to inform them cate- 
gorically if the French would agree to the measures of disarmament 
indicated in the British memorandum conditional upon no rearma- 
ment whatever for Germany or if France would agree to reasonable 
German defensive rearmament conditional upon guarantees for the 

"Jean Louis Barthou, French Minister for Foreign Affairs; Chairman of the 
French delegation to the General Disarmament Conference. 

_ Henri Philippe Petain, French member on the General Commission; Minister 

Of Macime Weygand, French member on the General Commission; General 
Inspector of the Army. 

* André Tardieu and Edouard Herriot, Ministers of State without portfolio 
in the Doumergue Ministry. 

* Dated March 28, 1934; not printed. |



DISARMAMENT CONFERENCE 43 

execution of the disarmament convention and if so specifically what 
were the guarantees France has in mind. He then told me they had 
just received word from Paris that the French reply had been com- 
pleted and would be delivered today.” He said that they had no idea 
what the reply would be or what the results will be of their present 
negotiations with the French, but that if they did reach an agreement 
it would be along the lines of a European agreement for collective 
action in case of violation of the Disarmament Convention to be de- 
termined by a two-thirds vote of the Disarmament Commission; that 
they were considering only financial and economic measures but that 
naturally Great Britain’s commitment to join any such collective 
action would necessarily have to be conditional upon the position 
which the United States would take. I told him that this was develop- 
ing along somewhat different lines from what we had been contem- 
plating and that I could not tell him what our position would be, but 
that as soon as there is something definite to pass judgment upon we 
will be glad to consult Washington. He then asked if we still stood 
by the position we took last May and I told him we did but that our 
proposal last May was conditional upon and in consideration of the 
adoption of a very comprehensive program for progressive disarma- 
ment and the discouragement of aggression, but obviously that proposal 
might not be applicable to a different kind of regime from that then 
envisaged, and that we would be apt to look differently upon a serious 
violation of the peace pact accompanied by invasion than upon a 
technical violation of any disarmament convention. He said that he 
himself looked upon a serious violation of a disarmament convention 
as a more serious matter; he understood of course that we would be 
unwilling to commit ourselves in advance in an unknown contingency ; 
but what he had in mind was in effect some formula or understanding 
whereby the United States would retain its complete independence 
of judgment but that in case of a violation of the disarmament conven- 
tion England and the United States would talk the matter over and 
then if we should feel that the circumstances are such as to warrant 
taking further steps to deal with certain collective measures we would 
then agree not to interfere, and England would proceed, otherwise 
not. In substance, he said that they did not expect the United States 
to join in any measures but that England’s commitment to do so would. 
be conditional upon reaching at the time an understanding with the 
United States as to the position it would take. I told him I was afraid 
this would be construed as putting indirectly considerable responsi- 
bility on us but that in any event the Administration could not form 

“For text of French aide-mémoire, dated April 6, 1934, see Négociations relas 
tives a la réduction et @ la limitation des armements, p. 68,
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any definite opinion until it is known more clearly what there was to 
decide about. I told him that the United States Government was 
naturally interested in disarmament as a world problem and not as a 
European problem. 
We then discussed the forthcoming meeting of the Bureau. He and 

Eden said that while it would have been better for the Bureau to meet 
a week later, there seemed to be nothing to do now but to proceed with 
it and for Henderson to make a report and then for the British to make 
a report on the present status of negotiations but that no date for the 
calling of the General Commission should be fixed until something 
more definite is known. Their information as to the two schools of 
thought in the French Government is substantially the same as mine, 
as indicated in the Embassy’s 154, April 6,11 a.m. It was suggested 
that it might be psychologically helpful to get Barthou to go to Geneva. 
Simon said he did not know Barthou. I told Simon that if he himself 
should go to Geneva no doubt Barthou would feel that he must go and 
that it might be helpful for him to get acquainted with him in Geneva. 
Eden agreed with this and Simon then indicated that if the French 
reply today is favorable, he might decide to do that but that he would 
like me to come to the country to lunch with him tomorrow and we 
would then talk the matter over further. [Davis.] 

BINGHAM 

500.A15A4/2466 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) 

WasuHineron, April 6, 1934—6 p. m. 

138. For Norman Davis. Your 153, April 5, 3 p. m. and 154 April 
6,11a.m. With the information now at hand, I am inclined to feel 
that it would be better for Wilson to attend the Bureau meeting and 
for you to hold yourself in reserve until the meeting of the General 
Commission. I assume that this will not be called for several weeks 
and if so I think there would be much to gain by having you return to 
this country before it meets. I should like to talk over with you in 
greater detail the nature of the statement we should probably have to 
make at the General Commission. I likewise feel that we should thrash 
out much more fully with the Navy Department the line we might 
take with the British and Japanese in preliminary discussions. Unless 
you see some reason to the contrary, I suggest therefore that you com- 
plete such conversations as you judge necessary as well as your private 
work and return home ready to resume officially your disarmament 
work shortly after arrival. 

Hou
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500.A15A4/2467 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary 
of State : 

Lonvon, April 7, 1984—2 p. m. 
[Received April 7—10: 30 a. m.] 

156. From Norman Davis. Your 138, April 6,6 p.m. 

Altogether I am inclined to concur in the wisdom of the course 

indicated by you and unless Simon and Barthou are to attend the 

Bureau meeting, which 3s most unlikely but which will be determined 

today, I think it is unnecessary and perhaps inadvisable for me to do so. 

I am sure it would be advisable to discuss in Washington the position 

we should take when the General Commission meets as well as to have | 

further talks with the Navy. My only concern is what explanation 

to make of my failure to attend the Bureau meeting, which will be 

called for because of my presence in Europe. I am inclined to believe 

it would be well to say that since the Bureau is to deal only with 

mechanical questions—receiving reports and perhaps fixing a date for 

the calling of the General Commission—and since the head delegates 

of none of the principal powers are attending, it is not deemed neces- 

sary for me to go. I would, however, appreciate your advice on this. 

| Davis. | 
BINGHAM 

500.A1544/2472 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) 

Wasuineton, April 7, 1934—3 p. m. 

142. For Norman Davis. Your 156, April 7, 2 p. m. 

I quite approve your making a statement to the press along the lines 

you suggest. 
Huu 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/409 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, April 10, 1934—7 p. m. 
[Received April 10—3: 20 p. m.] 

826. 1. At its meeting this afternoon * the Bureau decided to ad- 
journ until April 30th giving the President authority to postpone this 
meeting a few days if the situation so required. The Bureau will then 

“For minutes of this meeting, see Minutes of the Bureau, vol. 11, p. 201.
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prepare a text for the second reading by the General Commission, 
the next. meeting of which is set for May 23, similar authority being 
given to the President to postpone this a few days if either he or the 
Bureau deemed it advisable. 

2. During the discussion which preceded this decision various speak- 
ers reiterated their Governments’ desire for the prompt conclusion 
of an agreement containing real disarmament. The most important 
of these was Eden’s declaration. In summarizing the role his Gov- 
ernment had played in the recent negotiations he emphasized that in the 
view of the British Government a “substantial reduction of arma- 
ments” still remains “the fundamental condition” for agreement to 
any arms convention. Massigli added nothing to the recent French 
memoranda but stated that his Government was making every possible 
effort to present as soon as possible a complete reply to the British 
questions concerning guarantees and hoped that a prompt solution of 
this problem could be found. Motta® mentioned the necessity for 

Germany’s return to the Conference. 
Repeated to London. 

. WILson 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/414 : Telegram ; 

The Secretary of State to the American Delegate (Wilson) 

Wasuineton, April 11, 1934—5 p. m. 

408. Your 828, April 11, noon.t At the press conference on April 
9, a correspondent said that he understood you would attend the meet- 
ing as observer as in the past. The Secretary replied by saying that 
the usual standing instructions concerning keeping aloof from purely 
local or European political problems still stood. 
Department today released first paragraph your number 826, April 

10, 7:00 p. m. together with following statement: “This government 
will be represented at the meeting of the Bureau and the General Com- 

mission as in the past.” 

Hu 

500.A15A4/2481 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

GeneEvA, April 12, 1934—10 a. m. 
[Received April 12—9:45 a. m.]| 

— 880. 1. After conversation with Eden I am supplementing Davis’ 
155 April 6, 4 p. m. from London with further details. 

* Giuseppe Motta, Swiss delegate to the General Disarmament Conference. 
* Not printed.
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2. Eden assured me with vigor and decision that any formal commit- 
ment that Great Britain made along the lines of guarantees of execu- 
tion would only be against a guid pro quo from France in the matter 
of reduction with especial reference to aviation. He is fully alive to 
the fact that through the whole course of disarmament discussion 
lasting over 8 years numerous advances have been made, not only by 
his country but by the United States, to meet the French point of 
view and that as a result we had nothing tangible in the way of 
promises of disarmament from France. He, therefore, thought it 
essential that this big card should not be played except for appreciable 
results. | oe 

3. What the British Government is contemplating is a possible 
acquiescence with some modification in the proposal made by Paul- 
Boncour to Henderson last December ? (I left a copy of this proposal 
with Moffat on December 28th when after consultation with him 
and Davis I wrote to Henderson regarding it). Eden added that 
what they hoped for from us in this connection was a reaffirmation 
of Davis’ declaration of May 22 but so phrased as to apply not only 
to the Pact of Paris but also to the Disarmament Convention. I 
made no observation on this point (I only received today, April 12, 
your 130, April 2, 7 p. m. to London). 

_ 4, Eden then went on to say that Simon was turning over further 
details in his mind. Eden made clear to us that these ideas existed 
as yet in Simon’s mind only. Simon contemplates a European sub- 
committee of the Permanent Disarmament Commission. In the event 
of a breach of the convention by a European state this subcommittee 
would establish the fact and notify the violator giving time for the 
breach to be remedied. If at the end of this period the breach still 
existed the Kuropean subcommittee would establish by a note that a 
breach had occurred within the meaning of the convention:and that 
the pertinent penalties were applicable. Simon contemplates further 
that the convention or a unilateral declaration would make it plain 
that when the situation had developed to the point sketched above 
Great Britain would not act until it had consulted with the United 

States and until the United States had declared that it would act 
affirmatively under Davis’ declaration of May 22.' 

5. At this point in the conversation I said that of course I could 
only speak personally but that I felt strongly that any arrangement 
which specified that the action of the United States was essential 
and that threw the burden of decision for sanctions on the United 
States would be distinctly unpalatable and not practical politics with 
us. 

7 December 5, 1933; Négociations relatives 4 la réduction et a la limitation des 
armements, p. 11. | 
*Department of State, Press Releases, May 27, 1983, p. 387.
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6. (I feel even more strongly on this point than I felt it advisable 
to state to Eden without instructions. Simon’s scheme would seem 
to me a means of making a so-called concession to France at our ex- 
pense. In other words the British would agree to “automatic” action 
in the event of a violation and on a vote of a committee but at the 

same time leave to the United States a final veto or approbation of 

such action before they themselves became engaged. This would 
mean nothing less than an ultimate decision by the United States 
when punitive action was to be taken that should be most advantageous 
on the Continent of Europe.) 

7. Eden also touched on the question of Germany’s participation 
in the negotiation of a disarmament treaty. He felt strongly that 
Germany must be brought into the picture shortly and before any 
real drafting of a convention. I gained the impression from Eden 
that the French now have the same idea having abandoned their pre- 
vious thought that a convention could be drafted without Germany. 
There seems no doubt that the British are keeping in very close touch 
with the German Government with regard to present diplomatic nego- 
tiations and presumably they will choose the proper time to try to 
have German demands satisfied sufficiently to bring them back to 
Geneva. 

8. The most dispiriting thing that Eden encountered with regard 
to his trip was the complete unreadiness of either Germany or France 
to accept the other’s word. This led him to speak of other difficulties. 
He found Hitler really disposed to draw up a convention and ready 
to make undertakings which Eden felt convinced Hitler would carry 
out. When Eden reported his conviction to his own Foreign Office 
however he found profound skepticism there against which he has 
had to struggle. He added that Francois-Poncet was unable to re- 
port his real convictions to his Government because he would be 
completely disbelieved. The atmosphere of distrust renders the nego- 
tiations infinitely more difficult. 

9. I feel sure that the Department will appreciate the extremely 
confidential character of this message. 

Cipher text to London for Davis. Wison 

500.A15A4/2488 : Telegram (part air) 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, April 15, 1934—8 p. m. 
[Received April 17—8: 30 a. m.] 

832. 1. From my 830, April 12, 10 a. m. and Mr. Davis’ corre- 
spondence from London the British point of view has been set before 
you with some thoroughness. The meeting of the Bureau together
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with conversations during and subsequently thereto as well as the 
five power document just circulated (see my 831, April 15, 7 p. m.*) 
lead me to endeavor now to give a more general analysis of possibili- 

ties. 
9. It appears that the French Government have felt that the trend 

of events was toward a treaty of status guo limitation. They were 
under this impression not only from the attitude of Germany and 
Italy but because of the increasing pressure of BeneS and the Little 
Entente in this direction. Until they came to the Bureau I do not 
believe the French had taken into sufficient account the attitude which 
still existed in favor of reduction of many participants in the Con- 
ference. When the French had a chance to ascertain views both within 
and outside of the Bureau they were surprised to find how much de- 
termination remained to achieve a measure of reduction. Unquestion- 
ably Massigli was perturbed at the decisiveness with which Eden 
spoke in favor of reduction and I know that the news of the note 
which the five powers subsequently submitted came as an additional 
blow to the French. To summarize, after some months in which 
thought was turned to a status quo limitation the idea of reduction 
has now definitely raised its head again. 

8. The French delegation came to the Bureau with the expectation 
that a meeting of the General Commission would be called in which 
measures should be adopted (see my 822, March 23, 2 p. m.) which 
would tend either to put an end to the Conference and start afresh 
on another or to revise the basis on which we are working. This 
thought was countered by Eden’s insistence on the Bureau’s meeting 
before the General Commission since the Bureau can only act on its 
present terms of reference, namely, the working out of the draft plan 
submitted by MacDonald on March 16, 1933.** Briefly the present 
position seems to be as follows: The British insisting upon reduction 
desire to maintain their draft convention as the basis for discussion, 
the French, on the other hand, opposing reduction wish to change 
the basis for diseussion from the British draft convention. | 

4, Quite apart from the direct negotiations now being carried on a 
struggle which will be ostensibly procedural but really fundamental 
will turn on whether the Conference will or will not adopt a new 
basis on which to work. | 

5. I feel that the time will be ripe for us at the Bureau meeting to 
follow up your memorandum to Lindsay ° and thus throw the weight 
of our influence in favor of reduction by marking our preference for 
the maintenance of the present basis of the Conference. The situation 

‘Not printed. This telegram transmitted text of observations presented by 
the Danish, Spanish, Norwegian, Swedish, and Swiss delegations; see Conference 
Documents, vol. m1, pp. 867-868, and Great Britain, Cmd. 4559, p. 16. 

*“ Conference Documents, vol. 11, pp. 476-493. 
* Ante, p. 22. 

791113—51——10
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will be one in which we can take part without entering a purely Euro- 
pean political discussion. We would take part in the discussions of 
a procedural matter and one which affects all participants in the Con- 
ference and all persons interested in disarmament. The memorandum 
of the five powers gives us a neutral platform. There is much in this 
document that is sympathetic to us but certain phases of it, notably 
their desire for a new basis for the convention, we could take exception 
to and thus mark visible desire that the Conference follow a path which 
will lead to reductions. Sandler, Foreign Minister of Sweden, said 
to me in the Bureau, “The only barrier now against a status quo treaty 
is the British insistence upon a guid pro quo for their guarantees of 
execution”. I think Sandler has correctly analyzed the situation. 
The moral force of many other states that desire reduction including 
our own will I fear be ineffective unless the British maintain their 
insistence upon it. Such a course as I have sketched would give sup- 
port to the British Government and public opinion in their insistence 
upon reduction as a guid pro quo for their guarantees. Furthermore, 
in the event that the British dropped their insistence upon reduction 
and eventually accorded guarantees of execution for a treaty of status 
quo limitation the fact that we had at this crucial juncture again urged 
reduction would make it easier at that moment if it seemed advisable 
to disassociate ourselves from the proceedings. 

6. I noticed in the memorandum of the five powers, as no doubt 
you have, the inconsistency between an appeal for reduction and an 

advocacy of a revision of the basis of the Conference thus playing 
directly into French hands. Westman, Swedish Minister in Bern, 
appears to be largely responsible for this memorandum. JI therefore 
questioned him in the above regard. This dangerous inconsistency 
had not seemed to have occurred to him. He said, however, that the 
four points enumerated in the memorandum are the essential portion, 
not the argument before it. I also gathered from Westman’s state- 
ment that it was necessary to admit that the basis of the Conference 
had to be changed in order to gain Spanish adherence to the memoran- 
dum. I do not believe that the authors of this memorandum fully 
realize the danger to the thesis of reduction really dear to them which 
is inherent in opening the question of the basis of the Conference. 

7. Without going into detail at this time what I have in mind for 
possible action at the Bureau meeting is a statement covering the fol- 
lowing points: | oe | - 

(a) The favorable impression we have gained from the general 
tenor of the memorandum of the five powers and from discussion in 
previous Bureau [meetings?| with regard to reduction. | 
(6) Discuss the final section of the memorandum of the five powers 

with regard to the difficulties of a limitation agreement, comment to
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which we subscribe, recalling the negotiation of the armaments truce 
in 1931.° , 

-(c) Question the advisability of bringing up for decision in the 
General Commission the bases of the decisions of the Conference; the 
danger of thereby scrapping the present basis—the only tangible 
achievement of the Conference; suggestion that the British draft con- 
vention whose modification seems practicable in view of the British 
memorandum of January 29th is sufficiently comprehensive to provide 
framework for any necessary alteration. 

(¢) Statements in support of reduction. 
(e) Disavowal of my [any?] desire to take a position which may 

jeopardize the possibility of the states of Europe making peace among 
themselves pending settlement. Wiutson 

§00.A15A4 General Committee/875 ; 

Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State (Phillips) 

[Wasuineton,| April 19, 1934. 

The French Ambassador left with me this morning a copy of his 
Government’s reply” to the British note of March 28th on disarma- 

ment. | 
The Ambassador said that, in his opinion, it was drafted by Barthou, 

possibly with the assistance of Tardieu, but it was certain that Mas- 
sigli and others had no hand in it; the Ambassador referred to it as 
a “strong” note, that, in view of the knowledge of the rapidity of 
German rearmament, there was no other alternative. © 

| | Wiuiam Pattuips 

500.A15A4/2490 : Telegram 

Phe American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

: Geneva, April 19, 1934—noon. 
[Received April 19—7: 28 a. m.] 

833. Until we can ascertain the effect most recent French note to 
Great Britain it might be advisable to postpone decision on my 832 
April 15, 8 p. m. | Wiuson 

500.A15A4/2492: Telegram _ | 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary 
) of State a 

Lonvon, April 19, 1984—7 p. m. 
. [Received April 19—4: 15 p. m.] 

. 181. My 179, April 19.8 Strang stated this afternoon tone of 
French note of reply was a complete surprise to British Government 

* See Foreign Relations, 1931, vol. 1, pp. 440 ff. 
"For English text of French note of April 17, see Great Britain, Cmd. 4559, p. 20. 
® Not printed.
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which had as yet not been able to make known its opinion. Foreign 
Office aim, however, for the moment would be to maintain as un- 
prejudiced a press as possible. Strang felt Barthou had been over- 
ruled in composing the French note of reply by Tardieu and Herriot. 

Foreign Office states Henderson also is completely surprised by 
French note but has no leeway in the matter of the Bureau meeting. 
He is willing to attempt to postpone it a week, however, if thereby 
he can obtain the presence of M. Barthou at Geneva on the com- 
pletion of latter’s approaching visit to Warsaw. Foreign Office 
favors this suggestion of Henderson and also believes that Bureau 
meeting must thresh out the aims and agenda of the May Council 
meeting. 

Repeated to Geneva. oe 
BINGHAM 

500.A15A4 General Committee/878 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in France (Straus) to the Secretary of State 

Paris, April 20, 1984—3 p. m. 
[Received 3:50 p. m.] 

308. Conversations the last 2 days between members of the Em- 
bassy staff and officials of the French Government including Barthou, 
Jean Paul-Boncour, Comert” and others confirm that the French 
note of April 17th on disarmament marks a fundamental change in 
the French policy. Barthou stressed that the note was to be taken 
not as a gesture but as a final decision. Paul-Boncour explained 
that the French Government now had laid its cards squarely on the 
table in the belief that the stiff barriers used in the note was perhaps 
under the present circumstance the “best language to use towards 
Germany today”. Comert whose sympathies are inclined to be on 
the left declared that after the German reply ™ to the British demand 
for removing increased military estimates no other course was 
possible. | 

According to a most reliable account Barthou up to the very eve of 
the Cabinet meeting on Tuesday held his ground for a reply and along 
the lines of a limitation convention backed by adequate guarantees and 
involving a certain measure of German rearmament. Late Monday 
night he was informed that Doumergue had decided to support Tardieu, 

* Pierre Comert, Chief of Press and Information Service, French Foreign 

on Dated April 11, 1934; for French text, see Négociations relatives @ la ré- 
duction et a@ la limitation des armements, p. 66.
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Herriot and Petain in a demand for complete break in the negotiations 
and a rejection of the British plan as the basis for agreement on the 
grounds that the Government could not stand on any other basis. 
Early Tuesday morning he drafted an alternative note in consultation 
with Doumergue which he produced in Cabinet after his original draft 
had been rejected and which formed the basis of the note actually sent. 

In the French view the next step will be a full dress meeting of the 
General Commission in Geneva where the whole question of German 
rearmament will be aired. The French would like the General Com- 
mission to register the fact that in view of Germany’s disregard of 
the conditions of the peace treaty and its headlong race for armaments 
no disarmament is any longer possible, instead the nations must seek 
means to protect themselves through security agreements and a chain 
of mutual guarantees. There seems to be some doubt in the French 
mind as to just when the Bureau and the General Commission of the 
Conference should meet. The view appears to be gaining ground that 
the date of the Bureau should be adjourned from April 30 to about 
May 5 and the date of the General Commission advanced to approxi- 
mately the same time. Evidently the Bureau which was to draft a 
new basis of convention now will have no role to play but to summon the 
General Commission. The latter will serve primarily as a platform 
from which to arraign the Reich. | 

The Government’s action clearly has the full support of parliamen- 
tary, press and public opinion. The only notable exceptions are on the 
young radical and socialist left. Jacques Kayser who from time to 
time during the Conference was connected with the French disarma- 
ment delegation states in today’s La République that the abandonment 
by the Doumergue government as a result of reactionary pressure of 
the traditional diplomatic line renders a security agreement with 
Germany more remote than ever and paves the way for an armaments 
race. He says in substance that France was confronted with the two 
halves of an alternative, either to negotiate a treaty providing for 
limited disarmament, limited security and a limited and controlled 
rearmament of Germany or to make formal proposals to England for 
common action to punish Germany for its defiance of the peace treaty. 
France has thrown down the convention without proposing common 
action. This is ridiculous and not diplomacy, Kayser concludes. With 
this single exception, however, and a protest from the socialists the 
press is unanimous in commending the Government and approving the 

text and tenor of its note. | 

Mailed Rome, Geneva, Berlin, London, Brussels. | 
| _ Srraus
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500.A15A4 General Committee/877 : Telegram : 
The Ambassador in Italy (Long) to the Secretary of State 

. Rong, April 20, 1984—5 p. m. 

- [ Received April 20—3: 05 p. m.] 

78. My telegram No. 76 [75], April 19, noon. The Italian Govern- 
ment is terribly disappointed at the French note to England. Suvich 
said today Italy had been led by France to entertain considerable opti- 
mism in regard to the French attitude and they are stunned at the text. 
He said they had information to the effect that Tardieu has been the 
official responsible for the change in the French attitude and that he 
had practically dictated the French reply. He also said that Tardieu 

did not understand conditions in Germany and based his idea of 
French policy upon the misconception that the Hitler regime was to 
be short-lived. | : | : 

Suvich said the French note left the following alternatives: (1) To 
abstain from attending the Geneva meeting; or (2) to attend the 
Geneva meeting which was foredoomed to failure in the absence of 
Germans for the reason that if there should come out of Geneva any 
agreement signed by the attending powers those powers would be 
bound by it but Germany would not be bound and Italy could not 
subscribe to bind herself unless Germany should be bound. He said 
Italy would attend but had no hope of accomplishing’ anything. 
‘Suvich leaves tomorrow for London and will stop on his way a few 

hours in Paris where he will talk to Doumergue in the absence of 
Barthou and will try to obtain some modifications of the French posi- 
tion. However, he does not expect to succeed. In London he will get 
the reaction of the British Government and possibly seek circumstances 
under which cooperation on some plan to [may?] be mutually agreed 
upon to bring some pressure upon France to change her attitude. 
Suvich thinks it a great mistake to meet in Geneva without Germany 

and is equally of the opinion that Germany would not attend a meeting 
under the circumstances that now exist. In short it is apparent that 
Italy expects France to remain obdurate, Germany to abstain from 
Geneva, and the Geneva meeting to be either adjourned to a date in 
the distant future which would mean the end of the Conference or a 
frank public acknowledgment of failure. This would be followed by 
arace for armament. Above repeated to Paris and London and mailed 
to Berlin and Geneva. OO 

While Suvich made no secret of his extreme anxiety and indicated 
an entire lack of program except such as indicated above it was ap- 
parent that they are considering the possibility of a meeting of the 

* Not printed.
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heads of the four interested Governments to be held either in Rome 
or in London, preferably in Rome. He placed Paris and Berlin as 
out of the range of possibilities because of the disinclination of either 
one of those Governments to go to the seat of the other. Such a meet- 
ing would be held after Geneva in a last effort to get some kind of agree- 
ment, even if it be to maintain the status quo In armament. 

| | Lone 

862.24/124 | 

Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State (Phillips) 

a [WasHineton,| April 20, 1984. 

The German Ambassador spoke to me at length this morning re- 
garding the recent French note to the British Government on disarma- 
ment and said that to him it was wholly incomprehensible; the Am- 
bassador then went on to develop the following points: 

1. The naval program provided in the budget was purely and simply 
a replacement program; there was nothing contemplated which con- 
flicted in any way with the Versailles Treaty. 

2. The budget contemplated for the army was in pursuance of the 
so-called British plan of changing the present army of 100,000 to the 
new system which had already been approved by the British and Italian 
Governments and in principle by the French Government itself; as a 
large number of men were contemplated under the new army program, 
it was necessary not ‘only to provide for their new equipment, but also 
new quarters; he insisted that there were no new types of armament 
contemplated. | 

3. The budget for aerial development was limited to the construction 
of defense guns and a few aviation fields; the program of defense 
material had been held in abeyance for years, in the hope that the neigh- 
bors of Germany would reduce their combat planes, but now that, the 
contrary was the case, it was necessary to reassure the people of Ger- 
many that their safety was being cared for by the provision of such 
defensive measures as anti-aircraft guns. 

The Ambassador was completely at sea with regard to the French 
objections to airdrome construction in the demilitarized zone; already 
there were several airports in this region; he mentioned a number of 
them with which he was personally familiar—at Coblenz and at 
Dusseldorf, etc.; they were used for purely civil flights and had been 
in use for a long time; with the development of passenger flights it 
was necessary to add to the numbers of landing fields—a construction 
which was being carried out on a broad scale in the United States 
and most other countries; there was no provision in the budget for
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the development of new planes or for the bringing up to date of old 
planes, for example, by substituting a three-motor plane for a one- 
motor plane; this remodeling and bringing up to date planes for com- 
mercial purposes and for defensive purposes was something which 
the German Government had in mind, but which, according to my 
understanding of the Ambassador’s conversation, had not been pro- 
vided for in the budget to which the French were taking such ex- 
ception. 

I thanked the Ambassador for giving me his view point on the 
French note and said that I would be glad to have whatever figures 
he cared to give me in writing on the points which he had just stressed, 
which he said he would gladly do. 

| Wi114mM PHILiies 

500.A15A4 General Committee/886 

The German Ambassador (Luther) to the Secretary of State 

Wasuineton, April 21, 1934. 

My Dear Mr. Secretary: In compliance with your wish for a writ- 
ten confirmation of the oral statements on the German budget which 
I made during our conversation yesterday, I deem it best to send you 
herewith a copy of the cable which I received, as I mentioned, from 

the Foreign Office, bearing on the subject, together with an English 
translation. . 

With respect to the funds asked for in the budget estimates for 
the transformation of the German Reichswehr into an army of short- 
term service—a transformation which was demanded by France her- 
self—I wish to confirm that the inclusion of the items in the budget 
estimates means the setting aside of the funds in question, but—ac- 
cording to statements received from the Foreign Office—does, of 
course, not imply that these amounts will actually be spent. In view 
of the fact that the course of the disarmament negotiations had per- 
mitted hope that a settlement of the disarmament question could be 
expected before long, it was, for the pursuance of an orderly bud- 
getary policy, not feasible to leave the expenditures required by the 
transformation without consideration. To give some more detail 

about the use of these funds, I should like to emphasize the fact that, 
according to the Versailles Treaty, all barracks not used for the 
housing of the Army of 100,000 men, had to be razed to the ground 
or reconstructed for civil purposes, so that now a considerable amount 
is needed for buildings. | 

Furthermore, I repeat no funds whatever are asked for in the Ger- 
man budget for military airplanes the demand of which was made in



DISARMAMENT CONFERENCE 57 

the note of the German Government addressed on April 16th to the 

British Government.” 

Supplementing my statements made yesterday, I may add that the 

total increase of the estimated expenditures for the army and navy 

as compared with the preceding year amounts to about 220 million 

Reichsmark (less than one hundred million dollars), according to 

official figures which I received in the meantime. 

Believe me [etc.] LUTHER 

[Enclosure—Translation ] 

The budget plan of the Reich for the budgetary year 1934/1935, 

published a few days ago, is frequently misinterpreted in the inter- 

~ national press, together with unfounded attacks upon Germany. The 

budget for the army has been balanced with the amount of 654,6 

millions in expenditure which, as compared to last year’s budget 

signifies an increase of 172 millions. The increased expenditures are 

necessary for the preparations in connection with reconstruction of the 

army, provided for in the budgetary year 1934/35, resulting from the 

situation which followed negotiations concerning the disarmament 

question. The expenditures of the naval budget amount to 236 mil- 

lions, an increase of 50 millions, as compared to the preceding year. 

These increased expenditures are substantiated by the greater costs ofa 

systematical replacement of our ships material which has long since 

become inadequate, the replacement of which, if only for the security 

of the crew, can no longer be delayed. The budget of the Ministry for 

Aeronautics can not be regarded as an armament budget. It is divided 

into an air-service and air-protection budget. The expenditures of the 

air-service budget amount to approximately 160 millions. This sum is 

required for the replacement of old airplanes of the private air trans- 

port line (Lufthansa)—which, as in other countries, is subsidized— 

the substitution of one-motor planes by two- or three-motor planes, 

the introduction of long-distance flights also in winter and increased 

night service, which require greater flying safety, development of the 

lighting and the radio-telegraphic hearing system. Besides, the in- 

crease is required for the furtherance of overseas air service and scien- 

tific research in the field of aircraft. The expenditures for air protec- 

tion, for which in the preceding year only 144 millions were provided, 

amount to 50 millions. These funds are needed for the almost complete 

re-establishment of an organization for the protection of the population 

against air attacks, which includes the building of shell- and gas-proof 

*® Great Britain, Cmd. 4559, p. 18.
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cellars, the training of troops to fight poison gas attacks, the improve- 
ment of the means for fire-extinguishing, training of special troops for 
warning, restoration, disinfection, ete. | oo co 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/417 : Telegram - : 4 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, April 93, 1934—7 p.m. 
[Received April 23—38 p.m. | 

834. My 826, April 10,7 p.m. The following communication from 
the President of the Conference to the members of the Bureau has just 
been received: © | a 

“Referring to the decision taken by the Bureau on April 10th in | 
respect of the meetings of the Bureau and of the General Commission, 
respectively, on April 30th and May 28rd the President of the Confer, 
ence has the honor to inform the members of the Bureau that in view 
of recent developments it has been considered that no useful purpose 
could be achieved by the Bureau meeting at the date referred to above. 

It has also been suggested that if any meeting of the Bureau be 
considered necessary it should be held on the eve of the meeting of the 
General Commission or even on the same day. a, | 

The President would be grateful to the members of the Bureau if 
they could let him know by telegraph (addressed to the League of 
Nations Secretariat in Geneva) if they would agree to hold the meet- 
ing of the Bureau at 10: 30 in the morning of May 29 and the meeting 
of the General Commission in the afternoon of the same day...,.. 

The suggested change as regards the date of the meeting ofthe 
General Commission will make it possible for certain delegates 
to attend the meeting in person which they would be prevented from 
doing if the date of the 23rd were adhered to.” 

I understand that Henderson is making this suggestion after con- 
sultation with various governments. : a 

Please instruct. a | _ 
: | - _, Wison 

500.A15A4 General Committee/883 : Telegram - ; 

The Secretary of State to the American Delegate (Wilson) — 

| Wasuineron, April 25, 1934—7 p. m. 
411. Your 834, April 28, 7 p.m. You may address a communica- 

tion to Henderson informing him that the proposed change in the 

dates for the convening of the Bureau and the General Commission 
are satisfactory to this Government.



_ DISARMAMENT CONFERENCE 59 

500.A15A4 General Committee/893 

Memorandum by the Chief of the Division of Western European 
Affairs (Moffat) 

[WasHineton,| May 1, 1934. 

The Italian Ambassador ** came to see me this afternoon and read 
me a telegram of information which he had received from Mussolini 
this morning. It recounted the impressions picked up by Suvich on 
his recent trip to Paris, London and Brussels. Suvich had become 
convinced that there was no possibility of usefully initiating any 
talks before the meeting of May 29th, as the private and parallel effort 
of direct conversations had definitely failed. In the interim Italy 
would take no initiative. However, she could not help feeling that 
if the conference met under present circumstances it could only re- 
sult in an inevitable liquidation of the disarmament effort with visible 
and invisible “grave consequences”. In the best of conditions, and 
realizing that Germany was not present, all that the General Com- 
mission could do would be to recognize that the present method offered 
no path out. In that case, both the Disarmament Conference and 
the League of Nations would suffer diminished prestige. The im- 
plication of the message was that the time would come when with 
judicious preparation the Italian plan could be acceptable as the 
ultimate solution but meanwhile they foresaw new difficulties and 
little cause for optimism. 

I told the Ambassador that Mr. Davis. had returned pretty dis- 
couraged but not hopeless and outlined some of his general views. 
The Ambassador said that if the decision of the Conference was to 
wind up—and he clearly thought that such would be its ultimate 
decision—it would have to be done with great skill and care so as not 
to precipitate a crisis or make the situation in Europe any worse. I 
told him that we must also bear in mind Henderson’s ever-pending 
threat to resign in case he felt that the Powers were abandoning any 
real effort to achieve disarmament. We had heard nothing about 
Henderson’s plans for some time, but inferred that he might even- 
tually wish to provoke a crisis by requesting each nation to set forth 
the ultimate limit of its concessions. In this way it might be found 
that the points of divergence were not as great as we had feared or 
if not that the eventual resumption of efforts to disarm would start 
from the basis of these final statements and not from the positions 
taken under various contingencies during the past two and one-half 
years. 

* Augusto Rosso. |
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The Ambassador continued to feel that the outlook was pretty 
gloomy. 

PrerrePpont Morrat 

500.A15A4/2510 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, May 2, 1934—1 p. m. 
| [Received May 2—10:15 a. m.] 

835. 1. Aghnides informs me that Henderson telephoned yesterday 
from London stating that he desired to proceed to Paris immediately 
to discuss disarmament in his capacity as rapporteur for security 
questions. When so informed the French showed no enthusiasm 
but finally authorized Aghnides to say that they would be delighted 
to receive Henderson when Barthou had cleared up some pressing 
matters and that they would notify Henderson later through the 
French Embassy in London. 

2. In the course of the telephone conversation Henderson informed 
Aghnides that he had just talked with Simon and had urged him to 
make the French a generous offer in respect to guarantees. Sir John 
replied that his Government was desirous of doing its utmost in that 
connection but that the difficulty was with the United States and the 
Dominions. After some discussion on this point Henderson requested 
Aghnides to try to induce the American delegation to consider the 
possibility of the assimilation of Mr. Davis’ declaration of May 22nd 
to a disarmament convention. 

3. Bearing in mind your 130, April 2, 7 p. m. to Norman Davis in 
London I spoke to Aghnides guardedly and in a personal capacity to 
the effect that I questioned whether the present disarmament situ- 
ation was sufficiently tangible to put up the question to my Govern- 

ment as I thought we were dealing with the hypothetical rather than 
the real. I expressed the personal opinion that Davis’ declaration 
was satisfactorily comprehensive since any breach of the convention 
with which we would be willing to concern ourselves would be in all 
probability so substantial and serious as to constitute a “threat of a 
breach” to the Kellogg Pact. 

4. I gained the clear impression that Aghnides as well as Avenol 
felt that the situation should crystalize considerably further in Europe 
before Henderson should talk with the French or before any questions 
regarding security were put up to the United States. 

WILson 

* Department of State, Press Releases, May 27, 1933, p. 387.
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500.A15A4 General Committee/888 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Italy (Long) to the Secretary of State 

Rome, May 2, 1934—7 p. m. 
| [Received May 2—4: 53 p. m.] 

84. I saw Suvich this evening. He has recently returned from 
London via Brussels. He sees the condition as unchanged since my 
78, April 20,5 p.m. He reports that in Paris he had long conver- 
sations with Doumergue but was unable to make any impression on 
the French to change their attitude and said he really did not entirely 
understand their attitude unless it was due to internal political pres- 
sure. Suvich said in London they agreed to bring whatever pressure 
they could upon France but that England agreed with Italy that 
the meeting at Geneva would be futile because of the absence of 

Germany and that they were sure that Germany would not accept an 
arrangement made in their absence and put up to them for signa- 
ture. He thinks the only possibility is to continue intergovernmental 
conversations after the adjournment at Geneva. 

Suvich said that in Brussels there was more pessimism than in 
either of the other countries and that Belgium felt the psychological 
moment for an arrangement with Germany had passed when Ger- 
many agreed to take certain armament [limitations?] and indicated 
acceptance of other terms. He said that Belgium today foresaw the 
race in armaments and eventual conflict. The visit of Barthou to 
Rome as reported in the press is without foundation and Suvich 
thinks it would be inopportune at the present time. 

The Italians have no plan except to continue conversations after 
the adjournment of an unsuccessful meeting at Geneva. 

By mail to Paris, London, Berlin, Geneva, Tirana. 
| Lone 

500.A15A4 General Committee/913 

Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State (Phillips) to the Chief 
of the Division of Western European Affairs (Moffat) 

[ Wasurtneton,] May 8, 1934. 

1. The President desires Mr. Norman Davis to go back to Geneva 
for the assembling of the Disarmament Conference on the 29th and 
to present an expression of the views of this Government. 

2. I showed the President Ambassador Bingham’s personal telegram 

for [from] Norman Davis, No. 180 of May 4.1° In view of this tele- 
gram, which he had not seen, the President feels we have done all 
we can towards meeting the British at the present time. 

| Wiu1am Puirwies 

* Post, p, 284. a
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500.A15A4 General Committee/914 

Memorandum by the Chief of the Division of Western EFuropean 
Affairs (Moffat) 

: a , [WasHineton,] May 9, 1934. 

I telephoned Mr. Davis and told him: : : 
(1) The President wanted him to go back to Geneva for the meet- 

ing of the General Commission on May 29. Mr. Davis said that he 
was agreeable, but would prefer to sail on May 20, which was a foreign 
boat, rather than on May 23, which would bring him in after the 
meeting itself. He would not be able to sail on May 16, the previous 
sailing of an American ship. : : 

(2) The President felt that we had approached the British as far 
as we could properly do in connection with the naval talks. In view 
of their lack of response, we must let the matter rest where it is. 
Mr. Davis agreed. He asked if I would get in touch with the Navy 
Department and tell them that owing to the complexities of the 
political situation in Europe and the Far East, it might be that Britain 
would not initiate the naval talks that we had anticipated. In that 
event, they would be postponed until Great Britain made the move. 
The Navy should remain ready, however, as, if Britain should come 
across, we would then be prepared to move quickly. If no message 
is received before Mr. Davis sails, he will, of course, not take Admiral 
Leigh or Commander Wilkinson with him. 

(3) The President wanted to talk over with Norman Davis again 
before he sailed certain suggestions with regard to German re-arma- 
ment. It was left that if the White House wanted to see him at any 
fixed time they would set the date; otherwise, he would come down 
shortly before sailing. : 

Prerrepont Morrat 

500.A15A4 General Committee/903 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, May 12, 1934—1 p. m. 
| [Received May 12—9: 50 a. m.] 

836. 1. Aghnides has just returned from Paris where he accom- 
panied Henderson in the latter’s interview with Barthou. Léger, 
Massigli and others were present. oo : 

2. Aghnides said that Henderson advanced the idea of an adjourn- 
ment of the General Commission but that Barthou replied that he 
thought the meeting should be carried through as scheduled although 
he was unable now to inform Henderson of what he hoped to ac- 

* Alexis Léger, Secretary General, French Foreign Office. |
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complish in the meeting. Barthou continued by saying that the 
French note of April 17th * represented exactly their present position 
but: insisted that this note left the door open. Barthou added that 
before the meeting with Henderson the French Cabinet had held a 
meeting and that he was authorized to state in the name of the Cabinet 
that France would accept no reduction. He further stated that in his 
opinion no subsequent French Government would accept a convention 
embodying reduction in view of German re-armament. 

3. Aghnides is under the impression that the French are very sure 
of the rightness of their policy, that they will take no initiative even 
at the risk of not having a disarmament convention. He thinks that 
the French attitude is based partly at least on the idea that things are 
becoming progressively worse in Germany both from an economic and 
internal political standpoint. 
_ 4, As to what will probably take place in the meeting of the Gen- 
eral Commission, although rumors are current, opinion has not yet 
solidified and I hope to be in a better position to report on this toward 
the middle of next week after the representatives of the various states 

have met during the Council. | 
Mailed Rome, Paris, London, Berlin. 

WILson 

_ Il, MEETING OF THE BUREAU AND GENERAL COMMISSION, 
: | MAY 16-JUNE 12, 1934 

500.A15A4 General Committee/905: Telegram | 

The American Delegate to the General Disarmament Conference 
oe (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

) Geneva, May 16, 1984—midnight. 
A _ [Received May 16—10: 50 p. m.] 

838. Definite estimate as to what will take place in the General Com- 
mission on May 29th is still premature. Nevertheless an idea which 
appears to have been advanced by Avenol” seems to be gaining ad- 
herence. The suggestion is to pass a resolution that under present 
conditions the Disarmament Conference cannot carry out its mandate 
and that therefore the problem is returned to the Council of the League 
of Nations which called the Conference into being. The decision as to 
subsequent work would of course rest with the Council but it has been 
suggested that the Council might create a small committee including 
the Great Powers which should carry on the work of disarmament per- 
haps on a new basis not strictly connected with the League of Nations. 

® Négociations relatives a la réduction et 4 la limitation des armements, p. 72; 
for Hnglish text, see Great Britain, Cmd. 4559, p. 20. 

7° Joseph Avenol, Secretary General of the League of Nations.
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While I have found many delegates who are deeply disappointed at 
the probability of such termination of the Conference I have found 
none who:are willing to oppose it nor who have constructive alterna- 
tives to offer. However, Henderson,” having heard the rumor in 

' London, telephoned Aghnides” today that he was opposed to such 
procedure and requested Aghnides to oppose it, apparently desiring 
to continue the Conference. 

2. Avenol’s primary reason for advancing the suggestion appears 
to be concern for the future of the League of Nations. He is convinced 
that the Conference cannot succeed in its present form; that in public 
opinion the fate of the League is tied to the fate of the Disarmament 
Conference. Therefore the sooner the League is disembarrassed of 
this burden the sooner it can prove that it has vitality for other 
purposes. . 

8. Barthou ”* has taken the position that he can express no opinion 

as to his plans for the General Commission until he has consulted the 
Chamber of Deputies and the Cabinet. Massigli,* however, speaking 
personally, favors the idea of the return of the problem to the Council. 
Acquiescence to this procedure was expressed by Eden,” Aloisi,” 
Westman,”” Bourquin # and others. Nevertheless Eden made it clear 
that his Government had taken no decision. 

4, One factor may enter the discussions which will affect their 
outcome. Aloisi tells me in strict confidence that he has reason to 
believe that Litvinoff,” who will attend the Bureau and the General 

Commission will propose: (a), return of the problem to the Council; 
(6), the drafting of a pact of mutual assistance; (c), that disarmament 
having failed as a world problem security should be sought on a 
regional basis and that the European states should undertake the task 
of working out security among themselves. If this indication as to 
Russia’s attitude is true it will simplify the security problem for 
France since Russia has previously refused to consider guarantees 
locally. Russia’s insistence that guarantees should be universal has 
involved their Siberian possessions and the risk of trouble with Japan. 

71 Arthur Henderson, President of the General Disarmament Conference. 
2 Thanassis Aghnides, Director, Disarmament Section, League of Nations. 
23 Jean Louis Barthou, French Minister for Foreign Affairs; Chairman of the 

French delegation to the Disarmament Conference. 
74 René Massigli, member of the French delegation to the Disarmament Confer- 

ence; Assistant Director of. Political Affairs in charge of League of Nations Sec- 
tion, French Ministry of Foreign Affairs. 

25 Anthony Eden, member of the British delegation to the Disarmament Confer- 
ence; Lord Privy Seal. 

** Baron Pompeo Aloisi, Chairman of the Italian delegation to the Disarmament 
Conference. : 

77K. I. Westman, member of the Swedish delegation to the Disarmament 
Conference. 

78 Maurice Bourquin, member of the Belgian delegation to the Disarmament 
Conference. 

? Maxim Litvinov, Chairman of the Soviet delegation to the Disarmament Con- 
ference; People’s Commissar for Foreign Affairs,
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Apparently the scheme is to be worked out by special agreements 
binding Russia and the Baltic States on the one hand and France and 
the Little Entente on the other hand. This conception seems to har- 
monize with the vigorous endeavors which France is making to bring 
about the greatest measure of encirclement of Germany going so far as 
to try to enlist Greece behind them. They have apparently had some 
success with Turkey but not with Greece. Massigli, while not giving 
me the identical story, nevertheless hinted at some such possibility in 
discussing the problem of Russia and the League. 

5. There is considerable apprehension felt here lest the meeting of 
the General Commission turn into an arraignment of Germany and 
indeed this is a possibility. The French hope that they can ascertain 
at the meeting of the Bureau on the 28th the position of the various 
powers and the position which Henderson himself will take since the 
necessity for a French arraignment of Germany by France in the 
General Commission will depend on what turn the debate in the 
General Commission may take. I gained the impression that at the 
present moment the French have not determined that an arraignment 
of Germany is expedient. 

6. Barthou had luncheon today at the Anglo-American Press Asso- 
clation and gave the correspondents an impression of optimism regard- 
ing disarmament based upon certain negotiations now in hand and 
which he considered would be prejudiced by premature publicity. I 
questioned Massigli regarding this and was told by him that there was 
nothing at the moment in the way of negotiations; that Barthou 
desired some form of convention; that he had not given up hope of a 
convention and his optimism was based on the possibility that the 
General Commission would return the matter to the Council where 
the work would continue and might have better hope of success. 

7. The representatives with whom I have talked have been preoccu- 
pied with European aspects of the problem. There has been no discus- 
sion of the position of the United States. Wuson 

500.A15A4 General Committee/906 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, May 17, 19384—5 p. m. 
[Received May 17—2: 20 p. m.] 

259. Personal for the Secretary and Norman Davis. I had intended 
cabling you next week but your telegram No. 198, May 16, 5 p. m.® 

* Not printed. Besides announcing the departure of Mr. Davis for the meetings 
of the Bureau and General Commission, this instruction carried Davis’ requests 
that Henderson be informed of his willingness “to help in every possible way”, 
and that Simon and Eden should be notified informally. (500.A15A4 Pergon- 
nel/1332) 

791113—61——11
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impels me to give you my strictly personal views before the departure 
of Norman Davis. I am in full accord with your decision that Davis 
attend the General Commission meeting but I cannot conceive this will 
be more than the completion of funeral arrangements for an attempted 
European disarmament convention in which for some time we could 
play no more than a sympathetic and listening part. AsI see it, since 
no acceptable sanctions are possible the French policy for no convention 
will prevail, and an armament race will confront Europe. According 
to this French thesis, all nations rearming against Germany will auto- 
matically therefore become the allies of France. Germany for her part 
will have equality of status though not equality of armament and Hitler 
will be faced with the economic consequences to his home programs, 
of obtaining what amounts to complete freedom of rearmament. Evi- 
dence of his concern is Ribbentrop’s ** recent visit to London. This 
Government here is seriously worried over this Geneva situation, for 
besides obvious reasons there is the one that the Cabinet will find it 
difficult to explain to that great element in Great Britain desiring 
international cooperation for peace, the failure to achieve a convention. 
The Cabinet is therefore attempting to work out, I believe, a European 
air agreement with sanctions. However, in any case, the fact will be- 
come increasingly evident that since two powers, Germany and Japan 
as well, have refused to play their part in a collective world, we revert 
to the old thesis of international relations where wealth and might are 
right. In a world situation based on equitable settlement the United 
States will stand preeminent, and the British Cabinet in taking stock 
of its position will find itself, with Germany on the one hand and Japan 
on the other, unable to complete a real limitation convention at Geneva, 
and with only a policy of temporary expediency in the Far East (see 
Embassy’s despatch No. 686, May 7, 1984 2). The Cabinet must also 
face a large body of opinion in England sympathetic to the League of 
Nations. This body also is included in a larger and more powerful 
form and more strongly pointing out the desirability of close coopera- 
tion with the United States. This opinion will have to be met by the 
British Cabinet but a strong part of officialdom are not prepared for 
any discussions with us as yet. For the moment allegedly, they think 
that if competitive armament must be a cloud over economic recovery 
in Europe, then any further competitive armament should indeed be 
an equal cloud over economic progress in Japan. These economic fac- 
tors can be cited as reasons whereby before too long Germany and 
Japan of their own volition will seek to reopen international dis- 
cussions. 

If you agree with the above considerations this is certainly not the 
moment for us to make any further gesture towards members of the 

*' Joachim von Ribbentrop, German Special Commissioner for Disarmament, 
* Vol. m1, p. 165.
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present British Government. We can well afford to wait until they 
ring our door bell, hat in hand. I feel so strongly on this point that 
I should even prefer not to inform either Henderson, Simon or Eden 
in the sense of your 198, May 16,5 p.m. Eden is in Geneva until Sat- 
urday and could be casually advised by Wilson in such a sense as you 
may desire. 

Please understand once these views of mine are before you I only 
await your instructions as to any future procedure. Bincuam 

500.A15A4 General Committee/907 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, May 18, 1934—4 p. m. 
. [Received May 18—11: 55 a. m.] 

839. Litvinoff reached Geneva today after having arranged for an 
appointment with Barthou for this afternoon. The visit was a com- 
plete surprise to the public and is causing considerable speculation. 

I learn from reliable sources both in Paris and from the French 
delegation here that Litvinoff has in mind to discuss disarmament 
problems, primarily security matters, along the lines of the proposal 

made by Stein * in the Bureau on April 10 (see minutes for that date). 
The French are also aware of fact which Aloisi intimated (see para- 
graph 4 my 838, May 16, midnight) that Litvinoff is now willing to 
discuss security from a European as well as a universal point of view. 
The French attach great importance to this factor. Witson 

500.A15A4 General Committee/911 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the American Delegate (Wilson) 

| WaAsHINGTON, May 28, 1934—5 p. m. 
414. Among the questions which must be decided by the General 

Commission is the action to be taken on the matters which it referred 
to its Committee for the Regulation of the Trade in and the Private 
and State Manufacture of Arms and Implements of War. I am hope- 
ful that some definite action may be taken as a result of the delibera- 
tions of that Committee. 

Please telegraph fully: 

(a) A summary of any developments which may have occurred in 
this connection since Annex No. IV of Document Bureau 55; * 

* Boris Efimovitch Stein, member of the Soviet delegation to the Disarmament 
Conference; Minister to Finland. . 

* Entitled: “Report to the President of the Conference on the Progress of 
the Work Regarding the Regulation of the Private and State Manufacture of 
and the International Trade in Arms’, Conference Documents, vol. 11, p. 881.
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(6) The summary of a program on which, in your opinion, it may 
be possible to obtain substantial agreement at this time; 

(c) Your recommendations as to the position which the American 
Delegation should adopt with reference to this question. 

Please repeat your telegram to Davis in Paris with a view to pos- 
sible strengthening of the pertinent sections of his speech. 

Hou 

500.A15A4 General Committee/912 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, May 24, 1934—1 p. m. 
[Received May 24—10 a. m.] 

840. Your 414 May 23, 5 p. m. 

(a) No further developments. | 
(5) Subject to a general reservation by Italy a maximum attain- 

able program appears possible which provides for a national licens- 
ing system for manufacture of arms together with full publicity of 
licenses issued coupled with a control of export in arms along the 
lines provided in 1925 convention.* It is contemplated that publicity 
shall be concentrated in the hands of some central international body. 
In any negotiations in this respect it must be anticipated that France, 
the Little Entente and Spain will press for the inclusion of some sort 
of quota restriction as envisaged by the French amendment * to the 
British draft. Even this program, however, will be jeopardized by 
the absence of Germany and this political factor must be given due 
consideration. 

However, the foregoing is based upon views which have been ex- 
pressed in consideration of the control of manufacture of and traffic 
in arms being a portion of a general disarmament convention and I 
cannot predict with certainty whether the same positions would be 
taken in default of a general convention. 

(c) Before submitting recommendations it would be essential to 
understand whether the Government of the United States has in mind 

favoring or proposing a separate convention on regulation of manu- 
facture and trade in arms if no general convention is realizable. The 
recommendations which I would care to submit would be predicated on 
knowledge of this fact. It is obvious that if there is a general conven- 
tion embodying a substantial reduction we could go further in the 

* Convention for the Supervision of the International Trade in Arms and 
Ammunition and in Implements of War, signed at Geneva, June 17, 1925, Foreign 
Relations, 1925, vol. 1, p. 61. 

For correspondence concerning efforts to secure ratification of this convention 
by the United States, see pp. 449 ff. 

*° Minutes of the General Commission, vol. u, p. 591.
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control of manufacture of and trade in arms than in the event of a 
treaty limited to this particular aspect of armament. Further, it 
would be useful to know the pertinent portions of Mr. Davis’ contem- 
plated speech in order to recommend helpfully. 

Copy to Paris. 
WILSON 

500.A15A4 General Committee/915 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the American Delegate (Wilson) 

WasHINcToN, May 24, 1984—5 p. m. 

415. Your 840, May 24,1 p.m. Although I am still hopeful that it 
may be possible to negotiate a General Disarmament Convention in 
which provisions for the supervision and control of the manufacture 
of and trade in arms may be incorporated, nevertheless if that proves 
impossible this Government would be prepared to enter into a separate 
convention on this subject. Public opinion in this country has been 
so aroused in regard to the evils arising from the uncontrolled private 
manufacture of and international traffic in arms, and this aroused 
public opinion appears to be reflected in Congress *” to such a degree 

that we would now be prepared to go as far without a General Disarma- 
ment Convention as we were prepared to go last year on condition that 
such a convention were negotiated. We still maintain, however, the 
position set forth in 1 (6) of telegram No. 356 of June 17, 1933, 10 
a. m.,* in regard to the French proposal to establish quota restrictions. 

Suggest that you discuss this matter by telephone at your earliest 
opportunity with Davis. 

| Hui 

500.A15A4 General Committee/917 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in France (Straus) 

WasHincTon, May 24, 1934—5 p. m. 

204. For Norman Davis. I cannot help feeling that it might be 
possible for you to elaborate paragraph 9 of your proposed speech * 
in which you deal with the traffic in arms. With this in view, I cabled 
Wilson asking him to telegraph me and repeat to you in Paris (a) a 
summary of any developments which may have occurred in this connec- 
tion since Annex No. IV of Document Bureau 55; (6) the summary 
of a program on which, in his opinion, it may be possible to obtain 

"For correspondence relating to the congressional investigation of the muni- 
tions industry, see pp. 427 ff. 

°° Foreign Relations, 1933, vol. 1, p. 195. 
*° Delivered May 29, 1934, before the General Commission; for text, see p. 79.
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substantial agreement at this time; (c) his recommendations as to the 
position which the American Delegation should adopt with reference 
to this question. Having received Wilson’s reply, I am now telegraph- 
ing “ him setting forth my views and suggesting that he get into touch 
with you by telephone. 

If after consultation with Wilson you desire either to re-write para- 

graph 9 or to prepare an insert, please telegraph text as early as 
possible. 

500.A15A4/2537 

Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State (Phillips) 

[WasHineton,] May 25, 1934. 

The Belgian Ambassador * gave me today the substance of the con- 
versation between the President and M. Francqui “ on the occasion of 

the luncheon at the White House on May 16th in M. Francqui’s honor. 
The President opened the conversation by asking M. Francqui his 

views regarding the German situation, to which M. Francqui replied 
that, in his opinion, an economic crisis was fast approaching, etc. etc. 

The President then explained his position with respect to the Dis- 
armament Conference; that there should be a given period of years 
in which gradual disarmament should become effective; that during 

this period there should be automatic commissions of inspection and 
that if Germany should refuse to take part sanctions should be applied 
in the nature of a boycott against the purchase of any German goods; 
while Germany should be permitted to buy as much as she pleased 
from abroad; the President felt that any such concerted movement 
would quickly bring Germany to terms.“ 

M. Francqui asked the President whether the American people 
would be willing to support a movement of this nature, to which the 
President promptly replied in the affirmative. 

It is evident that the President’s commitment in this respect has 
made a great impression on Ambassador May, who has undoubtedly 
reported it to his Government. 

WILu1AM PHILLIPS 

Supra. 
“Paul May. 

-“Bmile Francqui, head of the special Belgian mission to the United States to 
announce the accession to the throne of Leopold III, King of the Belgians. 
“No further record of this proposal by President Roosevelt for the use of sanc- 

tions has been found in the files of the Department. For similar suggestion on 
October 22, 1934, see memorandum from the Under Secretary of State to the Chief 
of the Division of Western European Affairs, p. 170; see also memorandum of 
October 23 from the Chief of the Division of Western European Affairs to the 
Under Secretary of State, p. 170 and footnote.
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500.A15A4 General Committee/921 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in France (Straus) to the Secretary of State 

, Parts, May 26, 1984—7 p. m. 
[Received May 26—5:15 p. m.] 

392. From Norman Davis. 
1. In about an hour’s conversation this afternoon with Barthou he 

reiterated the position outlined by the French note of April 17th,“ 
and reaffirmed the statements that he had made yesterday afternoon in 
the Chamber of Deputies, with particular emphasis on the fact that 
none of the statements closed the door to negotiations for disarma- 
ment but merely made clear the impossibility of accepting or legalizing 
in any way rearmament. He said that he was going to Geneva with 
hope that something could be done and that he had received informa- 
tion that since the note of April 17 the attitude of England had mod- 
erated and that even in Germany there was a slightly better dispo- 
sition. He said that the point of view of the French Government rep- 
resented the unanimous opinion of the Cabinet which meant that it 
represented the opinion, beginning with Marzp [Marin?],* on the 
extreme right through Marquet, the Neo-Socialist, which was con- 
sistent with all French policy on disarmament and that it did not 
cancel any of the offers which France had ever made towards dis- 
armament, in particular Paul-Boncour’s note of January first ¢7 which 
set forth the actual steps in disarmament which France would be will- 
ing to take in return for adequate security. 

2. With regard to procedure at Geneva Monsieur Barthou said that 
he did not have any calculations as to how it would work out. But 
should the General Commission fail to make any progress he felt that 
it could appropriately return its mandate to the Council of the League 
which had given it and that it would then be up to the Council to find 
a way of continuing the work, although it would be no more confined 
in any new effort to states members of the Council than it had been 
in setting up the Disarmament Conference. 

3. I told him this would raise difficulties for the United States and 
he said that he had been for 4 years Chief of the Reparation Commis- 
sion on which the United States had collaborated without being « mem- 
ber and so he knew how such things could be worked out in practice. 

4. As for Russia, which would be faced with the same problem, he 
felt it would be essential to associate it perhaps more closely as prob- 

“Négociations relatives a la réduction et a@ la limitation des armements, p. 72; 
for English text, see Great Britain, Cmd. 4559, p. 20. 

* Louis Marin, Minister of Public Health. 
“ Adrien Marquet, Minister of Labor. 
“ Négociations relatives a la réduction et a la limitation des armements, p. 19; 

for English text, see Great Britain, Cmd. 4512, p. 3.
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ably the principal task of any such new organization would be to at- 
tempt to organize the peace of Europe through an interlocking system 
of regional European conventions. He said that he was at work at 
the present, actively with M. Litvinoff and Rosenberg ** on a draft of 
an Eastern Locarno destined to include Russia, Germany, France, the 
Baltic States, Poland and Czechoslovakia.“ He had discussed this 
project in his late visits to Warsaw and Prague. Should this succeed 
it would be complemented by a Mediterranean Locarno attached to 
the Balkan Pact, and including Italy, Turkey, Greece, Spain and 
France to which England would be impressed upon to give a kind of 
moral support in view of its control of the Straits. 

5. I told him that I was glad to learn from him that France has not 
changed her position as to the desirability of disarmament and that 
she is still prepared to agree upon disarmament if it is possible to 
achieve it in accordance with the conditions which she previously in- 
dicated. 

6. I also told him that about a year ago we were given to understand 
that Europe could organize for peace and agree upon disarmament 
provided there were some assurance that the United States would not 
interfere with legitimate measures that might be taken by the European 
powers to enforce peace, and that the statement which I made in 
Geneva last May * as to the policy which the United States would adopt 
under certain circumstances was all that could be expected of us and 
would be sufficient to enable them to get together. In Simon’s last 
speech, however, he seemed to indicate that Great Britain will not join 
states in economic sanctions without the definite cooperation of the 
United States. He agreed that this seemed to be demanding more 
of the United States in the way of pledges than had been done hereto- 
fore, but intimated that England was taking this position as a pretext. 
He seemed rather bitter towards the British, stating that while it was 
easy to talk frankly with Eden it was not the same with Simon. He 
said that we would have to see if it were possible to have a frank talk 
with Simon at Geneva. 

¢. Barthou said that although he knew that the United States could 
give no guarantees it would seem that England had gone backwards 
since last October with regard to useful collaboration in the organiza- 
tion for peace. He, however, stressed that the effect of the April 17th 
note had been to bring them to a firmer realization of the situation in 
Europe and to the threat to her own security, of German rearmament 
particularly in the air. 

“ Marcel Rosenberg, Soviet Chargé in France. 
“For correspondence concerning an “Eastern Locarno” Pact of Mutual Guar- 

antee, see pp. 489 ff. 
* Signed at Athens on February 9, 1984, by representatives of Greece, Rumania, 

Turkey, and Yugoslavia, League of Nations Treaty Series, vol. cit, p. 153. 
* May 22, 1933, Press Releases, May 27, 1938, p. 387.
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8. I asked Barthou whether he thought it was desirable and possible 
to get Germany back once more into the framework of the negotiations, 
He replied that he was in full agreement as to the desirability and. that 
France would do nothing in any way to offend German susceptibilities 
in the hope that it might be possible, which, however, in view of the 
present German attitude he felt was very unlikely. | 

9. It was evident that he was eager to know just what attitude we 
would take at Geneva. I told him that I was considering a reiteration 
and full statement of the American views with regard to disarmament 
and that while we could not participate in European settlements we 
were desirous of cooperating in getting a disarmament agreement. 

[ Davis. ] | STRAUS 

500.A15A4 General Committee/923 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation to the General Disarma- 
ment Conference (Davis) to the Secretary of State 

GEnevA, May 27, 1934—8 p. m. 
[Received 4:55 p. m.] 

842. You will note that the additions to section 9 which I contem- 
plate are considerably more vigorous and far reaching than the orig- 
inal. When I reached Geneva I found that the Delegation had been 
taking stock of the situation as the result of your telegrams and had 
reached independently conclusions very similar to those I had reached. 
They may be stated as follows: 

There are three possible methods of treating the problem. First, 
either by a national regulation of production and a rigid national 
control of exports. Second, or an international control of production 
by an international licensing system and an international control of 
exports by a visa system. Third, or the total abolition of private man- 
ufacture and an international control of state manufacture. 

It should be noted that in all three systems full and complete pub- 
licity applied to public and/or private manufacture through some 
international agency is essential. 

Of the three systems it appears that under present conditions the 
only ones which will be productive of results will be either the first or 
third but I fear that the first would not prove really effective in elim- 
inating the evils of private manufacture. I am fully aware of the 
difficulties involved in the suppression of private manufacture partic- 
ularly as applicable to the problem of the United States where, under 
the conception of the National Defence Act of 1920,52 the maintenance 
in some form of the facilities now existing for private manufacture 
is vital to our national defence. 

2 41 Stat. 759.
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I am inclined to think that our acquiescence in the suppression of 
private manufacture coupled with international control of state pro- 
duction would only be justified if certain conditions precedent are 
fulfilled: (a), that profit from even state owned organizations shall 
be eliminated under supervision; (0), that the state shall be the sole 
owner of any munition plants; (¢), that the supply of legitimate arms 
in reasonable quantities should be secured to non-producing states and, 
(d@), that there should be a real measure of disarmament both in effec- 
tives and material. The final point seems to be important because 
the present discrepancies between our present governmental facilities 
for production and those of other states is so vast that only a radical 
reduction of armaments would to some extent bridge the gap. 

Since the manufacture of arms either by private or state owned 
agencies is governed by the law of demand and supply we must in 
order to lessen the supply lessen the demand. 

T hope you will be good enough to take this matter up with the Presi- 
dent as soon as convenient and give me the benefit of your thought. 
I suggest furthermore that you then get in touch with the Chief of 
Staff * and Chief of Naval Operations ™ so that they will be apprised 
of your state of mind on the subject. Inasmuch as vital questions of 
national defence are concerned I think it well to have the Army and 
Navy in complete understanding. 

| Davis 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/429 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 
of State 

Geneva, May 28, 1934—5 p. m. 
[Received May 28—1: 20 p. m.] 

846. At a brief meeting of the Bureau this afternoon ® Henderson 
reviewed the present situation and expressed the hope that the Bureau 
would recommend that the General Commission continue its efforts to 
arrive at a convention under the mandate of the Conference. 

Barthou, the only other speaker, expressed the view that the Confer- 
ence had not yet terminated and that all efforts should be made now to 
bring it to a successful conclusion. To this end he pledged the French 
Government. 

It was then determined to postpone decisions as to procedure until 

after the statements of the various powers which would be made at 
meetings of the General Commission beginning tomorrow. 

* General Douglas MacArthur. 
“ Admiral William H. Standley. 
* See Minutes of the Bureau, vol. 11, pp. 209-211.
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It was also decided to broadcast all statements made at the next few 
meetings of the General Commission. It has been arranged that I will 

speak first. 

Davis 

500.A15A4 General Committee/938 : Telegram | 

The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American Delegation 
(Davis) 

Wasuineton, May 28, 1934—8 p. m. 

417. Your 842, May 27,3 p.m. I have given careful consideration 
to the problem you present and have consulted the President who has 
approved the reply which follows. 

Although I am still hopeful that it may be possible to negotiate a 
General Disarmament Convention in which provisions for the super- 
vision and control of the manufacture of and trade in arms may be 
incorporated, nevertheless if that proves impossible this Government 
would be prepared to enter into a separate convention on this subject. 

Of the three possible methods indicated in your second paragraph 
the first is acceptable provided an international system of inspection is 
organized to supervise the operation of the plan. We recognize that it 
may not result in the elimination of all of the evils arising from the 
private manufacture of and international traffic in arms but, properly 
established and properly administered, with full world publicity, it 
should go a long way toward eliminating those evils, and the full pub- 
licity which should be an integral part of the plan would enable this 
Government and other governments to evaluate intelligently any evils 
which may persist after it is put into operation. We should then be 
in a position to deal with those evils. See my No. 415, May 24, 5 p. m., 
and previous instructions on this subject. 

The second method is unacceptable to this Government. 
The third method is open to the objection that the great majority of 

the nations of the world would be placed at the mercy of the ten or a 
dozen nations favored by nature with supplies of raw materials and 
possessed of the necessary industrial organization. They would be 
obliged to establish arsenals and total production of arms and ammuni- 
tion and the total of accumulated stocks would probably increase. The 
elimination of all private manufacture of arms and munitions is 
admirable as an ultimate objective, but this method does not seem 
feasible at this time, unless some new plan can be worked out to take 
care of the problem of the non-producing nations. 

Hout
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500.A15A4 General Committee/928 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 
of State 

GeEneEvA, May 29, 1934—9 p. m. 
[Received May 29—8: 19 p. m.] 

849. 1. I had several interesting conversations with Simon and Eden 
yesterday who assure me they wish more than anything else to coop- 
erate with us and I believe they are receptive to constructive ideas in 

any direction in which we can take a similar position. Having failed 
in their efforts during the past six months to bring about agreement 
they will refuse or be reluctant to resume the initiative again unless 
they know that they can count upon our cooperation. I think that my 
speech today will help in that direction. 

2. Eden told me last night very confidentially that they want very 
much to get an agreement on disarmament but that they want to get it 
quickly and are ready to do anything possible to get it if it can be 
done quickly but that they do not want to get jockeyed into a position 
of keeping the Conference going for 6 months longer in obviously 
futile discussions for the purpose of putting off an admission of fail- 
ure in the hope that some solution will be found because in the mean- 
time Germany will be rearming particularly in the air and England 
will then find herself in the position of having Germany stronger in 
the air than she is; and that so long as the Conference is going it will 
be difficult for the British Government in the face of public opinion 
to increase materially their air armaments. 

3. As I find the situation here, no nation seems willing to assume 
the responsibility of proposing a liquidation of the Conference. 
France and the Little Entente would perhaps prefer a termination if 
it could be done in such a way as to throw all the blame on Germany 
but they will continue to profess a strong desire to have the Confer- 
ence continue and also will endeavor to have it continue by futile nego- 
tiations that will enable them to avoid coming to grips with the real 
concessions and decisions that must be made if there is to be an 
agreement. 

4. The situation which we now face and which has definitely ma- 
terialized since last October when Germany left the Conference is that 
Germany has actually rearmed to a considerable extent, particularly 
in aviation. It was very stupid and reprehensible for Germany to do 
this and for her to have left the Conference last October when we were 
so near an agreement. There are, however, certain indications from 
Eden’s conversations in Germany and the German note of April 16th 
to the British * that isolation plus their increasingly precarious eco- 

* Great Britain, Cmd. 4559, p. 18.
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nomic situation has made the Germans more amenable and more de- 
sirous of an agreement. On the other hand, they will not sign an 
agreement that does not legalize a measure of rearmament. The 
French, on the other hand, have stated emphatically and repeatedly 
that they will not agree to the legalization of any measure of German 
rearmament, at least under the present mandate of the Conference. 
They intimate, however, that they might agree to this through a fresh 
mandate, either through a disarmament committee appointed by the 
Council of the League or through a fresh mandate from the Council 
to this Conference. This, in my opinion, would depend largely upon 
their ability in the meantime to complete an Eastern Locarno which 
Barthou told me about in Paris. 

5. I fully sympathize with the French apprehension with regard to 
the pacific intentions of Germany. However, while the French refuse 
to legalize actual German rearmament and to keep it within controlled 
and justifiable limits they apparently have no intention of taking any 
effective measures otherwise to stop rearmament because they are more 
afraid of the after effects in France of coercive measures against 
Germany than they are of German rearmament. Their position is 
a very difficult one. One thing, however, which makes them postpone 
facing the facts and deciding upon one course or the other is because 
they are convinced that there is no immediate danger of war in Europe. 
They are convinced that Germany would not attempt for several years 
to commence a fight and they hope in the meantime that changes within 
Germany itself or combinations which they may be able to make 
for the encirclement of Germany may protect them. 

6. I am profoundly convinced that the only sensible course for 
France to pursue is, with the aid of England which she can get, to 
agree upon a program of progressive disarmament and limitation 
which would keep German rearmament within control. 

Davis 

500.A15A4 General Committee/929: Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 
of State 

GeENEvA, May 29, 1984—10 p. m. 
[Received May 29—8: 44 p. m.] 

850. For the President and the Secretary. 
1. As you understand, from this distance it is difficult for me to 

judge public reaction at home on any phase of the work here. For 
my guidance, I want to be absolutely sure that I am acting in accord- 
ance with the views and desires of the President and yourself.. As 
I understand it you want me to endeavor to make the Conference a 
success and to keep it going as long as there is any hope of success.
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This can perhaps be done by active effort on the part of England 
and the United States and also the small “neutral” states. This 
means, however, that the United States would have to play an active 
role and at times to take the initiative. It also means that once 
embarked upon such a course which my speech tends to initiate we 
would have to continue it if it is to be effective. It also means that 
we may well have to take a position which might be construed as 
exerting pressure on France to face the actualities and upon Germany 
to resume her participation and to give assurances that she will at 
least limit her practical application of the equality of rights agree- 
ment of December 11th, 1932,°" to the extent of the British note of 
January 29th.* 

2. The scene shifts with great rapidity here and decisions must 
often be taken quickly. It would be a great help for me to know 
that what I have stated above coincides with your views and wishes. 

Davis 

500.A15A4 General Committee/930: Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 
of State | 

Geneva, May 29, 1934—midnight. 
[Received May 29—10 p. m.] 

852. Henderson opened the meeting of the General Commission this 
afternoon with a summary * of decisions already taken by the Confer- 
ence which could not be ignored in determining its future work. 

2. Following my speech © which was well received Litvinoff gave a 

long declaration of Soviet policy. In explaining why no solution had 
been found for the problem of disarmament he reverted to the original 
Soviet proposal for total disarmament as the only possible measure 
of securing this end, intimating that many of the plans put forward 
had been actuated by selfish motives, and was particularly severe in his 
arraignment of German responsibility. In view of the visible failure 
of disarmament he proposed as a means of guaranteeing peace the 
termination of disarmament conference as such and its transformation 
into a “permanent peace conference”. In his plan the functions of 
the permanent peace conference would include the consideration of 

(a) the Soviet definition of aggression, (0) sanctions of various kinds 

* Five Power Declaration, Foreign Relations, 1932, vol. 1, p. 527. 
For text of British memorandum of January 29, 1934, see Department of 

State, Press Releases, March 3, 1934, p. 110; also, Great Britain, Cmd. 4512, 

Pee Minutes of the General Commission, vol. 111, pp. 652-655. 
© Infra. 
* Minutes of the General Commission, vol. m1, pp. 657-661.
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of aggressor which might be established in a graduated scale without 
pursuing them to “the point of military measures not acceptable to all 
states,” (c) separate regional pacts of mutual assistance which would 
admit all interested in the security of the particular regions concerned. 
Disarmament would not be excluded from the program of the work of 
this conference since everything which bears on a system of guarantees 
of peace must receive careful attention. The conference would sit as 

a permanent body for the prevention of war. 
8. In answer to those who might suggest that the League itself was 

the appropriate body for this task he thought that the League had a 
multitude of tasks, was too “straightly bound by its statutes,” was 
created at a time when the war peril seemed to be eliminated for many 
years, and not sufficiently responsive to the needs of the moment on 
account of its too rigid application of Articles XII, XV, and XVI. 
The framework of the League was in his opinion inadequate to deal 
with major problems as was proven by the very fact of the summoning 
of the Disarmament Conference. 

4, Simon, Barthou, and Beck ® are scheduled to speak tomorrow. 
| Davis 

Press Release Issued by the Depariment of State, May 29, 1934 ® 

The following statement was made by Mr. Norman H. Davis, chair- 
man of the American Delegation to the General Disarmament Con- 
ference, at a meeting of the General Commission of the Conference, at 

_ Geneva, May 29, 1934: 

“(1) Twenty-seven months and more have passed since we met, in 
high hopes, to frame a general disarmament convention. No one fore- 
saw a short or easy negotiation; the difficulties were more apparent 
than the solution; but the goal was so clear and the need for agreement 
so vital and so pressing that we confidently expected success. Now we 
meet once again but with hopes dimmed. One great power has chosen 
to withdraw from the Conference; parallel and private conversations 
have not smoothed out the principal difficulties nor given the results 
we hoped for; certain powers are talking not in terms of reduction of 
armaments but in terms of mere limitation, and others of actual in- 
crease. In this confused situation, we can well ask ourselves: “Whither 
are we going?’ 

“(2) Notwithstanding the inherent difficulties it is, I believe, the 
consensus of opinion of the delegates to this Conference that disarma- 
ment is a problem susceptible of a practical solution if the nations 
most vitally concerned will only cooperate in the proper spirit to that 
end. 

® Joseph Beck, Polish Minister for Foreign Affairs; Chairman of the Polish 
delegation to the Disarmament Conference. 

*® Reprinted from Department of State, Press Releases, June 2, 1934, p. 330.
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“(3) Asa result of thorough studies and discussions here, a remark- 
able and considerable measure of accord has actually been reached 
with respect to the technical aspects of armaments and the kind of a 
disarmament convention that would be effective. Nevertheless, other 
questions and considerations have intervened which have not only pre- 
vented a general agreement but which now actually threaten the failure 
of the Conference. : | 

(4) Every nation here has the same basic thought, how to remove 
the menace and lighten the burden of competitive armaments without 
reducing its security. It is somewhat difficult for anxious public opin- 
ions of countries which have armed primarily because of fear to realize 
that the apparent sacrifice of national defense involved in reduction 
of armaments may be fully compensated for by an increase of security 
along other lines. It is nevertheless the view of the American Gov- 
ernment that such a compensatory advantage would be in fact obtain- 
able through a mutual reduction and limitation of armaments in ac- 
cordance with the revised draft convention that was accepted a year 
ago as the basis of our negotiations. 

“(5) Reduced to its simplest terms, there are two ways and only 
two conceivable ways to achieve security. The first is by overwhelm- 
ing superiority in armament, coupled perhaps with reinsurance in the 
form of alliances; but this system has led first to a race in armaments 
and then to a war, from which we have not yet recovered and from a 
repetition of which we might never recover. Arms certainly did not 
prevent the World War, nor did they save either victor or vanquished 
from the terrible consequences of that war. The other way is to in- 
crease the power of defense and decrease the power of attack—in other 
words, to reduce the chances of a successful campaign of aggression— 
by a progressive abolition of those types of weapons peculiarly suitable 
for invasion, namely, heavy mobile artillery, tanks, and bombing 
planes. This method of disarmament, besides avoiding the complex- 
ities incident to limitation and reduction, which is solely numerical, 
constitutes a realistic aid to peace not only through reducing the sum 
total of means of war but more particularly by doing away with the 
very instruments which are indispensable for successful aggression 
and by giving supremacy to fortifications and other means of defense. 
In fact, this method was accepted by the Conference in the resolution 
of July 23, 1932.% 

“(6) Such is the choice. For its part, the American Government 
earnestly and sincerely believes that only by following the second 
path—that of disarmament—can the peace and progress of the world 
and the national security of each country be truly promoted. Un- 
fortunately there is at present a distinct tendency in Europe toward 
the old policy of political alignments accompanied by an uncon- 
trolled race in armaments which, if persisted in, will recreate the 
conditions which preceded the World War. Those who are today 
pursuing that policy, rather than one which promotes good will and 
increases security through a reduction of armaments, are inviting a 
terrible risk for the future. 

“(7) The United States has repeatedly stated in unequivocal terms 
its belief in the value and efficacy of a drastic reduction of armaments 

“ Foreign Relations, 1932, vol. 1, p. 318.
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and its willingness to join with other powers in bringing armaments 
down to a level to be determined by the needs of actual self-defense. 
On May 22, 1933, in support of the draft convention which had been 
submitted to the Conference by the British Delegation, I outlined, 
with the approval of the President, the views of the United States 
Government on disarmament, its willingness to join in a decisive and 
progressive reduction of armaments through international agreement, 
and the extent to which it was prepared to cooperate to that end. It 
was with a view of helping indirectly to meet a given situation (in 
the event that the European powers should find it necessary or de- 
sirable to supplement a general convention by special regional agree- 
ments applicable to Europe) that I made on behalf of the United 
States Government this very considered statement of what its policy 
in certain circumstances would be. At that time it was our under- 
standing that if the United States would be willing to adopt, subject 
to the conditions indicated, a policy that would not hamper the pos- 
sible organization of European peace, it would be possible to con- 
clude an agreement for a reduction and limitation of armaments 
along the lines of the draft convention then under consideration. 

“(8) In fact, President Roosevelt has authorized me to summarize 
the attitude and policy of the United States as follows: We are pre- 
pared to cooperate in every practicable way in efforts to secure a 
general disarmament agreement and thus to help promote the general 
peace and progress of the world. We are furthermore willing, in 

: connection with a general disarmament convention, to negotiate a 
universal pact of nonaggression and to join with other nations in 
conferring on international problems growing out of any treaties 
to which we are a party. The United States will not, however, par- 
ticipate in European political negotiations and settlements and will 
not make any commitment whatever to use its armed forces for the 
settlement of any dispute anywhere. In effect, the policy of the 
United States is to keep out of war, but to help in every possible 
way to discourage war. 

“(9) We have no new cures to offer. We suggested in the pro- 
posals of President Hoover in June 1932 © a percentage cut covering 
all types of armaments. We suggested at that time a method of com- 
puting effectives to reach a basis of internal police requirements which 
was regarded by nearly all the powers as the only proposal which 
promised a fair and reasonable solution of this difficult question. A 
year later President Roosevelt, in his message to the chiefs of state, 
suggested the abolition of weapons of invasion and, to make this 
more effective, a pact of nonaggression, and then the establishment 
of an effective system of supervision and control. We are willing 
to go further and work out by international agreement an effective 
system for the regulation of the manufacture of and traflic in arms 
and munitions of war. Let me quote one paragraph from a recent 
message to Congress by President Roosevelt on this subject: ” 

® See Foreign Relations, 1932, vol. 1, pp. 180 ff. 
® May 16, 1933, ibid., 1933, vol. 1, p.148. 
* Message of May 18, 1934, to the Senate concerning appointment of a Special 

Committee to investigate the munitions industry; see Congressional Record, 
vol. 78, pt. 8, p. 9095; see also circular telegram of May 18, 1934, to the Am- 

bassador in Great Britain, post, p. 427. 

791113—51——12
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“‘It is my earnest hope that the representatives of the nations who will re- 
assemble at Geneva on May 29 will be able to agree upon a convention containing 
provisions for the supervision and control of the traffic in arms even more far- 
reaching than those which were embodied in the convention of 1925. Some 
suitable international organization must and will take such action. The peoples 
of many countries are being taxed to the point of poverty and starvation in order 
to enable governments to engage in a mad race in armament which, if permitted 
to continue, may well result in war. This grave menace to the peace of the world 
is due in no small measure to the uncontrolled activities of the manufacturers 
and merchants of engines of destruction, and it must be met by the concerted 
action of the people of all nations.’ 

“The people of the United States are aroused at the evils which are 
being revealed in the production and traffic of munitions of war. The 
American people and Government are convinced that by some means 
the production and traffic in engines of death, and the profits resulting 
therefrom, must be controlled or eliminated. Those who have a sordid 
financial interest in fomenting international suspicion and discord, 
which in turn increases the demand for what they have to sell, must be 
put in a position in which they do not have the power or the incentive 
to do so much evil. If we are to foment international good will and 
stability we must take effective steps to control or suppress the forces 
which have a material interest in fomenting mistrust and discord. 
My Government is ready to join in measures for suppressing this evil, 
and is prepared to negotiate in connection with disarmament a treaty 
that would deal drastically with this problem. 

(10) We still stand ready to advance along any constructive lines. 
KXven where our arms are already limited, we are prepared to agree 
upon further reductions. Thus, in the matter of naval armaments, 
although we have felt it necessary to build up approximately to the 
treaty limits, largely in replacement ships, we are none the less willing 
to join the other interested powers in a substantial proportionate 
reduction of naval tonnage. In fact, our efforts remain directed 
toward disarmament in all branches and not toward either truce or 
rearmament. 

(11) The Disarmament Conference recessed on the 16th of Oc- 
tober last in order that there might be given an opportunity to carry 
on diplomatic negotiations with the view of reconciling the divergent 
views which stood in the way of agreement. Unfortunately these 
negotiations did not result in agreement, and they have now been 
terminated. On the other hand, they have served a necessary and 
useful purpose in clarifying the fundamental differences and issues. 
I feel, therefore, that in taking the initiative in these negotiations 
the British Government has rendered a real service. Nevertheless 
the termination of these parallel efforts brings us face to face with 
an emergency situation demanding a grave decision. We must de- 
termine whether our efforts shall result in a controlled disarmament, 
or in a mere limitation of armaments at a level so high as to be of 
doubtful value and effect, or in an uncontrolled race in armaments 
which would be disastrous. Surely, no nation represented here wishes 
to take the responsibility for a failure of the Conference or to face 
the consequences of a failure. Let us therefore go back to the last 
stage in our negotiations where a general agreement was in sight, 
namely, to June 8 last year, when the British draft convention was 

* Foreign Relations, 1925, vol. 1, p. 61.
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accepted by all nations, including Germany, as the basis of the future 
convention. In doing so we may of course have due regard for 
subsequent contributions that may have been made toward agreement. 
If Germany desires a disarmament convention, which surely must 
be the case, then I cannot easily believe that she would not be willing 
to resume negotiations on the basis to which she previously agreed. 

“The negotiations of the past 6 months were terminated by the de- 
mand that bilateral discussions be discontinued and that the work be 
brought back to Geneva. Very good. We are back in Geneva. I 
for one am glad tobe here. Ihave stated the views of my Government, 
and I think every one here would consider it timely if all would ex- 
plain their positions. The issue cannot be avoided. I am unshaken 
in my belief that with a real spirit of cooperation we can still achieve 
success,” 

500.A15A4 General Committee/945 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American Delegation 
(Davis) 

Wasuineton, May 30, 1934—noon. 

418. Your 850, May 29,10 p.m. My understanding coincides with 

yours as to the essential purpose of your efforts in Geneva. From this 
distance it would seem that the key to the arch is to prevail on Germany 
to resume participation in the Conference. Do I understand you 
rightly as proposing to regard the MacDonald plan of June 8th, 1933,” 
with its minimum of German rearmament as your immediate objective, 
but with positions prepared to retreat by slow stages to the proposals 
contained in the British note of January 29th, 1934, as your ultimate 
limit of concession? There seems a wide difference between the posi- 
tion advocated in your speech and your present recommendation. It 
is most important, in order that we may gauge public reaction here, 
to know in greater detail the course of action you recommend in vari- 
ous contingencies. 

, Hoy 

500.A15A4 General Committee/931 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 
of State 

Geneva, May 30, 1984—4 p. m. 
[Received May 80—12: 40 p. m.] 

853. 1. In rereading my telegram No. 850, May 29, 10 p. m., I fear 
it may have given the impression that I would favor exerting pressure 

* British draft convention was submitted to the General Disarmament Confer- 
ence on March 16, 1933, and approved by the General Commission on June 8, 1933, 
as op te son. the future convention; for text, see Conference Documents, vol.
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on France to legalize German rearmament, whereas, the fact is I do 
not feel we should assume such a responsibility. 

2. The situation, however, that confronts us is this: if we are to 
reach a disarmament agreement it is necessary to legalize German 
rearmament within certain limits with strict control of those limits. 
The decision that has to be made is whether there shall be unlimited 
German rearmament without a treaty or a legalization of a limited 
rearmament with control under a treaty. France which runs the great- 
est risk must make her own decision but I do feel that we are justified 
in pressing her to face the facts and make up her own mind. 

Davis 

500.A15A4 General Committee/982 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 
of State 

GENEvA, May 30, 1984—8 p. m. 
[Received 10:19 p. m.] 

854. 1. Simon’s primary concern in his speech” at the General 
Commission this afternoon dealt with the basic problem of reconciling 
French and German divergences. To England the only possible bridge 
between the two theses of German rearmament is provided in the 
modifications to the draft convention contained in the British memo- 
randum of January 29th. This view he felt had been strengthened 
by conclusions of Article [April] 14 memorandum” of the Danish, 
Spanish, Swiss, Norwegian and Swedish delegations. As far as se- 
curity is concerned the British draft convention he explained dealt 
with it on lines along which it might hope for the sympathy and 
cooperation of the United States. Beyond this he indicated that his 
Government was not prepared to go. In so far as Soviet’s suggestion 
of yesterday * was concerned he pointed out that no instrument of 
security could be contemplated until a disarmament agreement had 
been reached and could not accept the suggestion that the Conference 
be transformed into a conference for devising plans for security on the 
basis that no disarmament is possible. Furthermore the value of 
security pacts in the British opinion depended upon the certainty of 
their positive performance and he considered therefore that the Treaty 
of Locarno ® with its limited undertakings to which the British Gov- 
ernment has promised to adhere is of higher value than a “more un- 
limited and world wide assurance”. As far as the Disarmament Con- 
ference was concerned he stated that the British Government could 

” Minutes of the General Commission, vol. 111, pp. 661-665. 
" Tbid., pp. 676-677. 
? Tbid., pp. 657-661. 
*® League of Nations Treaty Series, vol. LIv, p. 289.
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not commit itself to an indefinite continuance of vague and inconclusive 
discussions; first, because it would inflict injury upon the League and 
the whole conception of effective international efforts and second, 
because governments could not be debarred from dealing with new 
conditions and new committees merely because the conference was 
still in being. 

2. While expressing a hope that a solution of the basic problems 
could be found Simon concluded with reference to protocols concerning 
checking warfare, budgetary publicity and the establishment of a 
permanent disarmament commission which would be prepared immedi- 
ately. Furthermore his Government was prepared to deal with the 
manufacture of and traffic in arms and as a first step suggested that the 
1925 convention should at once be ratified and be brought into force 
by all states. 

3. In the firmest possible terms Barthou replied “ directly and at 
times extremely sarcastically to Simon defining the French position 
as admitting no German rearmament and as relying upon the Confer- 
ence to continue its work to achieve a reduction of armaments accom- 
panied by the necessary guarantees of security. He considered that 
the British plan did not answer present conditions because Germany’s 
departure had rendered agreement upon that basis impossible. 
Although Simon had considered the British plan the only possible 
solution Barthou could not accept these “illusions of paternity.” Not 
only had Mussolini fathered a scheme but France had done so also, 
remaining faithful to its position taken at the beginning of the Con- 
ference. This position was based upon article 8 of the Covenant and 
the preamble to part V of the Treaty of Versailles * as subsequently 
interpreted by French memoranda notably those of January 1st and 
April 17th. A solution of the problem of security which had been 
furthered by Litvinoff’s declaration yesterday was essential and he 
considered it would be difficult for anyone not to go beyond the British 
concept. Negotiations with England as to the guarantees of execution 
necessary to gain French adherence to the British revisions of January 
29th he explained had been broken off because of the German military 
preparations as evidenced in its increased budgets. The theme of Ger- 
man responsibility for which he could find no excuse was predominant 
in this section of his speech. He particularly made the point which 

is hard to answer that it is not right to put a premium on Germany’s 
unjustifiable action in leaving the Conference and beginning actively 
to rearm in the midst of negotiations. 

Davis 

“ Minutes of the General Commission, vol. m1, pp. 665-670. 
™ Treaties, Conventions, etc., Between the United States of America and Other 
898. 1910-1923 (Washington, Government Printing Office, 1923), vol. mm,
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500.A15A44 General Committee/934 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 

of State 

Geneva, May 31, 1934—11 a. m. 

[Received May 31—6: 34 a. m.| 

856. Henderson who asked me to see him last night at 10 o’clock 

told me that in view of the embarrassing situation created by Barthou’s 

speech, Beck and Hymans and others who were to speak today have in- 

formed him that they would not care to speak. He had accordingly 

decided to call off the meeting for today which would be dangerous 

to hold without an agenda. 

Under the circumstances Henderson thinks it a mistake to have any 

more speeches. He will accordingly devote today to talking with the 

French, British and perhaps others to determine upon a future course. 

He said that the French had now made it impossible to continue use- 

fully until something can be done to remove the impasse and therefore 

he is inclined to think that the best thing would be to have a meeting 

tomorrow propose an adjournment with the understanding that he as 

President of the Conference would work most actively visiting Berlin 

and other capitals if necessary to try to get an agreed basis upon which 

the Conference can convene and proceed expeditiously with its work. 

If he is unable to do that within a very reasonable time, say 1 or 2 weeks, 

he will call the Conference together to determine what to do. 
Davis 

500.41544 General Committee/935 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 

of State 

Geneva, May 31, 19384—1 p. m. 

[Received May 31-—10: 25 a. m.] 

857. 1. In view of the turn of events as a result of Barthou’s speech 

yesterday I doubt the wisdom of a showdown with Simon just now with 

regard to the question raised in the last paragraph of your 201, May 

24,2 p.m. to Paris.* The rift between the British and French was 

clearly evident already in a conversation which Simon had with Bar- 

thou on Monday morning and is due to far deeper causes than the 

mere irritation which Barthou felt at Simon’s speech of yesterday. 

The French are at the present time essentially continental minded 

and are having a honeymoon with Russia and flirting with Turkey. 

As a distinct result of this orientation on the part of France Great 

Britain is becoming more world-minded than continental and will 

* Post, p. 238. oo



DISARMAMENT CONFERENCE 87 

therefore presumably endeavor to explain to public opinion at home 
that the rift with France is more than compensated by a closer ap- 
proach to the point of view of the United States and the possibility of 
closer cooperation with us. In fact they are already trying to give 
to the press the impression that they are working very closely with 
the United States. 

2. I think it advisable therefore for me to be very impartial now and 
not jeopardize my position as a possible conciliator between England 
and France because after they cool off there is a possibility that they 
will both realize that Germany is a common problem with which they 
have got to deal. 

3. Unless you instruct me to the contrary I will defer for the present 
having the proposed conversation with Simon. I somehow have a 
feeling that in spite of certain indications to the contrary the British 
will be most eager to cooperate with us on the Navy and less inclined * 
and less able to play us off with the Japanese and vice versa.” Ad- 
miral Bellairs who is here and in whom I have confidence intimated 
very strongly to me in a casual conversation that while there is a 
minority in the British admiralty including Admiral Keys, retired, 
who favor concessions to Japan the majority of the admiralty favor 
the closest cooperation with the United States. 

Davis 

500.A15A4 General Committee/937 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 
of State 

Geneva, May 31, 1934—8 p. m. 
[Received May 31—5: 36 p. m.] 

858. 1. There have been no concrete developments today. The Brit- 
ish, while quite sore, are endeavoring to treat the incident of yesterday 
as personal between Barthou and Simon and not as In any way a rift 
between the two Governments. The French are uncomfortable and 
apparently most desirous to find some way to mollify the British and 
get them lined up again. 

2. Aubert told Wilson and me this morning that the reason Barthou 
became so infuriated at Simon was that Simon had asked Barthou, who 
was down to speak first, to give way to him which Barthou did and 
that the French felt that under the circumstances Simon had done a 
very unsportsmanlike thing in trying to put them in a hole. Aubert 
said, however, that he considered it most important that the Dis- 
armament Conference should keep going even though there might be 

7 Wor correspondence relating to the first session of preliminary naval conver- 
sations at London, June 18—July 19, see pp. 259 ff.
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a recess and that something should be done before any recess to close 
the rift between the French and British before Simon and Barthou 
leave. He indicated that as soon as the time is more ripe we would 

be the ones to do that. 
8. Aubert admitted that in the last analysis there are only two ways 

to control German rearmament; either by force, or by agreement, but 
said there was a transition stage before it would be necessary to make 
the choice. He furthermore said that once they complete their East- 
ern Locarno agreements which would give the French people a feel- 
ing of confidence it would be possible to make necessary concessions 
to get a disarmament agreement but that until an Eastern Locarno 
is completed he did not see what they could do unless they could get 
the neighbors of Germany to join in a declaration to the effect that 
Germany must cease rearming if she wishes to negotiate an agreement 

’ because as long as she is augmenting her armaments and thus shifting 
the basis of the negotiations it would be impossible to do anything. 

Davis 

500.A15A4 General Committee/939 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 
of State 

GENEVA, June 1, 1934—10 p. m. 
[Received 10: 20 p. m.] 

859. Your 417, May 28,8 p.m. Weare working on a plan for the 
application of a regime of international inspection in connection with 
the national control of the manufacture of and trade in arms bearing 
in mind the two possibilities of first, incorporation of such provisions 
in a general treaty for disarmament and, second, for such provisions 
in connection with a separate treaty. We would greatly appreciate, 
however, such information as you may be able to furnish us as to how 
the Department visualizes the solution of the problem. 

Davis 

500.A15A4/2552 

The Ambassador in Italy (Long) to the Secretary of State 

No. 561 Rog, June 1, 1934. 
[Received June 18.] 

Sir: I have the honor to inform the Department that the political 
atmosphere of Europe is obscured by doubt and fear. The imminent 
meeting of the Disarmament Conference is looked upon as if it would 
mark the end of the period of hope for disarmament, as well as the 

possibility for limitation of armament, and is generally considered
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as if it would be the date on which would begin a race in armament. 
Indeed preliminary steps are being taken to prepare for increased 
armament, as if the failure of the disarmament movement, already 
discounted, had actually transpired. 

Confidence in the ability of the governments of Europe to come to 
any understanding on the fundamental problems of disarmament is 
lacking. Members of the Government and members of the Diplo- 
matic Corps here are practically unanimous in their belief that the 
movement is at an end, and in their fears for what the future holds 
as a consequence of a renewal of the race for armament, though they 
are equally reticent on both subjects. However, where people gather, 
in Court, Government or diplomatic circles, the developments of the 
future are constantly the subject of dubious speculation, and I am 
constantly asked what I think of the probability of war, how long I 
think it can be avoided, and what America will do. The subject mat- 
ter is in the foreground of the thought of the leaders in political and 
social circles, as is evidenced by constant reference to it. 

To the questions as to what I think of the probability and as to the 
time at which war might develop, I am quite noncommittal, but as to 
America’s attitude in case it should come I take the position that, in 
spite of our great and altruistic interest that peace continue in the 
world, if Europe should, by some unfortunate chance, be thrown into 
another conflict, America would be a discouraged spectator. 

GERMANY 

It is well understood that Germany is arming, and it is generally 
believed that, being unable to make large calibre guns without danger 
of discovery, she is concentrating on high explosive, gaseous and chemi- 
cal means to be launched from the air. There seems to be little know!- 
edge of actual gaseous or chemical preparations, though it is generally 
taken for granted, but it is reported, unofficially, that no glycerine 
is permitted to be exported from Germany and that she is in the market 
for that basic ingredient of high explosives. Sir Eric Drummond, the 
British Ambassador here, and formerly for so long Secretary General 
of the League of Nations, said to me that he had no doubt at all of the 
intensive preparations of Germany and that he, himself, would hate 
to be a member of an armed force to invade Germany, for he believed 
such an expedition would be annihilated. 

It is rumored that the French Government has compiled a large 
dossier on German preparations, the material for which was obtained 
largely from Jewish refugees, many of whom had been engaged in 
factories and laboratories in Germany before the Hitler anti-Semitic 
decrees. " 

It is also rumored in quarters other than French that the French 

themselves are loath to take the offensive against Germany because of
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the generally accepted belief that the German preparations have as- 
sumed proportions which would make it difficult, if not impossible, for 
France to operate successfully against her. 

The announcements of the German budget for aircraft have not 
surprised as much as they have served to confirm the popular belief 
that extensive preparations for offensive, as well as defensive, warfare 
were well progressed in the Reich. | 

FRANCE 

The attitude of France vis-a-vis the Disarmament Conference is not 
the subject of conversation in either Government circles or in circles 
of the diplomats representing the Governments of Central, Slav or 
Balkan Europe. In Scandinavian diplomatic circles alone is heard 
any criticism of the French position, and that very guarded. However, 
from persons in and around official circles one hears here definite criti- 
cism of French “obstinacy” and unwillingness to participate in any 
movement for the solution of the one problem they all consider as a 
necessary pre-requisite to the continuation of peace—if not for the 
continuation of European civilization. For all seem to be of opinion 
that—if it comes—when it comes, gas and chemicals will decimate the 
population, destroy the physical properties of the countries, and 
eliminate from Europe culture and the qualities of its accumulated 
civilization. 

France is believed to be prepared—well prepared—to resist an 
attack on her borders, and prepared to carry an offensive movement 
into Germany or Italy, via the air, with the use of such materials as 
may be necessary or advisable to secure desired results, but it is also 
believed that single-handed, as against Germany, France would have 
more difficulty than she imagines, for the popular mind has somehow 
assigned to Germany a place in the scientific world, and particularly 
in the chemical laboratory, superior to France and to any other Euro- 
pean country, and has credited her with a mystical and awful power 
in the field of explosives and poisons, which the same mind believes is 
able to destroy before being destroyed. 

That thought contemplates the accessibility by air of Berlin from 
points in England, France, Italy, Poland, and even Russia, and 
answers that in this day of swift-moving circumstance all of those 
points will not simultaneously have Berlin as their objective and that 
it is Just as close from Germany to Paris as vice versa, or as close to 
Milan, Trieste and Turin as vice versa, and just as close to England 
and to Poland. 

In spite of the valor of Frenchmen and the organization of the 
French military machine, there is seen in semi-official circles here
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that those qualities are surpassed in Germany by a greater develop- 
ment in science and a more intensive organization. And in corrobora- 
tion of that last point, I have recently talked to observing persons 
who have been travelling in Germany, amongst others Lieut. Comm. 
Pennoyer, just departed from Rome for Washington in relinquish- 
ment of his assignment as Assistant Naval Attaché at this Embassy, 
and they all remark upon the excellence of the military training con- 
stantly being paraded throughout Germany. 

There is also, as regards France, the impression that her internal 
political difficulties will detract from her ability to effectively organ- 
ize, particularly so for a movement beyond her borders, but that 
does not take in contemplation the probable aerial nature of the next 
conflict, which will not involve the movements of such masses of 
men in offence and consequently will render unnecessary a complete 

state of political control. 
The rapprochement between France and Russia is being watched 

suspiciously, partly because it is predicated upon the return of Russia 
to the League—which is not popular here—and partly because it 
would, if consummated in the form of an offensive and defensive 
alliance, upset the whole political scheme in Europe and minimize 
the remaining influence of the League. 

| ENGLAND 

The action of England in case of a continental struggle involving 
France, Germany, perhaps Russia, the Little Entente, and Poland, 

or any number of them, provided the combatants included both France 
and Germany—the position of England, in that case, it is considered, 
will be one of neutrality. 

In case either France or Germany were not involved, then England 
might participate on the sea, but not on the land. 

Generally speaking, it is believed England will not participate, 
though she will prepare and be a competitor in the race for armament 
which is now taken as a foregone conclusion. 

7 PoLaNnD 

The Foreign Office seems to think Poland is in a key position but 
her non-aggression pact with Russia“ and her rapprochement with 

7% On May 5, 1934, Poland and the Soviet Union had signed a Protocol which 
extended for 10 years the nonaggression pact of July 25, 1932. For texts of these 
documents, see Russia, Annuaire Diplomatique du Commissariat du Peuple pour 
les Affaires EHtrangéres pour VAnnée 1933 (Moscow, 1983), p. 154; ibid., 1934, 
p. 158; Republic of Poland, Ministry for Foreign Affairs, Offictal Documents con- 
cerning Polish-German and Polish-Soviet Relations, 1933-1939 (Published by 
Authority of the Polish Government, London and Melbourne, Hutchinson and 
Company (Publishers) Ltd. [1940?]), pp. 170, 179.
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Germany ” seem to place her in the category of peacefully inclined 
states and to remove her from the list of aggressors. 

Russia 

Russia is considered as desiring membership in the League in order 
to strengthen her own political fences, particularly those near Japan 
and Manchuria—or the so-called Manchukuo. On the other hand, 
Marchese Soragna, of the Foreign Office and Representative to the 
Disarmament Conference thinks that the Polish-German rapproche- 

ment is mainly responsible for Russia’s anxiety to enter the League 
and to ally herself with France. The air force of Russia is given 
credit for being its most effective weapon and the thought here is 
that if Russia joined the League her European position would be 
calm in prospect and she would be free to concentrate in Eastern 
Siberia. 

Lirrtzt ENTENTE 

The Little Entente is seen as wavering in their adherence to France. 
They see Germany looming large and seem to be willing to play it 
safe in case Germany should evolve the victor in a contest. Czecho- 
slovakia particularly is contiguous to Germany and to some large 
extent dependent on Germany’s trade. Roumania is well removed, 
but still mindful of Germany’s possibilities. But Jugoslavia is play- 
ing France against Italy and seems to threaten to cool her ardor for 
a French alliance, and to make a gesture toward Germany instead, 
every time France makes a gesture of rapprochement toward Italy, 
or receives one graciously. 

The point of it is that the Little Entente is not considered to be as 
enthusiastic about a French binding alliance as formerly and is per- 
haps somewhat apprehensive of the prospect of an armed Germany 
and willing to modify a foreign policy to meet future changes in 

military strength. 

ITaty 

Italy pays little attention to the Little Entente, as such, but deports 
herself, perhaps a little arrogantly, toward Jugoslavia. Italy does not 
consider Jugoslavia of prime political importance, except insofar as its 
large commercial relations have a political bearing, but that boundary 

is well protected. 
Italy is anxious for a reduction in armament but believes herself to 

be “practical” in seeing the impossibility of achieving it and being 

™ A nonaggression pact between Poland and Germany was signed on January 
26, 1934; for text, see Official Documents concerning Polish-German and Polish- 

Soviet Relations, 1933-1939, p. 21; or British and Foreign State Papers, vol. 
OXXXvII, p. 495.
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desirous of the next best line of defence, which is limitation, or main- 
tenance of the status quo for the time being. Failing an agreement 
on either, she will join the race for armament—as fast as money is 
available. She has a program, as just announced by Mussolini,® of 
spending one billion lire for air and one billion lire for naval construc- 
tion in the next six years. The work will probably be expedited if 
the funds can be found. 

Captain McNair, Naval Attaché to this Embassy, has some informa- 
tion to the effect that Italy is ready to proceed with plans for increased 
armament which will include one—perhaps two—ships of the line of 
possibly 33,000 tons each, with a total addition of 70,000 tons. 

Italy thinks the former allies should reduce armament and/or that 
Germany be permitted a limited armament. She will not enter an 
agreement without Germany, because Germany would not be bound 
by it, and thinks it too late to come to an outside agreement and ask 
Germany to sign because she feels Germany would refuse such a de- 
mand. 

She foresees German armament—and believes Germany is already 
well advanced on that road. She will take a definite stand against 
Germany expanding into Austria, as was recently demonstrated. She 
will not have Germany on her northern border. She is willing to be 
friendly toward Germany, and I believe anxious to include her in her 
general peaceful ambitions even though the German Ambassador ® 
here recently said to me that Mussolini did not really desire peace 
except that for the time being he was not prepared for war. 

As regards France, there is still a feeling of subdued antagonism, 
but not of hostility, and I believe the Italian Government would be 
glad of a rapprochement with France if it could be arranged on terms 
which would recognize that Italy had been unfairly treated in Africa. 

If England stays neutral, Italy can probably avoid a general con- 
flict, because the Mediterranean will be open to her. If England goes 
into a war, Italy may be forced in on the same side. 

SUMMARY 

To summarize—the outlook from Rome sees a very dark picture 
over Europe. If the Disarmament Conference fails next week, as 
seems now imminent, there will be nothing to prevent a renewal of a 
race for armament. And this race will take place under conditions 
highly prejudicial to the peace of Europe. In the first place, there 
has developed an ultra-nationalism. In the second place, there is a 
high degree of concentration of power in the hands of most of the 
governments. This is not so in England and France. But it is so in 

© Benito Mussolini, Italian Prime Minister. 
“ Ulrich von Hassell.
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Italy, Germany, Austria, Hungary and Russia. In the third place, 
there are two powder boxes, one in the Saar and one in Austria.® 
Whether Germany and France come to an agreement as to their re- 
spective attitudes toward the population of the Saar, it seems possible 
that the intense propaganda which will be directed from each quarter 
at the qualified voters will assume a character and will so excite the 
people that there may at any moment be an incident which might come 
under circumstances which would develop into an explosion. The 
next twelve or fourteen months seem to be highly dangerous. 

In addition to the Saar and to the continuing German intentions in 
regard to Austria, there are the increasingly difficult economic condi- 
tions reported to be developing in Germany, which may force Hitler 
to make an offensive move to solidify his people and to take their minds 
off their difficulties at home—even risking a possible defeat. 

As seen from Rome at this time, the picture for the future is clouded 
in mystery and darkened by thoughts of a conflict. It is constantly 
the subject of conversation and is so pervasive that the general mental 
attitude toward it constitutes the most important political feature in 
Rome at thistime. War is the constant subject of conversation. War 
is in the background of the popular mind. War is the thing they 
really fear here. Its atmosphere pervades the intelligent thought. 

This despatch has been written without the intention of portraying 
political situations as they may actually exist in other places but simply 
to give the point of view as it appears from Rome. And if these sit- 
uations may seem to be over-emphasized in one form or minimized 
in another, the despatch 1s, as I see it, properly reflective of the mental 
attitude of the officials and other persons with whom I come in contact 
here. 

Respectfully yours, BrEcKINRIDGE Lone 

500.A15A4 General Committee/940 : Telegram . 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 
of State 

GenEvA, June 2, 1934—1 a. m. 
[Received June 1—11:09 p. m.] 

862. Barthou told me this afternoon that Simon lunched with him 
today, that they had had a very interesting and extremely satisfactory 
conversation and in fact a love fest. Simon, who later came over to 
speak to me at the meeting, asked me if I had heard about his lunch 
with Barthou and I said yes I had heard about a love fest. He said 
that they had had a frank, friendly talk, but had not gotten anywhere; 
that it was impossible to cooperate with the French unless you agreed 

= For documents covering Austro-German relations, see vol. II, pp. 1-58 passim.
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with them on everything, whereas in the case of England and America 

rows and differences of view, such as on the debt, did not keep us 

from cooperating in other respects. He furthermore said they were 

not disposed to wait indefinitely for France to complete her so-called 

Eastern Locarno, which was not a matter for the Disarmament Confer- 
ence to deal with but which was merely an alliance, and he remarked 

that if France continues along that line England may make a deal 
with Germany and Belgium unless a real disarmament agreement can 

be arrived at promptly. 
He told me that he had to leave for London tonight and wanted to 

talk to me a little further before he left as to what could be done. 
Davis 

500.A15A4 General Committee/944 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 
| of State 

Geneva, June 2, 1934—8 p. m. 
[Received 9:19 p. m.] 

866. 1. I have been too overwhelmed during the past few days to 
answer adequately your 418, May 380, noon. I entirely agree that the 
crux of the problem is the resumption of German participation in dis- 
armament negotiations under the auspices of the Conference. The 
discrepancy between the proposal in my speech and my subsequent tele- 
gram is more apparent than real in that the proposal in my speech 
was followed by the statement that in taking the draft convention as 
a basis “we may of course have due regard for subsequent contribu- 
tions that may have been made towards agreement”. By this I had 
in mind particularly three documents—the French note to Germany 
of January ist * which Barthou has just stated they stand by and 
are ready to use as a basis for negotiations, the British memorandum 
of January 29th,® and particularly the German note of April 16th 
to the British.** I emphasize particularly the last in that while it 
still presents difficulties it clears up the apparently insoluble question 
of what to do with the regulation of military organizations. 

2. As the result of innumerable discussions since the suggestion 
advanced by me in my speech it becomes clearer that the differences 
between France, England, and Germany have been considerably re- 
duced as a result of these three communications and that the principal 
outstanding technical difficulty now is with regard to aviation. 

3. The indications are now that the General Commission will ad- 
journ next week, perhaps Wednesday, giving instructions to the 

* Great Britain, Cmd. 4512, p. 3. 
*Tbid., p. 21. | 
“Great Britain, Cmd. 4559, p. 18.
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Bureau or to a committee to be designated by it. The question under 
consideration now is the type of instructions. 

4. The meeting yesterday of the General Commission made it 
evident that all of Central and Eastern Europe, with the possible 
exception of Germany and Poland, are desirous of laying emphasis 
on security problems.®’ It will be the task of those nations that desire 
to lay special emphasis on disarmament rather than security to find 
the way to insert in the mandate to the Bureau such instructions as 
will keep disarmament on an equal if not superior plane with security 
and do this by approaching the vital matter of German cooperation. 

5. An idea has been developing that this might perhaps be ac- 
complished as follows: the General Commission might instruct the 
Bureau that since the divergence between the various points of view 
in the documents mentioned is not profound it is hoped that the Bu- 
reau or a committee of powers appointed by the Bureau by taking 
these three documents will be able to reconcile the differences and 
work out a compromise. At the same time the Commission will in- 
struct the Bureau or committee to invite any power to participate 
which they judge necessary or useful. The first power of course which 
would occur to them would be Germany. 

6. While the British are still sore Eden told Henderson, Wilson, 
and myself today that the British would favor such an effort and 
program but he preferred to have Henderson undertake it rather than 
a committee. He said, however, that in any event their acquiescence 
would depend upon prompt action to ascertain whether Germany 
could be brought into the negotiations and whether any effective prog- 
ress could be made towards agreement. He reiterated in substance 
what Simon said yesterday, namely, that they do not intend to sit 
idly by while Germany continues to rearm and while France continues 
to arrange her combinations and alliances as a condition precedent 
to any disarmament agreement and as a protection in case of 
non-agreement. 

7. Asit will probably be necessary to take a position along these lines 
at the Bureau meeting Monday afternoon I would appreciate an early 
reply in the event that you see any objection to my proceeding along 
these lines if circumstances seem to make it advisable. 

8. Schwartz, a German who is here as unofficial informant of Colonel 
Haselmeyer, told me today that Germany would be agreeable to resum- 
ing her participation provided some method can be devised which 
would make it politically feasible. He in fact told me that in a tele- 
phone conversation with Haselmeyer yesterday the latter told him 
they would like very much to have me come to Berlin as they were 
satisfied this would make it possible to arrange something. I told 

* See Minutes of the General Commission, vol. u1, pp. 670-679.
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Schwartz that would be impossible as Germany was not in the Con- 
ference. I told him also that it was not fair to him or to me for nego- 
tiations to be carried on between an unofficial German and myself but 
that I would be glad to see anyone Germany wished to send officially 
to see me. 

9. The present situation of the Conference is too fluid to permit 
of prediction. A certain group will press for the Turkish resolution * 
which was introduced yesterday and which was prepared with the 
active collaboration of Barthou. On the other hand, if a resolution 
is introduced and supported by the British and ourselves and the 
“neutral” countries ® it would make it difficult for either Germany or 
France to refuse to go along. ; 

_ 10. There is much informed opinion here to the effect that just as 
the French have been using the League to support the Versailles 
Treaty status so they in conjunction with Russia, the Little Entente 
and Turkey wish to use the Conference as a cloak under which they 
could complete their arrangements which will either result in an 
Eastern Locarno which would then permit a program of disarma- 
ment or in default thereof an alliance which would encircle Germany. 
If this is the case there is no time factor for the French and they will 
be willing to let the Conference dawdle along while working under 
its cover to bring Poland into line and complete such arrangements. 

11. Litvinoff, whose chief preoccupations now are Japan and Ger- 
many, is pressing the French hard for immediate action with regard 
to the political arrangements indicated. The Russians and some of 
the French are now openly stating that they have no objection to the 
British disassociating themselves now as they are only in their way and 
that they would like to have the Conference adjourn until October 
and then reconvene when they will be all ready. For the British the 
time factor is imperative because of their own armament situation. 
Furthermore, they look upon such political moves as dangerous to 
the peace of Europe and as undermining their own position.in Europe. 

; Davis 

500.A15A4 General Committee/946 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American 
Delegation (Davis) 

WasHINeTON, June 3, 1934—2 p. m. 
491. Your 866, June 2,8 p.m. Although the differences between 

the three documents you refer to, the French note to Germany of Jan- 
uary 1, the British memorandum of January 29, and the German note 

* Minutes of the General Commission, vol. 111, pp. 678-679. 
#9 Denmark, the Netherlands, Norway, Spain, Sweden, and Switzerland.



98 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1934, VOLUME I 

of April 16 seem to us pretty fundamental, nevertheless the idea you 
suggest in paragraph 5 has the very real merit of recognising the basic 
viewpoints of the three most interested powers without commitment 
in favor of any one of the three. As such it would seem to provide a 
formula which would enable Germany to resume participation in the 
Conference if she desires to do so. This would be particularly true 
if the idea is advanced by powers such as the United States and the 

_ “Neutrals” who are frankly in the position of trying to conciliate the 

divergent viewpoints without being too closely associated with any one 
of the three. 

Our policy should be to encourage the Germans to return and the 
French to meet them half way, rather than to attempt to exert pressure, 
even in the modified form you explained in your 853.” In the face of 
the growing tension in Europe we cannot afford to impose our views 
on other powers against their considered judgment. 

The intention you expressed of maintaining complete impartiality 
between the French and British at this juncture, and the nature of your 
answer to Schwartz, are both approved. 
Many thanks for your admirable reports. It has been a critical 

week and we appreciate to the full all you have been doing. 
PHILLIPS 

500.A15A4 General Committee/951 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 
of State 

GrENneEvA, June 4, 1934—10 p. m. 
[ Received June 5—12: 32 a. m. | 

868. My 869. 1. The debates this afternoon following the wide 
divergences in the General Commission have brought the Conference 
to a grave crisis. ‘There is reason to doubt whether either Great 
Britain or Italy will continue unless a real endeavor is made to attack 

the decisive problem of the return of Germany. Furthermore, they 
both have deep distrust of “regional undertakings” in the absence of 
Germany. | 

2. I have prepared a resolution which I send under separate number 
870 *8 which I expect to offer at tomorrow’s meeting of the Bureau 
unless developments meanwhile make it unnecessary or inadvisable. 

8. I am convinced that this is in entire accord with the spirit of your 
instructions and may form a possible compromise on which the Bureau 
may reach agreement and by which the Conference may thus be saved. 

” May 30, 4 p. m., p. 83. 
“Infra. 
2 See Minutes of the Bureau, vol. 11, pp. 211-224. 
* June 4, midnight, p. 100.
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I do not feel that this could be construed as bringing pressure on any- 
one. Furthermore in the event that the Conference fails at this moment 
there is in my opinion every advantage in having the American position 
on record and in our having made a final and open effort to save the 
Conference. Davis 

500.A15A4 General Committee/954 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 
of State 

Geneva, June 4, 1934—11 p. m. 
[Received June 5—2: 35 a.m. | 

869. 1. As envisaged in my 866, June 2, 8 p. m., Henderson informed 
the Bureau this afternoon that the time had come to deal with the main 
political differences; that it was doubtful whether interrupted work 
could be usefully recommenced without a reconciliation of the di- 
vergences which a study of the French note of January Ist, the British 
memorandum of January 29, the Italian memorandum of January 
4th * and the German note of April 16th show to have been narrowed. 
Those remaining divergences must be removed in order to secure 
Germany’s return to the Conference and the League, the condition 
necessary to any convention. In order to give time to those delega- 
tions who are working on regional agreements to prepare assurances 
of security, he proposed that these might be discussed in private nego- 
tiations between the states particularly concerned, while the Bureau 
would receive authorization from the General Commission to take steps 
necessary to secure the cooperation of all states. 

2. In the discussion which ensued and which served only to widen 
the breach the French made it clear that they did not propose to 
abandon the study of security. They refused to commit themselves 
to any arrangement to bring Germany back. 

8. In an effort to harmonize the differences and to support the Presi- 
dent I explained that I thought the question of security could be dealt 
with simultaneously with the reconciliation of the notes in question and 
that while every one recognized the importance of security we were 
interested in it solely in its connection with disarmament. Further- 
more while guarantees of execution properly came within the frame- 
work of the Conference the regional agreements proposed, I explained, 
should be a subject for discussion between certain states only and 
should not concern the Conference as a whole. 

4, The British declared positively that they supported Henderson’s 
proposal, were ready to take part in any efforts to serve the main object 
of the Conference, namely disarmament, and that its immediate task 

* Great Britain, Cmd. 4512, p. 15, :
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should be to reconcile the divergences expressed in the four documents 
in question. 

5. Speaking for the neutrals Sandler * supported what I had said. 
He, together with the representatives of the neutrals, Motta ** and 
Madariaga,” endeavored to reconcile the two diverging schools of 
thought but expressed themselves as being of the opinion that security 
could not be divorced from disarmament. They all felt that a way 
must be found to try to bring Germany back. 

6. Litvinoff presented a resolution ® today which would in addition 
to transforming the Conference into a permanent peace body make the 
return of Germany dependent upon successful outcome of discussion 
on security here. He explained that he did not wish to press his pro- 
posal for a peace conference too strongly at the moment as some dele- 
gations might wish for further time to consider it but he felt that at 
least as regards the study of security it should be begun by a committee 
of the Conference immediately. 

7. An effort was made to form a drafting committee which would, as 
Henderson explained, attempt to reconcile the different methods of 
approach suggested in the proposals of the Turkish delegation and of 
the neutrals, submitted at Friday’s meeting of the General Commission 
as well as the Soviet proposal of today while endeavoring to work out a 
method which would permit reconciliation of the divergences in the 
memoranda of the four great powers permitting Germany’s return to 
the League. This failed, however, as it ran up against the acute differ- 
ences which now mark this stage of the Conference. Henderson re- 
fused to permit the drafting committee to work on any proposal which 
would not deal simultaneously with the problem of Germany’s return. 
No conciliation between the two schools of thought was found possible 
this afternoon. Nothing was decided and Henderson ruled to postpone 
discussion until tomorrow without even attempting to establish an 
agenda for the work. We therefore start from scratch tomorrow. 

Davis 

500.A15A4 General Committee/952 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 
of State 

Geneva, June 4, 1934—midnight. 
[Received June 5—1: 383 a. m.] 

870. The proposed resolution mentioned in my telegram 868, June 
4,10 p. m. reads as follows: 

* Rickard J. Sandler, head of the Swedish delegation to the General Commis- 
sion ; Minister for Foreign Affairs, 

** Giuseppe Motta, head of the Swiss delegation to the General Commission. 
“ Salvador de Madariaga, Spanish delegate to the General Commission. 
* Minutes of the Bureau, vol. 1, p. 212.



DISARMAMENT CONFERENCE 101 

“The General Commission, having in mind ‘the considerable material 
for the first convention for the reduction and limitation of armaments 
which was the fruit of two years labor’, as the President of the Con- 
ference recently stated: 

Having in mind the joint declaration of June 1st of the Danish, 
Spanish, Netherlands, Norwegian, Swedish and Swiss delegations,” 
the draft resolution submitted by the delegation of the Turkish Repub- 
lic on that date, and the views presented by the delegation of the USSR; 
Having in mind the desirability of reconciling the positions taken 

as well as the necessity for immediate consideration of questions of an 
immediate and substantial character both with regard to essentials 
respecting the reduction and limitation of armaments and the allied 
subject of security ; 

Having in mind that a comparison of the note of the French Gov- 
ernment of January 1, 1934, the memorandum of the Italian Gov- 
ernment of January 4, 1934, the memorandum of the British Govern- 
ment of January 29, 1934, and the memorandum of the German Gov- 
ernment of April 16, 1934, reveals an approximation of views which 
affords hope of eventual agreement, decides: 

To request the Bureau of the Conference: 

1. To take immediately the four documents of January Ist, 
January 4th, January 29th, and April 16, 1934, mentioned above, 
in order to seek, by any means it may deem appropriate and with 
the cooperation of such other power or powers as the Bureau may 
find necessary or useful to invite to participate in its work, the 
reconciliation of those divergences which still exist. 

2. To appoint a special committee to examine without delay 
the problems incident to the loyal observance of a general dis- 
armament convention. It is understood that those states specially 
interested in regional agreements based on the principles of the 
pact of Locarno or of the Balkan Pact, may concurrently con- 
clude such agreements as they may consider best calculated to give 
a feeling of security which may facilitate the conclusion of the 
disarmament convention. . 

3. To authorize the President of the Conference to reconvene 
the General Commission of the Conference as soon as the work 
indicated has reached the state where it is ready for presentation 
to the General Commission, but in the event that there is not ap- 
preciable and satisfactory progress in the work outlined within a 
reasonable time, to instruct the President to call the General Com- 
mission together to determine what the future course of the Con- 
ference shall be.” Davis 

500.A15A4 General Committee/953 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 
of State 

GeENEvA, June 5, 1934—noon. 
[Received June 5—7: 27 a. m.| 

871. My 868, June 4,10 p.m. The situation appears so tense today 
that I have decided not to present the resolution sent you last night 

° Minutes of the General Commission, vol. II, p. 676.
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unless I can get agreement between the British and French before 
doing so. 

Davis 

500.A15A4 General Committee/955 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 
of State 

GenEvA, June 5, 1934—4 p. m. 
[Received June 5—2:10 p. m.] 

872. Referring my 870, June 4, midnight, when I decided early 
this morning that I would not present our resolution unless the French 

and British would agree to support it Henderson decided that he 
would present a proposal himself which he had drafted taking as a 
basis our draft. In the meantime I did have a talk with Aubert who 
personally favored our draft with certain modifications which would 
have been acceptable both to the British and ourselves but we cannot 
tell whether they will even accept Henderson’s proposal because Litvi- 
noff who has so much influence with the French just now is bitterly 
opposed to any effort to bring the Germans back into the negotiations. 
In certain quarters, therefore, efforts have been made to create the 1m- 
pression that the British and Americans are lined up because we both 
naturally took the same position in the Bureau yesterday, namely, as 
to the vital necessity of German cooperation for the negotiation of a 
treaty which position was also vigorously supported by all the neutrals. 

Davis 

500.A15A4 General Committee/959 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American 
Delegation (Davis) 

WasHINGTON, June 5, 19384—8 p. m. 

495. Your No. 859, June 1, 10 p. m. 
(1) International agreement upon an ideal and entirely effective 

method of dealing with the evils arising from the private manufacture 
of arms and the international traffic therein is obviously unattainable 
at this time. Therefore, we should concentrate our efforts upon the 
elaboration of a program on which a substantial measure of inter- 
national agreement can probably be secured, and upon urging agree- 
ment on this program. In the light of the debates in the Committee 
for the Regulation of the Trade in and the Private and State Manu- 
facture of Arms and Implements of War and of recent developments 
at, Geneva, it would appear that the program outlined below is prob- 
ably the maximum attainable at this time. Its adoption would be
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a tremendous step in the right direction and would lay a foundation 
for international agreement upon more drastic measures in the future. 

The incorporation of provisions dealing with this matter in a 
General Disarmament Convention would be, of course, infinitely pref- 
erable. A convention dealing exclusively with manufacture of and 
traffic in arms should be considered an expedient to be adopted only 
in case a General Disarmament Convention becomes manifestly un- 
attainable at this time. The details of the provisions dealing with 
this matter would be different in the one case from what they would 
be in the other. But I see no reason why the underlying principles 
and the general system of supervision and control established should 
not be the same in both cases. This Government is prepared to go 
just as far in dealing with this matter in a separate convention as 
it would be prepared to go in dealing with it in provisions incor- 
porated in a General Disarmament Convention. 

Pending the negotiation of a new and more satisfactory conven- 
tion, every effort should be made to secure ratification by as many 
governments as possible of the Arms Traffic Convention of 1925.1 

(2) In the present situation a revision of the proposed Draft 
Convention with regard to the Supervision of the Private Manufac- 
ture and Publicity of the Manufacture of Arms and Ammunition 
and Implements of War of 1929 would appear to be the most practical 
method of dealing with questions of manufacture. This Government 
has withdrawn? its former objection on constitutional grounds to a 
Convention obligating it to establish national supervision of arms 
manufacture. The essential provisions of that Convention, viz:— 
the licensing of all manufactures of all categories of arms, munitions 
and implements of war by each of the contracting parties within its 
own jurisdiction, and the publication by an international body of 
all licenses and of full information in regard to the quantities of the 
various articles manufactured thereunder, and of the disposition 
thereof—should be retained. The same system should be established 
for manufacture by the state as for private manufacture. Automatic 
and continuous inspection under the direction of an international 
body should be provided for. This inspection should relate to the 
concordance between licenses issued and the operations carried on 
thereunder, the accuracy of reports of arms manufacturers and the 
quantities of the various categories of arms, munitions and implements 
of war manufactured or in process of manufacture. It should not, 

| however, extend to the methods and processes of manufacture. Should 

*Convention for the Supervision of the International Trade in Arms and 
Ammunition and in Implements of War, signed at Geneva, June 17, 1925, Foreign 
Relations, 1925, vol. 1, p. 61. For correspondence concerning efforts to secure 
ratification of this treaty by the United States, see pp. 449 ff. 

*See paragraph (1) of telegram No. 357, June 17, 1933, to the Chairman of 
the American delegation, Foreign Relations, 1933, vol. 1, p. 196.
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the provisions dealing with this matter be incorporated in a General 
Disarmament Convention containing provisions prohibiting certain 
types of weapons or limiting the quantities of certain types in the 
possession of the several contracting parties, the inspection should 
extend also to the verification of the carrying out of these provisions. 

(3) The most practical method of dealing with the questions arising 
from the international traffic in arms would appear to be the strength- 
ening of the provisions of the Arms Traffic Convention of 1925 and 
their coordination with the provisions relating to manufacture. The 
essential principles of that Convention should be retained: (a) the 
prohibition of sales other than sales to governments or to public 
authorities acting with the consent of governments; (6) the issuance 
of licenses by the several contracting parties, each within its own 
jurisdiction, to cover each shipment exported or imported; and (c) 
publication by an international body of all licenses issued with full 
information in regard to the origin and destination of all shipments 
thereunder. 

This Government has no interest in Chapter III of the Convention 
establishing Special Zones. If such provisions must be retained in 
the interest of other Powers, they might well be modified to meet as 
far as possible the objections of the governments of those countries 
which are included in or adjacent to such zones. 

(4) Such a system of supervision and control as is outlined above 
under (2) and (8) would admit of considerable variation in the 
domestic legislation of the several contracting parties. In carrying 
out the obligations under such a Convention, governments could if 
they desired impose supervision and control more far reaching than 
that which they were obligated to impose. This Government would 
be disposed to recommend such legislation. 

PHILLIPS 

500.A15A4 General Committee/956 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 
of State 

GENEVA, June 5, 1934—11 p. m. 
[Received June 5—10: 05 p. m.]| 

873. 1. The presentation of Henderson’s resolution this afternoon 
drew the lines of divergence even more bitterly than in any previous 
session.? He had hoped thereby to reconcile the two theses of security 
and disarmament and to provide for the possibility of negotiations for 
Germany’s return, using the four basic notes as a starting point. 

>For text of the resolution, see Minutes of the Bureau, vol. 11, p. 225; for min- 
utes of the Bureau meeting, see ibid., pp. 224-234.
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When an effort was made by Madariaga in the hope of conciliating the 
French and gaining their adherence to the resolution to omit refer- 
ence to this basis for negotiations the British declined to accept any 
procedure which did not mark its importance. Soragna,* going 
beyond his instructions in an effort to gain agreement stated that he 
would likewise have been willing to adhere to Henderson’s original 
proposal but could not accept any modification which would not 
underline the importance of securing Germany’s return. 

2. In a speech full of insinuations that Henderson had relegated 
security to the background thus departing from that impartiality 
which should characterize the chairman Barthou declined vehemently 
to accept his suggested method of procedure. While he said that the 
door was still open for Germany to return he emphasized that Germany 
must return to the League and Conference without any conditions 
and that solution of the security problem must be the condition pre- 
cedent to France’s signature to any disarmament convention. He 
brought out very forcibly France’s unwillingness to accept any paral- 
lel arrangement of security and disarmament. He said that the 
guarantees of eventuality to which France attached prime importance 
a few months ago no longer had any value in view of the publication 
of the German military budget. It is clear from his speech that 
France is being very strongly influenced by their new alignment with 
the Russians who are outspoken in their opposition to any efforts 
directed toward bringing Germany back into the negotiations. 

8. Henderson declared vehemently that he could not permit Bar- 
thou’s insinuations of partiality to pass unchallenged and in a mag- 
nificently courageous reply he repudiated any charge of partiality 
explaining that because of the failure of the Bureau yesterday to agree 
on any program of work in order to save the Conference he had under- 
taken to offer a reasonable compromise. Not only had he given 
security an equal place with disarmament but 1t was given prominence 
in his proposals. He showed that the two theses must be considered 
parallel and he could not accept the French contention that security 
was paramount nor could he submit to the adoption of any program 
which could not permit Germany’s return to the discussions. This 
attitude of France he explained was blocking any hope of agreement 
and unless the French would agree to present a program of their own 
which must take into consideration the views expressed by all dele- 
gations and provide reasonable hope of success he saw no hope for the 
future work of the Conference. Furthermore he was so determined to 
be fair and impartial that he would not submit to the framing under 
the auspices of the Conference of any pacts of mutual assistance which 

constituted the encirclement of any country. He said that Barthou 

*Marquis Antonio Meli Lupi di Soragna, Italian member of the Bureau.
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had made more insinuations in 2 days with his impartiality and action 
as chairman than had happened during more than 2 years when he had 
been President of the Conference. 

4, So extreme was the clash between Barthou and Henderson that no 
useful purpose could be served by any further interventions in the 
debate and Henderson adjourned the meeting until tomorrow without 
program, without agenda and with no indication of what will result. 

5. I took no part in the discussions as I felt that nothing that we 
could have said today would have been wise or helpful. 

: Davis 

500.A15A4 General Committee/963 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American Delegation 
(Davis) 

WASHINGTON, June 6, 1934—7 p. m. 

426. Mowrer has just cabled a story from Paris in which, with 
reference to yesterday’s Bureau meeting, he states that Washington, 
in your person, found itself seeing eye to eye with the British for the 
mth time. In elaborating on this purported Anglo-American coopera- 
tion, he makes the following statements: 

“The American Delegation denies this charge. It has stated that it 
is not in the tow of the British; it just happens that the American 
views and interests at this Conference coincide with those of Great 
Britain. On each question, explain the Americans, they vote inde- 
pendently, but if the fundamental views are alike, it is inevitable that 
the votes will also be alike. 

Pushed hard, the American Delegates will, however, go somewhat 
further. They admit that ‘it is part of our policy to follow the British 
where possible in European matters.’ Sometimes, they state, they 
expect the British support in the Pacific as a result of American 
support of Great Britain in the Atlantic. Grudgingly, perhaps, they 
concede that so far this British support has not been very obvious. 
But ‘just have confidence in the British and all will be well,’ they 
insist... 

This deference to London awakens in all other European capitals, 
except Rome, which also steadily defers to London, the greatest sus- 
picion and animosity. The French accuse the American policy of 
being steadily and persistently anti-French, even in matters which do 
not concern the United States, as, for instance, Italy’s claim to Naval 
parity with France... . 

It may be natural that the State Department is correct in assuming 
that the United States can best serve itself by following Great Britain, 
or again it may be that it is this poney which is responsible for the 
relative insignificance of American influence in the world’s councils 
and the general suspicion outside of London towards American initia- 

® Omission indicated in the original.
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tives. But, in any case, the American people should know that it is 
being directed in a policy which throughout the world gives them the 
reputation rather of serving the interests of the British balance-of- 
power policy than of American ideals of peace and democracy.” 

At this afternoon’s press conference, I pointed out, for background 
purposes, that this Government has no occasion, so far as political or 
disarmament matters are concerned, to have any alignment with any 
other nation. I explained that it might happen that momentarily the 
American viewpoint would coincide with the views of one or more 
other countries but I was entirely at a loss to account for reports or 
rumors such as the one from Paris. 

So far as this particular report is concerned, I informed the corre- 
spondents that on May 31 you reported on the general disarmament 
situation at which time you emphatically stated that it was advisable 
for you to remain impartial. On June 3 the State Department had 
given its approval to your stand. 

I then read the last sentence of your 872, June 5,4 p. m. 
Hou 

500.A15A4 General Committee/966: Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 
of State 

Geneva, June 6, 1934—midnight. 
[Received June 7—2: 45 a. m.] 

878. At the Bureau this afternoon I asked the British and French 
if they would care to come to our office to see if we could smooth out 
the chief difficulties, which they gladly agreed to do. 

2. It soon became evident that the differences between those two 
nations in respect to the resolution were deeper than could be bridged 
by a mere searching of a formula. The British frankly stated that 
they were concerned rather with the intentions behind the resolution 
itself. They wanted to be convinced that the French were really 
desirous of attacking in the near future the fundamental problems of 
disarmament. They had no objection to the French going ahead with 
their security arrangements provided they were based on the Locarno 
principle and were not to encircle Germany and so long as there was 
no undue postponement of coming to grips with the real problem of 
disarmament. 

3. The French on their part made it equally clear that while they 
did not exclude an endeavor to reconcile the differences brought out 
in the diplomatic exchanges, this seemed to them something that could 
be better negotiated between governments than by any conference or- 
gan so long as Germany was absent. While they recognized the neces- 
sity of German participation in negotiation they were unwilling as a
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matter of strategy that the resolution should take the form either of an 
indirect invitation to Germany or of anything that might be con- 
strued as an obligation on their part to modify the position already 
taken in notes to Germany and Great Britain. 

4, The difference in conception seems to lie in this. Both desire the 
return of Germany to the League of Nations and to the Conference. 
They differ however in the manner of accomplishing this. The 
French believe it can be accomplished through political measures by 
which Germany may be induced to return to the fold. The British 
do not feel that Germany would enter a Locarno agreement except in 
connection with a disarmament agreement but they would look with 
favor on an Eastern Locarno and are quite prepared to wait a reason- 
able time for the French to try their method, provided that the real 
objective of the French is an ultimate program of disarmament. 

5. It was also made evident that Eden desires to find out from the 

French what their real political objectives are and that from what 
Massigl said the French want to know the real position of Great 
Britain with regard to German rearmament, which they claim has 
shifted from time to time to such an extent that France wants to be 
assured, before taking any steps with Germany, that they know not 
only where Great Britain stands now but where Great Britain will 
stand in the future. Massigli said in fact, that for 10 months they 
had been trying to get a definite answer out of the British on this, the 
vital problem for France, and as they were unable to do so, they were 
compelled in the face of actual active rearmament on the part of Ger- 
many to seek means other than cooperation with Great Britain for 
dealing with the situation. 

6. Eden then said he thought it would be advisable for Barthou to 
come to London to talk matters over with the British Government and 
he was thinking of suggesting this to his Government. 

7. We will meet tomorrow after Eden has consulted London. It 
was agreed that meanwhile.efforts would be made to redraft the reso- 
lution having in mind that the British and ourselves are willing for 
the Conference to welcome an Eastern Locarno as a benefit to the con- 
summation of a treaty, the French to bear in mind that we desire 
some expression of a determination to go on with disarmament. 

8. The effect of the crisis that was reached in the Bureau yesterday 
has been to clear the atmosphere considerably and to bring out more 
definitely than we had thought to be the case that there is a clearer 

recognition of the necessity for going on with the work and a desire 
on the part of France to find a practical way to do so. 

9. As you know the Italian position since October last has been that 
no work can be usefully carried on by the Conference in the absence 
of Germany. J therefore fear that the setting up of committees may
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bring about a definite refusal on Italy’s part to participate. I share 
your desire to go forward with the question of manufacture of and 
traffic in arms, but hope that you will give me discretion in the matter 
as Insistence now upon one phase of the armament problem might 
endanger the success of the broader issue. 

10. I feel more hopeful as to the general situation in respect of ulti- 
mate agreement than I have at any previous time during this session 
provided we can agree upon a program on which the Conference can 
continue. 

11. The main question on which I, therefore, desire your instruc- 
tions is whether you feel that the importance of keeping the Confer- 
ence alive is sufficient to justify the acceptance of a resolution along 
the lines of that of the French with such improvements as we can 
secure. In this connection I point out that the French resolution 
provides for immediate study of the problem of the manufacture of 
and traffic in arms, to which they tell us that they attach considerable 
importance. It is impressed upon me that in the event that the Con- 
ference breaks up it would be extremely difficult in such an atmosphere 
to institute immediately negotiations for a separate treaty governing 
the manufacture of and traffic in arms or to expect to undertake such 
negotiations within a reasonable period. 

12. I will appreciate an immediate reply as the Bureau meets on 
Friday morning. 

Davis 

500.A15A4 General Committee/962 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 
of State 

GENEVA, June 7, 1984—1 a. m. 
[Received 10:45 p. m.] 

879. Since dictating my 878, June 6, midnight, Eden has called to 
say that on reflection there seemed to him only two alternatives; 
either to insist on the draft submitted by Henderson (see my 873, 
June 5, 11 p. m.) or to try to meet the French as far as possible on 
their draft. He inclines towards the latter alternative and is so 
recommending his Government adding however that he considers it 
indispensable that some reference be made to the four notes mentioned 
in the President’s draft and to the necessity for a continuous effort 
on disarmament. 

Aubert has shown me a telegram just received by Barthou from 
Francois-Poncet’? telling of a conversation this afternoon with von 

‘André Francois-Poncet, French Ambassador to Germany.
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Neurath ® stating in effect that the latter said that while the Germans 
were inclined at the proper time to resume participation in disarma- 
ment negotiations they felt that a greater measure of progress should 
first be recorded but that Germany was interested in discussions look- 
ing to security and that this might be the best means for getting to- 

gether. See my 876, June 6, 6 p. m.° 

Davis 

500.A15A4 General Committee/964 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 
of State 

GeEnervA, June 7, 1984—2 p. m. 
[Received June 7—9: 35 a. m.] 

882. Your 426, June 6,7 p.m. The fact that Mowrer’s story was 
cabled from Paris rather than from the seat of the Conference is in 
itself indicative of the fact that it is a political editorial rather than 
a news article. Mowrer who called Pell*® by telephone told him 
that Knox, the owner of the Chicago Daily News, was there and that 
under his instructions he was sending a despatch charging the Amer- 
icans with playing into the British hands. 

The first paragraph of Mowrer’s despatch quoted by you is sub- 
stantially what Pell told him. ‘The rest of the views attributed to the 
Delegation are mere fiction. There was never the slightest intimation 
that it was our policy to follow the British in European matters but 
on the contrary it was made clear that it was our policy not to take 
sides with anyone but to take a stand on disarmament questions based 
solely upon American views and interests. 

Knox of the Chicago Daily News is outspoken in stating that the 
purpose of his visit to Europe is political. He has been visiting cer- 
tain countries with a view of getting material to attack the administra- 
tion’s policy of a controlled economy and he is including disarmament 
or anything else as a means of attack. The Chicago Tribune corre- 
spondent “ here is, I am satisfied, sending despatches to accord with 
the policy of his paper as it is particularly popular in Chicago to at- 
tack Great Britain. I think you handled the matter admirably and 
now that we are working with the British and the French together 
even such criticism should die. 

Davis 

* Baron Constantin von Neurath, German Minister for Foreign Affairs. 
® Post, p. 489. 
Robert T. Pell, press officer of the American delegation. 

* Edmond Taylor.
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500.A15A4 General Committee/965 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 
of State 

GeEneEvA, June 7, 1934—3 p. m. 
[Received June 7—9: 45 a. m. |] 

883. Your 425, June 5, 8 p. m., is helpful in preparing our studies 
concerning proposals for the regulation of arms traffic and manufac- 

ture. It would create a most favorable atmosphere for the presenta- 
tion of specific American proposals if I could announce at the same 
time that the United States has ratified the Arms Traffic Convention 
of 1925. Is there any possibility that the Senate will consent to the 
ratification of this treaty during the present session? * I cannot urge 
too strongly the advisability of this particularly as I consider it would 
be useful to propose that the Conference adopt a resolution expressing 
the importance of securing ratification by as many Governments as 
possible. Davis 

500.A15A4 General Committee/968 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American Delegation 
(Davis) : 

WASHINGTON, June 7, 1934—6 p. m. 

428. Your 878, June 6, midnight. 
(1) We of course give you complete discretion in your handling 

of the question of manufacture of and traffic in arms and consider 
success in the broader issue of disarmament of greater import than an 
immediate success in one of its component elements. 

(2) We agree with you that the French resolution in its present 
form offers little hope of progress. Nevertheless if as you indicate it 
is improved to a point where in your judgment (concurred in we hope 
by the “neutral” Powers) it places disarmament on a parity with secu- 
rity and expresses a determination to proceed with negotiations for 
actual disarmament, we see no reason for you to oppose it. Hou 

§00.A14/664a : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American Delegation 
(Davis) 

WASHINGTON, June 7, 1934—7 p. m. 
429. Your 883, June 7,3 p.m. Every effort is being made to secure 

favorable action by the Senate on the Treaty and it appears probable 
that advice and consent to ratification will be given next week.  yy,77, 

“For correspondence concerning efforts to secure ratification of the treaty by 
the United States, see pp. 449 ff.



112. FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1934, VOLUME I 

500.A15A4 General Committee/967 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 
of State 

GeENEvA, June 8, 1934—noon. 
[ Received June 8—8: 50 a. m. | 

885. 1. Ina final effort to reach an agreement upon a modification of 
the French resolution the British, French, and ourselves dined with 
Barthou last night. At 11:30 we agreed upon a revised text which 

I transmit by separate cable." 
2. As you will note this is a considerable improvement as it meets the 

main objections which we had to the French original draft. It also 
marks a really considerable concession on the part of the French. How- 
ever, Barthou and Pietri** seem most happy and most grateful to us 
for our efforts in bringing them and the British together. 

3. What means more than anything is that the British and French, 
both of whose people most earnestly desire peace, have passed through 
a most acrimonious misunderstanding and have now reached an agree- 
ment. This fact gives added assurance of peace and grounds for hop- 
ing that they can deal in a constructive way with the problem of Ger- 
man rearmament and ultimately with general disarmament. 

4, The British and French invited us to become joint authors in 
the resolution for presentation to the Bureau this afternoon. This 
we declined explaining that we thought the real value to the resolu- 
tion was the public evidence of unanimity of view between France 
and England which would be somewhat detracted from by our asso- 
ciation. However, I said that I would be happy to support it which 
was quite satisfactory to them. 

5. I have gone over the text this morning with Sandler, the chair- 
man of the neutral group, who was quite satisfied and who is calling 
his group together to get their approval before the meeting this 
afternoon. 

6. Eden under instructions from his Government last night invited 
Barthou to visit London. Barthou was obviously pleased and ac- 
cepted with the understanding that he would come in the first days 
of July after his return from his trip to Bucharest. When it is 
announced the visit will be described as taking place by “mutual 
arrangement”, 

Davis 

* Infra. 
* Francois Pietri, French member of the General Commission.
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500.A15A4 General Committee/969 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 

of State 

GENEVA, June 8, 1934—1 p. m. 
[Received June 8—11 a. m.| 

886. My 885, June 8, noon. The following is the text of the resolu- 

tion to be submitted by the French and British delegations. 

“Tum GENERAL CoMMISSION 
Taking into consideration the resolutions submitted to it by the 

Delegations of the six powers, the Turkish Delegation and the Dele- 
gation of the U. S. S. R. respectively— 

Taking account of the clarification of its work resulting from the 
French memorandum of January Ist, 1934, the Italian memorandum 
of January 4, 1934, the United Kingdom memorandum of January 
29, 1934, and the German declaration of April 16, 19384— 

Convinced of the necessity of the Conference continuing its work 
with a view to arriving at a general convention for the reduction 
and limitation of armaments— 

Resolved to continue without delay the investigations already under- 
taken— 

I, 

Invites the Bureau to seek by whatever means it deems appropriate 
and with a view to the general acceptance of a Disarmament Con- 
vention a solution of the outstanding problems, without prejudice 
to the private conversations on which governments will desire to enter 
in order to facilitate the attainment of final success by the return 
of Germany to the Conference. 

TI. 

Having regard to the peculiar importance presented by the study 
and solution of certain problems to which attention was drawn at 
the beginning of the general discussion, 

Takes the following decisions 

1. SECURITY 

(a) Since the results of the earlier work of the Conference have 
enabled certain regional security agreements to be concluded in Europe 
during the past year the General Commission decides to appoint a 
special committee to conduct such preliminary studies as it may con- 
sider appropriate in order to facilitate the conclusion of further 

_ agreements of the same nature which may be negotiated outside the 
Conference. It would be possible for the General Commission to 
determine the relationship if any of these agreements to the general 
convention. 

(6) The General Commission decides to appoint a special com- 
mittee to study the question of guarantees of execution, and to resume 
the work relating to supervision. 

791113—51——-14
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2, AIR FORCES 

The General Commission instructs its air committee to resume 
forthwith the study of the questions mentioned in its resolution of 
July 23, 1982,% under the heading “1. Air Forces.” (Note: Text of 
resolution of July 23rd under heading “air forces” to be inserted.) 

8. MANUFACTURE OF AND TRADE IN ARMS 

The General Commission requests its special committee on questions 
relating to the manufacture of and trade in arms to resume its work 
forthwith and, in the light of the statements made by the United 
States Delegate at the meeting of May 30, 1934, to report to it as early 
as possible on the solutions it recommends. 

These committees will carry on their work on parallel lines and it 
will be coordinated by the Bureau. 

ITT. 

The General Commission leaves it to the Bureau to take the necessary 
steps at the proper time to ensure that when the President convenes 
the General Commission it will have before it as far as possible a 
complete draft convention. 

IV. 

Recognizing that the proposal of the U.S.S.R. Delegate—that the 
Conference be declared a permanent institution under the title of the 
“Peace Conference’”—calls for careful study, the General Commission 
requests the President to submit that proposal (Conference Document 
C. G. 163) to the Governments.” 

Davis 

500.A15A4 General Committee/971: Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 
of State 

GENEVA, June 8, 1934—8 p. m. 
[Received June 8—5: 50 p. m.] 

887. 1. Meeting shortly before the General Commission this after- 
noon the Bureau ** forwarded the revised French resolution (See my 
885 [856] June 8,1 p.m.) to the General Commission with reservations 
declared by Italy and Poland. The Italian delegate objected to the 
Conference’s resuming its work before a preliminary and favorable 
solution of the essential political problems had taken place and ex- 
plained that his delegation would maintain the same attitude in the 
meetings of the Committees proposed. Raczynski* objected to the 
insertion of mention of the parallel and supplementary efforts which 

* Foreign Relations, 1932, vol. I, p. 318. - | 
* See Minutes of the Bureau, vol. 1, pp. 240-243. 
™ Count Edward Raczynski, Polish Delegate.
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can not be accepted as the basis of work of the General Commission 
without prior discussion. 

2. In an atmosphere of good will and with manifest evidence of a 
sincere effort to smooth out existing differences the General Commis- 
sion adopted the resolution noting the reservations aforementioned.® 
In presenting the amended French version Barthou paid a graceful 
tribute to the other delegates who had aided in the formulation of this 
program of work and welcomed the opportunity to reiterate upon how 
firm a basis the friendship of France and England was founded. In 
explaining the new text he stressed the utility of stating how necessary 
Germany’s return was considered by France. Motivated by a very real 
desire to smooth out difficulties he based his explanation of France’s 
policy upon its note of March 17th rather than the supplementary 
memorandum of April 17th. In contradistinction to his statement of 
the other day he explained that France was still firmly attached to the 
importance of securing guarantees of execution for the convention. 

3. Eden who seconded the resolution expressed his sincere thanks 
for the efforts of both the other delegates who had aided in drawing 
up this program and explained his Government’s conviction that 
many of the difficulties with which the Conference was faced were due 
to the absence of Germany. This belief represented, however, no 
departure from the position England had taken last October with re- 
gard to Germany’s departure which it considered had constituted a 
definite setback to the work of disarmament. Eden voiced the hope 
that within the changed atmosphere which agreement upon this reso- 
lution had brought about Germany may again be willing to play its 
part in reaching a final agreement. 

4. I stated the belief that while this resolution might not cover all 
of the questions involved in the way that some of us might have pre- 
ferred I felt that it actually provided a program of work rendering 
possible ultimate agreement. Its greatest value I explained lay in the 
fact that France and England had agreed upon a program upon which 
they might cooperate toward the realization of a disarmament treaty 
which was not only a distinct contribution to the success of the Con- 
ference but a distinct contribution to European peace. 

5. While Litvinoff was not fully satisfied with the resolution; while 
Sandler in the name of the neutrals would have preferred to see dis- 
armament given greater prominence in the resolution; while Hungary, 
Bulgaria and Austria reiterated the demand of the disarmed powers 
for the fulfillment of promises contained in the peace treaties; all of 
these delegations imposed no objection to the resolution but rather 
welcomed the improved atmosphere which agreement upon a program 

“For discussion at this meeting, see Minutes of the General Commission, vol. 
I1I, pp. 681-688.
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had fostered. In addition the Hungarian delegate * explained that 
his Government could not accept any regulation of air questions and 
arms manufacture except as it formed a part of a treaty dealing with 
all other phases of disarmament. 

[6.] Since October [sc] Poland and Italy reiterated their reserva- 
tions formulated in the Bureau, the Italian delegate regretting that 
he could not join the powers approving the program envisaged but ex- 
plaining that Italy was willing to continue its cooperation in a solu- 
tion of the real problems of disarmament while the delegate of Poland 
explained that his reservation was largely procedural designed to re- 
move misunderstanding. 

¢. The Little Entente remained silent. 

8. The General Commission will meet on Monday afternoon to pre- 
pare a definite program of work. 

Davis 

500.A15A4 General Committee/972 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 
of State 

GENEVA, June 9, 1934—2 p. m. 
[Received June 9—10: 30 a. m.] 

889. My 886, June 8,1 p.m. Section IJ, part 1 (a). Sandler in- 
forms me that although the neutral states do not intend to join in any 
such regional pacts they want to be represented on the committee in 
order to keep informed and also perhaps to exercise a healthy in- 
fluence. In any event my opinion is that it is inadvisable for us to 
serve on this committee unless the President’s proposal for a universal 
pact of nonaggression should be on its agenda which I do not however 
anticipate. Should it appear on the agenda it would undoubtedly be 
easy to participate for that debate only. 

Part 1 (6). I feel that we should participate in this committee if 
invited both because we are deeply interested in the matter of super- 
vision and because it would be advisable to watch developments on 
the idea concerning guarantees of execution although we would not 
participate in such guarantees. 

Part II. It is generally felt that the Committee on Air can do no 
useful work at the present time in the absence of Germany and the 
Secretariat believes it will not be called at once. We are of course 
members ot this committee and will participate in the work if it is 
carried on. 

Part III. We will naturally participate in the Committee on the 
Manufacture of and Traffic in Arms. 

* General Gabriel Tanczos.
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Inasmuch as Henderson will presumably make recommendations at 
the meeting of the General Commission on Monday as to the personnel . 
of these committees if you desire me to take another stand from that 
outlined please inform thereof. 

Davis 

762.65/99 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Italy (Long) to the Secretary of State 

Rong, June 9, 1934—7 p. m. 
[Received June 9—6:11 p. m.] 

112. My telegram No. 111, June 7 [8], 3 [7] p. m.” Suvich informs 
me that Mussolini will meet Hitler at Venice on June 14th and 15th. 
He adds that as no public announcement will be made until the last 
moment this information should be regarded as secret. 
From another source I understand but am unable definitely to con- 

firm that Barthou will come to Italy directly after Hitler’s visit. 
Apparently Mussolini is attempting over the head of the Disarma- 
ment Conference to force an agreement between France and Ger- 
many as a prerequisite to a more general plan which will probably be 
in the nature of an agreement limiting armaments to the status quo. 

First paragraph repeated to Berlin, second paragraph repeated to 

Paris. 
Lone 

500.A15A4 General Committee/973 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 
of State 

Geneva, June 11, 1934—noon. 
[Received June 11—8: 30 a. m. | 

891. 1. The probabilities are that the committees to be designated 
by the General Commission today will proceed with their work, the 
extent and value of which will depend upon the result of the efforts 
to bring Germany back into the negotiations. 

2. AsI have advised you the French wish to pursue actively their 
efforts with the Germans to reach an agreement for an Eastern Lo- 
carno. They seem quite hopeful that they can reach an agreement 
with Germany which would provide a bridge for her to return. I am 
somewhat skeptical of their being able to do it this way and so are the 
British. If however they have not made appreciable headway with 

the Germans within the next week or two it is possible that the British 

* Not printed,
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and French together may try other means and if these fail it will be 
- necessary to call a meeting of the Bureau. At any rate the probabili- 

ties are that all efforts will be directed towards preparing for a re- 
convening of the General Commission in the autumn with German 
participation. 

8. After the appointment of the committees today and possibly a 
Bureau meeting Tuesday or Wednesday it is not necessary or advisable 
for me to remain here. J am therefore planning to leave here Wednes- 
day or Thursday spending perhaps a day in Paris and going to London 
on the 16th or 17th. 

4, As the Japanese experts are not arriving in London until about 
July 15th there is no great hurry to begin conversations with the Brit- 
ish but as Simon and Eden have both told me several times they hope 
I will go on to London as soon as possible, I think it better particularly 
as our naval experts will be there to go ahead with our conversations 

with the British. 
5, I would like to have Reber #! go to London as soon as the work 

here will permit him to leave. I hope therefore that the Department 
will instruct him to proceed to London at such time as the Minister 
directs. 

Davis 

500.A15A4 General Committee/974 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American 
Delegation (Davis) 

WASHINGTON, June 11, 1934—1 p. m. 

432. Your 889, June 9,2 p.m. Recommendations approved. 
PHILLIPS 

500.4A15A4 General Committee/975 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 
of State 

Geneva, June 11, 1934—6 p. m. 
| [Received June 11—2: 50 p. m. | 

892. My 889, June 9,2 p.m. The General Commission adopted the 
program of work this afternoon. As regards the security committee 
section IT, part 1 (a) of resolution, the membership of which will com- 
prise all European states, both Italy and Hungary limited their role 

to observer. The British Delegation made it clear that while it would 
be represented on this committee it did nut contemplate that Great 

71 Samuel Reber, secretary of the American delegation; Third Secretary of 
Legation in Switzerland. 

2 See Minutes of the General Commission, vol. 11, pp. 688-691.
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Britain would adhere to any further regional agreements having 
already signed Locarno. Litvinoff stated that it must not be under- 
stood that the adoption of this resolution excluded the eventual con- 
sideration of universal pacts or of pacts non-European character. 
Henderson ruled that membership on the committee might later be 
increased to include other powers. 

Part 1 (6). The existing committee on miscellaneous provisions 
under the chairmanship of Bourquin * will deal with guarantees of 
execution and security. The existing committees on air and manufac- 
ture of arms will deal with parts 2 and 3 of section II. 

The chairmen of the four committees are empowered to convene the 
committees when they deem it best. It was likewise decided to request 
the governments to furnish prior to October 15, 1934, information for 
the last fiscal year of the nature furnished the technical committee of 
the National Defense Expenditure Committee. 

The President was granted authority to call the Bureau under point 
I of resolution when he should deem the status of the work warranted. 

Davis 

500.A15A4 General Committee/976 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 
: of State 

GENEVA, June 12, 1984—noon. 
[ Received June 12—9: 35 a. m. | 

892a. 1. As previously reported I have been approached several 
times by Schwartz, the unofficial Nazi representative here, to go to 

Germany or to meet Ribbentrop somewhere outside Geneva. Each 
time I have stated that I could not properly go to Germany as long as 
she is not in the Conference as it would be construed as an assumption 
of the initiative in bringing her back. I stated that I would of course 
be happy to receive Ribbentrop if he came to call on me here. The 
German Consul ** called to see Wilson to let him know that the Ger- 
man Government knows of Schwartz’s démarches. 

2. Schwartz called again this morning. He said that the German 
Government was becoming sensitive over the fact that I had been to 
London and Paris and would not go to Germany ; that they particularly 

desired that I have a talk with Ribbentrop before going to Paris or 
London again and that if I would let them know they would arrange 
for Ribbentrop to meet me anywhere across the German border if I 
would thus make a detour on my way to Paris this week. While I 
would like to be helpful to the Germans if they want to come back 

77 Maurice Bourquin, member of the Belgian delegation to the Disarmament 
Conference. | 

* Wolfgang Krauel.
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into the Conference I still feel that it would be inadvisable to fall in 
with this suggestion. I have contemplated that at some stage the 
British and French may find it advisable to request me to endeavor to 
mediate between them and the Germans. This could only be done 
with much hope of success at the urgent desire of all the parties con- 
cerned. If I should go to meet Ribbentrop now without the knowl- 
edge and approval of the British and French, the French would be 
suspicious and might claim that I was interfering with the success of 
their present efforts. 

8. While my judgment is that I should stand by the position here- 
tofore taken that if Ribbentrop wants to see me he must call upon 
me openly, I would appreciate your judgment and guidance. 

Davis 

500.A15A4 General Committee/980 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American Delegation 
(Davis) 

WASHINGTON, June 12, 1934—1 p. m. 

433. Your 893 [892a], June 12, noon. I entirely concur with your 
judgment as to the inadvisability of making any move towards meet- 
ing Ribbentrop in Germany, and support the position you have taken 

that if he wants to see you he should call on you openly. I am re- 
enforced in this opinion by the fact that advances have been made to 
you by an unofficial Nazi representative and not by an official of the 1 
German Government. Hui 

Ill. AMERICAN SPONSORSHIP OF A TREATY ON THE MANUFACTURE 

OF AND TRAFFIC IN ARMS, JUNE 15-DECEMBER 31, 1934 

500.A15A4 General Committee (Arms) /12 

Memorandum by the American Delegation to the General Disarma- 
ment Conference * 

JUNE 15, 1934. 

TRADE IN AND MANUFACTURE OF ARMS 

It was suggested that within the scope of the Convention for the 
Limitation and Reduction of Armaments the Committee on the Manu- 

** A note on the original states: “Memorandum by the U. S. A. delegation in 
regard to the statement made by the U. S. A. representative during the informal 
conversation between the French, United Kingdom and U. S. A. delegations 
on Thursday, 14th June, 1984, at 5 p. m. in the Secretariat.” No record of the 
informal conversation has been found in Department files. 

The memorandum was filed as an annex to the Report to the General Com- 
mission adopted on July 2, 1934, by the Committee for the Regulation of the 
Trade in, and Private and State Manufacture of, Arms and Implements of War, 
Conference Documents, vol. 111, p. 891.
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facture of and Trade in Arms might usefully base its programme of 

work upon a consideration of the following points: 

1. That national responsibility for the manufacture of and traffic 
in arms be specified in the Convention. 

9. That qualitative and quantitative limitation in the Convention be 
ihe primary bases for measures for the restriction and control of the 
manufacture and export of arms. 

3. That the manufacture of and the traffic in arms be subjected to 
national control by means of: 

A. General licences for manufacture; 
B. Special visas for export; | 
C. Publicity: 

(1) For orders for manufacture, ss 
(2) For all production, both State and private, _ 
(3) For exports and imports, | | 
(4) Prompt transmission to the Permanent Disarmament 
Commission by signatories of information on: 

a. All licences as soon as issued; 
_ 6, All orders as soon as received by licensee; 

c. Shipments for export as soon as made; 
d. Annual reports of all production and imports. 

4. That some international body, such as the Permanent Disarma- 
ment Commission, be empowered to coordinate the execution of the 
various provisions of the Convention by: 

A. Consideration of publicity ; 
B. Checking against quantitative and qualitative limitations of 
the Convention; 
C. Causing continuous and automatic inspections to be made— 
except for processes, trade secrets, and administration of manu- 
facturing concerns. 7 

5. That increases in armaments for countries entitled thereto under 
the Convention be made by stages which are to be specified in the 
Convention. 

6. That replacement programmes are to be executed by stages over 
a period of years, and notified in advance to the international body 
charged with the supervision and execution of the provisions of the 
Convention. , 

7. That categories appearing in provisions for the control and 
supervision of the manufacture of and trade in arms be reconsidered, 
and brought into harmony with the provisions of the Convention re- 
lating to material. |
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500.A15A4 General Committee/982 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in France (Straus) to the Secretary of State 

Paris, June 16, 19384—noon. 
| | [Received June 16—7:55 a. m.] 

445. From Norman Davis.* Yesterday afternoon I called upon 
Monsieur Barthou ” accompanied by Marriner.* He was quite pleased 
at the adjournment of the parliamentary interpellations which had 
been scheduled to take place that afternoon as he interpreted this as 
an indication of parliamentary satisfaction with the policies of his 
Government particularly with the results obtained at Geneva and 
said it was most probable that no questions would be raised before 
his visit to London which he now expects to be about July 6 or 7. 

He said he had been quite pleased and relieved at the favorable 
press reactions in France to his acceptance in principle of the return 
of Germany to the Disarmament Conference on the basis of the four 
notes mentioned in the Geneva resolution.” 

I asked him whether there had been any further progress in nego- 
tiations with Germany and he said no definite steps had been taken 
but that from what they learn in Germany there was a better spirit 
manifested and he told me very confidentially that he was dining 
tonight with Ribbentrop.*® Francois-Poncet,*t who came into the 
room just as we were leaving, said that the reconcilement between 
France and England had had a distinctly good effect on the Germans. 

Barthou expressed the hope that I would be in London during his 
visit and said while he expected difficulties in arriving at a complete 
understanding with the British he was going with the determination 
to succeed and was taking Pietri with him both as a useful colleague 
in the general discussions and because he is Minister of Marine and 
can thus inform himself usefully of the status of naval conversations. 
[ Davis. | Srraus 

840.00/406 | 

The Ambassador in France (Straus) to the Secretary of State 

No. 987 Paris, June 18, 1934. 
[Received June 27. ] 

Sir: There are certain considerations, which I have the honor to 
set forth below, with respect to the general European outlook, par- 

* Chairman of the American delegation to the Disarmament Conference. 
* Jean Louis Barthou, French Minister for Foreign Affairs; Chairman of the 

French delegation to the Disarmament Conference. 
* J. Theodore Marriner, Counselor of Embassy in France. 
* For text of the resolution, see telegram No. 886, June 8, 1 p. m., from the 

Chairman of the American delegation, p. 118. 
*° Joachim von Ribbentrop, German Special Commissioner for Disarmament. 
* André Francois-Poncet, French Ambassador to Germany.
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ticularly viewed from Paris, which have occurred to me in reading 
Ambassador Long’s ® Strictly Confidential Despatch No. 561 of June 
1, 1934.3 

Needless to state, circumstances have slightly changed since the 
writing of the despatch, due to the fact that the meeting of the 
Disarmament Conference in Geneva, which reassembled in an atmos- 
phere of fear and difficulty, succeeded in effecting a compromise which 
may ultimately permit the return of Germany to the Conference, 
and the continuation of efforts to reach an equitable agreement on 

disarmament. In particular, the efforts to heal the breach between 
France and England will have, I think, a stabilizing effect on Euro- 
pean opinion, and members of the Government have gone out of their 
way to express appreciation for the réle played by Mr. Norman Davis 
in making this possible. 

There has been some war talk constantly in Paris and it reached its 
height last autumn about the time that Germany withdrew from the 
League of Nations. This talk has been chiefly inspired by military 
circles or by the Right press, the control of which has always been kept 
closely within the orbit of the Comité des Forges. However, the fact 
that no untoward incidents arose in the autumn considerably calmed 
the apprehensions here, and even the announcement of Germany’s large 
military appropriations did not raise the general excitement that might 
have been expected. It merely caused the Government to send the stiff 
note of April 17, 1934, on the arms question and to request greatly 

increased military expenditures. It has likewise made the French 
people face the probability of lengthening the term of military serv- 
ice, as indicated by the overwhelming vote of 420 to 171 which M. 
Doumergue * received on the military budget on June 15, 1934. 

With respect to the dangerous areas in Europe, the apprehensions 
of France have lessened since the Dollfuss régime was definitely set up 
in Austria, and for the moment they fear neither a Hapsburg restora- 
tion or a Nazi dictatorship. Moreover, the whole difficulty with re- 
spect to the Saar seems to have been appeased by the compromise 
arrangement reached by the Council of the League on the plebiscite. 
In fact, French public opinion has never been deeply stirred by the 
Saar question and the manifestations of feeling have been almost 
perfunctory, even on the part of the extreme Right press. 

There is no question but that the cooling off of relations with Poland 
has thrown France definitely into Russia’s arms, and that her hope 
of friendship in the East now lies in Moscow. Moreover, the recent 
debates in Geneva ultimately demonstrated that France’s first interest 

"2 Breckinridge Long, Ambassador in Italy. | 
8 Ante, p. 88. 
*“ Great Britain, Cmd. 4559, p. 20. 
* Gaston Doumergue, French Prime Minister.
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lies in an accord with England, the only country which can, with or 
without guarantees, give France the backing necessary to make her 
secure, and it would seem that this fact was being borne in on the 
French Government. 
Members of the Foreign Office in most conversations usually man- 

age to touch upon the possibility of a conflict in the Far East between 
Japan and Russia, and the possibility that such an event might cause 
further wars, the implication being that the United States would be 
drawn in. They sometimes follow this up with the possibility that 
if such were the case, Germany and Poland might combine to attack 
Russia’s European borders in the hope of annexing the rich regions 
of the Ukraine. In fact, it is the very definite opinion that German 
policy is turning toward the East. They stress the similarity of ideas 
which dominate both in Germany and Japan, and the close relations 
Pilsudski * has established with Tokyo through his brother who is a 
professor at the Imperial University there. In fact, about the middle 
of the winter it was definitely expected that a conflict would break out 
this spring. The fact that no hostilities have occurred is now being 
explained as due to the diplomacy of the Soviet Government: first in 
obtaining recognition from the United States, and second in bringing 
France into the orbit of Eastern European problems by proposals for 
treaties of mutual assistance or an Eastern Locarno.*” 

France is concentrating more vigorously than ever on rendering 
her territory impregnable to attack and the fortifications along the 
borders, the so-called Maginot Line, are being supplemented and 
strengthened in every way. Moreover, her naval program is being 
pushed so that when Germany shall have exceeded her naval allowances 
under the Versailles Treaty,?* France will be fully up to the limits 
which she accepted under the Washington and London treaties. The 
same consideration applies to the relations with Italy, concerning naval 
armaments. (See my despatch No. 972, June 12, 1984.) *° 

There can be no question but that the existence of so many states in 

Europe under dictatorships subjects the continuation of peace to a 
variety of uncontrollable personal whims and ambitions, although 
it is the widespread opinion here in government, parliamentary and 
press circles that the present régime in Germany is weakening and that 
some change may be anticipated by autumn. Against these tendencies, 
France, although somewhat torn by internal dissension, corruption 
and economic maladjustment, has opposed the strongest possible defen- 
sive attitude. In fact, I have heard from various members of the gov- 

* Joseph Pilsudski, Polish Minister for Military Affairs. 
"Hor correspondence concerning an ‘Eastern Locarno” Pact of Mutual Guar- 

antee, see pp. 489 ff. 
. *% Treaties, Conventions, etc., 1910-1923, vol. m1, p. 3329. 

*° Not printed.
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ernment that the French people could not be induced to move beyond 
their own borders. If, as seems likely, due to the growing realization 
in England of the menace which Germany’s increased armaments, 
especially in the air, will have for her, a good understanding can again 
be created, I think immediate prospects of war in this part of Europe 
will be considerably delayed. For example, M. Piétri, Minister of 
Marine, believes that Germany cannot be prepared for any war with 
France in less than from six to nine years, and this contention was only 
questioned with respect to the possibility of German air bombing raids, 
for which matériel, in addition to that existing, could be quickly got 
together. The difficulties of consolidating a position after even the 
most successfully destructive air raid, however, make this threat more 
psychological than strategic. 

If the Soviet Union can succeed in the formation of an Eastern Lo- 
carno, and/or pacts of mutual assistance, to which France shall be a 
party, the prospects of war in Eastern Europe will diminish, leaving 
a strengthened Russia to face any troubles in the Far East, which, 
from all the information we are able to obtain, may arise next year. 

No one can deny that a race in armaments is once more on: the 
great question is whether the goal is Peace or War. It is my belief 
that in France, as in other great democracies, that goal is peace. 

Respectfully yours, Jesse Istpor Straus 

500.A15A4 General Committee (Security) /6 . 

Lhe American Delegate to the General Disarmament Conference 
(Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, June 27, 1934. 
[Received July 6.] 

‘Sir: I have the honor to refer to the minutes of the Special Commit- 
tee on Security set up by the Conference for the Limitation and Reduc- 
tion of Armaments by virtue of the Resolution of June 8th (see my 
886, June 8, 1 p. m.*°) and to the Report made by M. Politis, Chairman 
of this Committee, on its behalf to the General Commission of the Con-' 
ference (Conf. D./C.G./C.S.S./3(1), Geneva, June 25, 1934) and to 
submit the following comment to the Department with regard thereto. 

Initially, it should be said that the actual contents of the Report are 
not of the first importance as the paper is avowedly of a preliminary 
character with regard to the subject of regional pacts as a whole and 
because of a desire to enable States holding different opinions to agree 
upon the Report. The British feel, however, as I understand it, a 

*® Ante, p. 113. | |



126 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1934, VOLUME I 

certain relief rather perhaps than satisfaction in that the 1928 Model 
Collective Treaty of Mutual Assistance (Doc. C.563.M.163.1928. IX, 
Geneva, October 15, 1928) is indicated as the example to be followed 
and furthermore because the Rhine Pact of Locarno is also mentioned 
as another appropriate formula for facilitating the conclusion of re- 
gional agreements. It was felt that the ideas of the Committee were 
brought back to more solid ground in basing themselves on these two 
documents rather than on the far-fetched and perhaps dangerous 
orientation of more recent conceptions on this subject on the Conti- 
nent, especially in France, the Little Entente and Russia. At the same 
time the British consider that they have been able to incline the direc- 
tion of the agreements toward universal rather than toward strictly 
localized documents and they had recorded a statement to the effect that 
regional pacts were not to be considered as directed against any one 
State. 

As to the substance rather than the form of the matter, or it might 
be said as to the implications to be derived from the Report of the 
Committee, I understand that the French and the Little Entente are 
pleased with the fact that the work of the Committee actually endorses, 
indeed, gives retroactive affirmation to the efforts that the French have 
been making latterly with regard to the extension of the system of re- 
gional pacts on the Continent. This is a matter of amour propre and 
something peculiarly germane to French psychology while at the same 
time not without a certain definite tactical or strategic value for the 
French in their relations with the Little Entente and Russia as well 
as with regard to pressure on Germany. 

Therefore, as is usually the case, there is probably no one correct 
opinion as to the interpretation and consequences of the Report of the 
Security Committee. Each country or group of States has drawn its 
own conclusions. It might be said, however, that while the British 
had succeeded in limiting considerably the formal contents of the 
proposed Mutual Assistance Pacts, yet the action of the Committee 
has added another stone to the peace structure in Europe, from the 
French point of view, toward the accomplishment of which they have 
been working so successfully since the War. This seems all the more 
the case when consideration is given to the fact that the British and 
others definitely and strongly opposed any action at the recent session 
of the General Commission which would enable the French to have 
the aegis of the Conference thrown over and thus support their program 

of regional agreements in Kurope which many feel has for its ulti- 
mate purpose the encirclement of Germany and the creation of blocs 
in Europe which must lead to disastrous consequences. It comes down 
in effect to a question of intent. Ifthe French are sincere in their pro- 
fessions that their purpose is to include Germany in these regional
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agreements and if Germany is brought into this framework, then the 
participation of the Conference with respect to such forms of accord 
will be constructive, not undesirable. If, on the other hand, either the 
French are not sincere or fail for one reason or another to bring Ger- 
many into the orbit of the regional pact arrangement, the Conference 
may well have lent itself to unfortunate practices. 

Illustrative of how States view the conclusions of the Security 
Committee from a special standpoint, I enclose a copy of an article 
from the Journal des Nations of June 26th and an office translation 
thereof.*? The Journal des Nations, I am told on the best authority, is 
now entirely under the influence of the Little Entente, the Poles lately 
having withdrawn their participation. 

Respectfully submitted, Hue R. Witson 

500.A15A4 General Committee (Arms) /6: Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

: GENEVA, July 2, 19384—6 p. m. 
[Received July 2—2: 25 p. m.] 

917. 1. Committee on Manufacture of and Trade in Arms met this 
afternoon in public session and adopted the articles referred to in my 
914, June 28, 1 p. m.# 

2. The Venezuelan representative “* while accepting the articles 
suggested an interpretation of article D whereby export licenses could 
be issued only after a corresponding import license had been issued 
by the importing country. 

3. The British emphasized the aspects of national control and 
equality of treatment of state and private manufacture whereas the 
French, Czechs and Poles emphasized those of international control. 
I underlined the simplicity and practicability of the plan. 

4, The draft articles were accepted unanimously and practically 
every speaker expressed appreciation of the initiative of the American 
delegation in offering an acceptable basis for the solution of this 
subject. 

5. The Committee adjourned without any reference to future ses- 
sions although privately Komarnicki* expressed his intention of 
reconvening the Committee in September. 

WILson 

“ Not printed. | 
“Not printed ; for text of draft articles contained therein, see Conference Docu- 

ments, vol. 111, p. 894; for minutes of the meeting, see ibid., pp. 896-901. 
“M. C. Zumeta; Minister to France. 
“ Polish member, vice chairman and rapporteur of the Committee.
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500.A15A4 General Committee (Arms) /20 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, July 3, 1934. 
[Received July 17.] 

Sir: I have the honor to enclose a copy of the report * of the Com- 
mittee for the Regulation of the Trade in and Manufacture of Arms 
and Implements of War, based on the application of the suggestions ** 
made by this Delegation in amplification of the statement made by Mr. 
Davis on May 29, 1934.* 

There is also enclosed an analysis ** of the articles which have been 
prepared for inclusion in the Convention. Inasmuch as the applica- 

tion of these articles, if adopted and included in the General Dis- 
armament Convention, will be of great concern to the War and Navy 
Departments, it is suggested that they and the accompanying analysis 

be brought to their attention in order that the Department and this 
Delegation may have the advantage of such suggestions as they may 
make in the premises. It is improbable that these articles will be 
considered by either the Bureau or the General Commission before 
early autumn. 

In view of the fact that the control of manufacture and traffic in 
arms is of great concern to private manufacturers of these articles, 
the Department may wish to consider the advisability of consulta- 
tion with their representatives in the same manner as was done before 
the 1925 Arms Traffic Convention “ was adopted. Such a conference 
in which could be explained the method, scope and results of control 
and an exposition given of the provisions drafted for the protection 
of their interests and their rights to fair and proper competitive 
business, and their desire for safeguarding processes and trade secrets, 
might not only decrease opposition on their part to these proposals 
but might also result in suggestions of great value to the Department 
in determining its attitude on this draft. 

The draft articles herewith are a result of American initiative, be- 
ing based on the memorandum submitted by this Delegation on June 
15. In consequence, it will be necessary for this Delegation to take 
a leading part in subsequent discussions on these articles, which merit 
careful thought—not only on account of their importance in the field 
they cover, but also on account of their bearing on other portions 

“For text of report and draft articles adopted by the Committee, see Con- 
ference Documents, vol. 111, pp. 891-895. 

* Ante, p. 120. 
* Ante, p. 79. 
“Not printed. | 
“” Foreign Relations, 1925, vol. 1, p. 61.
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of the Convention. The Delegation would greatly appreciate the 
suggestions and advice of the Department as early as practicable. 

Respectfully yours, | Hueco R. Wizson 

500.A15A4 General Committee (Arms) /22 7 _ 
The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

- ; | Geneva, July 11, 1934. 
OO , [Received July 24.] 

Sir: I have the honor to enclose herewith a Memorandum prepared 
by Colonel Strong on the subject of trade in arms. | | 

In view of the action which has been taken on the American Memo- 
randum of June 15, 1934, which arose out of Mr. Davis’ speech before 
the General Commission on May 29, with reference to the manufacture 
of arms, it is very probable that in the subsequent steps which must 
be taken to prepare draft articles in regard to the trade in arms this 
Delegation will be compelled to take the initiative. | | 

It would be very helpful if the delegation could receive the De- 
partment’s views on the subject matter of the enclosed memorandum 
before September Ist. 

Respectfully yours, | | Hueu R. Witson 

[Enclosure] oe 

 Memoragdum by the War Department Adviser to the American 
ys Delegation (Strong) oe - 

- [Gunerva,] July 12, 1934. 

1. Paragraph 6 of the Report to the General Commission © adopted. 
by the Committee for the Regulation of the Trade In and Manufac- 
ture of Arms (Conf.D./C.C.F.47-(1)) states that, in the draft 
articles accompanying the Report, more especial attention has been 
devoted to manufacture than to trade, because the adaptation of the 
Convention of 1925 to the needs of the General Disarmament Con- 
vention has already been studied in the sub-committee on Trade (Conf.- 
D./C.C.F./40 and 40-(a)). It is to be noted, however, that: the re- 
port cited contains no measure of unanimity as regards the extension 
of the provisions of the 1925 Convention in order to meet the require- 
ments of the General Disarmament Convention. In consequence it 
appears necessary to consider what specific measures should be taken 

° Conference Documents, vol. 11, p. 892. : 

791118 —51——15
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in order that articles may be drafted to bring the subject of trade 
In arms on a parity with the provisions now being considered for the 
regulation of the manufacture of arms. 

2. Article “D” of the draft articles adopted for the manufacture of 
arms contains, in paragraph two, an undertaking not to permit the 
export or import of arms or implements of war without an “export or 
import license”, and Article “H” refers to measures of “permanent and 
automatic supervision” for which special methods are to be laid down 
and one of the objects of which is to verify that manufactures, exports 
and imports accord with the provisions of the articles drafted. In 
consequence, in order that the draft articles already adopted may be 
balanced, it is necessary, for their clarification, to determine what steps 
may be needed for the proper execution of the provisions in regard to 
trade. In this connection, as a matter of principle, I believe that what- 
ever provisions may be drafted should be complete in themselves and 
entirely divorced from the 1925 Convention. 

It will be remembered that the 1925 Convention on the Traffic in 
Arms was drafted to replace the abortive Convention of St. Germain® 
and was in reality a revision of the live portion of the Brussels Pact. 
Its principal purpose was the regulation of trade in arms and the pre- 

vention of gunrunning in certain special zdnes. It would be only inci- 
dentally applicable to the remainder of the world. It was drafted by 
an international conference * separate and distinct from the General 
Disarmament Conference and has not yet received sufficient ratifica- 
tion * to bring it into force. If it ever does come into force the many 
troublesome questions, essentially local in character, whiclfwill inevi- 
tably arise, might well jeopardize the General Disarmament Conven- 
tion, if the two were bound up together. In consequence, as a matter 
of policy, we should consider the inclusion in the General Disarma- 
ment Convention only of such subject matter appearing in the 1925 
Convention as is applicable to the problem of the limitation and reduc- 
tion of armaments, and this without any direct reference to the 1925 
Convention. 

* Convention for the Control of the Trade in Arms and Ammunition, and 
Protocol, Signed at Saint-Germain-en-Laye and Paris, September 10, 1919, Foreign 
Relations, 1920, vol. 1, p. 180. 

* General Act for the Repression of African Slave Trade, Signed at Brussels 
valy. ji 1890; for text, see Malloy, Treaties, Conventions, etc., 1776-1909, vol. 1, 

Pes Conference for the Supervision of the International Traffic in Arms, held at 
Geneva, May 4-June 17, 1925. For correspondence concerning participation by 
the United States, see Foreign Relations, 1925, vol. 1, pp. 26 ff. For proceedings of 
the Conference, see League of Nations, Proceedings of the Conference for the 
Supervision of the International Trade in Arms and Ammunition and in Imple- 
ments of War (A. 18. 1925.IX). 

* For correspondence concerned with efforts to secure ratificaticn by the United 
States, see pp. 449 ff.
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8. The 1925 Convention provides, in Article 2, that the export of 
arms covered by Category I should be for direct supply to a govern- 
ment or a public authority subordinate to it, and that permission to 
export articles of this category may not be granted except on an order 
signed or endorsed by a representative of the importing government. 
Article 3 provides for certain exceptions which permits the export of 
articles covered by Category I, to private persons such as manufac- 
turers of war matériel, rifle associations, and when destined simply 
for demonstration purposes, upon an authorization from the govern- 
ment of the importing country. The application of the provisions of 
Articles 2 and 3 is provided for in Article 4, in the form of a license or 
an export declaration approved by the competent authorities of the 
exporting country. 

4, The articles covered by Category II of the 1925 Convention may 
be exported under cover of an export license and this does not require 
any approval by the authorities of the importing country, unless the 
legislation of that country requires it, provided this fact has been 

; notified to the exporting country. Except for exports to the special 
zones designated in the 1925 Convention, no limitations as regards 
exports of other categories of arms are found in the 1925 Convention. 

5. For the purposes of @he General Disarmament Convention, in 
order to bring the provisions for trade on a par with those tentatively 
adopted for manufacture, it would appear sufficient to provide a 
graded system of supervision and control which would depend essen- 
tially upon the revision of the categories of arms. Assuming that the 
categories #re revised so as to provide separate categories for those 
arms limifed qualitatively, those limited quantitatively, those arms 
unlimited but which form a part of the standard equipment of modern 
armies, agcategory for naval armament, one for air armament and a 
category for obsolete, obsolescent and sporting or non-military arms, 
the system for regulation of trade might well be based upon the 
following principles: 

(a) The prohibition of the trade, either export or import of arms 
and implements of war, the manufacture of which is banned, or the 
use of which is renounced as a result of qualitative limitations appear- 
ing elsewhere in the Convention ; 

(6) The restriction of exports or imports of arms or implements of 
war which are limited quantitatively, to the supply of governments 
only, under cover of a special permit issued by the exporting govern- 
ment with the approval of the importing government ; 

(c) For arms or implements of war which are limited neither quan- 
titatively not qualitatively, but which appear in a category indicating 
that they are designed for land, sea or aerial warfare and not covered 
by other categories, trade might be allowed for the supply either to a 
government, a public authority acting under it, a manufacturer of war
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matériel or to a private person provided the import was authorized by 
the government and such authorization evidenced by either an import 
license or a consular visa. 

(@) For arms and implements of war capable of being used for both 
military and non-military purposes, which would include obsolescent 
and possibly obsolete military arms, export might well be allowed by 
merely a consular visa by a representative of the importing country. 

(e) For those arms and implements or materials designed and in- 
tended primarily for non-military use, but which might conceivably be 
turned to some military use in the absence of better matériel, it would 
appear sufficient to cover these items merely by an export license and 
publicity. 

6. The application of this scheme is dependent, of course, upon the 
contents of the categories referred to, but it seems to offer a practicable 
solution to the difficulty and prevent undue interference in the limited 
field left to the legitimate activities of arms manufacturers. It is essen- 
tial, I believe, that normal commercial articles such as blasting powders 
and other commercial explosives, automotive vehicles which might be 
converted to military purposes, commercial aeroplanes and power 
plants of various kinds, be subjected to as little interference as possible 
under the circumstances. 

7. Sight must not be lost of the fact that, in considering the Conven- 
tion as a whole the greater the restrictions put on export trade in its 
widest sense, the greater will be the general difficulties experienced in 
the application of the other portions of the Convention. For instance, 
it is quite possible that in the application of the suggestions made in 
regard to categories of arms limited quantitatively we may meet this 
situation: a country entitled to one hundred military aeroplanes may, 
at a given date, actually have sixty and on that date may order twenty- 
five from licensed manufacturers in each of four producing countries, 
our own included. Under the system of publicity contemplated, it is 
probable that the Permanent Disarmament Commission would have 
knowledge of the fact and would take action prior to the date of ship- 
ment of these planes. Under the provisions of the third paragraph of 
Article “C” we might well refuse an export license for the twenty-five 
of these planes made by the American manufacturer who had taken 
the order in good faith, and then, as a government, we might face the 
embarrassing situation—providing we were up to our limit of military 
planes in this country—of having an excess of twenty-five planes which 
would have to be destroyed or otherwise disposed of. Under these 
circumstances an interesting question arises as to the property rights 
of the manufacturer who has acted in good faith. Take another in- 
stance: commercial explosives are largely used throughout the world 
for construction projects. The supply of such items to a bona fide 
construction company carrying out a legitimate civilian construction
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project should not be hampered in any respect by the application of 
provisions of the General Disarmament Convention even though these 
explosives, for lack of something better, might in time of emergency 
be turned to military use. These two illustrations indicate the com- 
plexity of the problem to be faced and the necessity of good judgment 
and careful thought in any attempted solution. 

8. The illustrations given in the preceding paragraph raise a ques- 
tion as to whether or not, in the internal legislation necessary to give 
effect to the articles governing manufacture and trade it is not neces- 
sary to take some steps to provide for losses sustained by a manu- 
facturer who has taken an order in good faith, but who later is pre- 
vented from making delivery under that order due to operation of 
provisions of the Convention in circumstances over which he has 
no control. Such provisions, if contemplated, should of course be 
very strictly drawn in order to prevent abuse. It is to be noted, 
however, that if reasonable steps are taken to protect the interests 
of manufacturers who have acted in good faith, it is very probable 
that the arms manufacturers could be counted upon to give support 
to the regulation of the trade in arms rather than jeopardize the 
Convention as a whole by strenuous opposition to these provisions. 

9. I am strongly of the opinion that the system outlined in Para- 
graph 5 of this memorandum, that is, a graded system of control 
corresponding roughly to a reasonably graded system of categories, 
offers the only practicable solution for the question of the regulation 
of trade in arms. 

Gro. V. Strona 
Lt.-Col., G. S.C. 

500.A15A4 General Committee (Arms) /23 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, July 13, 1934. 
, [Received July 24. | 

Sir: In connection with the future work of the Committee on the 
Manufacture of and Trade in Arms, I am informed that the Sub- 
Committee on Categories will be called early in September to con- 
sider the revision of the categories of arms in accordance with a man- 
date appearing in Conf. Doc. C.C.F./S.C.F./30-(1). 

In view of the initiative of the American Delegation in regard to 
provisions for the control and regulation of the manufacture of arms, 
it is very probable that this Delegation will be called upon for con- 
crete suggestions in regard to the rearrangement of categories. A 
study of the matter here indicates that the best ends of the General
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Disarmament Conference would be served by a rearrangement of 
categories under the following heads: 

Category I: Arms, ammunition and implements of war qualita- 
tively limited or prohibited by the provisions of the Convention. 

1. Prohibited weapons: 

(a) Chemical and bacteriological warfare apparatus; 
(6) Flame projectors; 
(c) Incendiary projectiles; 
d) Aerial bombs and apparatus for their discharge; 
é) Military aeroplanes exceeding 3 tons unladen weight. 

2. Weapons for which the manufacture of and trade in is pro- 
hibited : 

(a) Tanks of a tonnage greater than “X” tons; 
(6) Mobile land artillery of a calibre greater than “Y” 

mm.; 
(c) Mounts and accessories for such artillery; 
(d@) Ammunition designed exclusively for such artillery. 

Category IT: Arms, ammunition and implements of war which are 
limited quantitatively by the Convention and are not included in other 
categories: ‘ 

(a) Military aeroplanes; 
(6) Tanks of a tonnage less than “X” tons but greater than “Z” 

tons; 
(c) Mobile land artillery of a calibre greater than “W” mm. ; 
(d@) Mounts and accessories for such artillery ; 
(¢) Ammunition designed exclusively for such artillery ; 
(7) Appliances or substances exclusively suited to chemical or 

incendiary warfare which are necessary for protective experi- 
ments, therapeutic research and laboratory work. 

Category III: Arms, ammunition and implements of war which are 
not limited either qualitatively or quantitatively, but which form the 
standard armament of the land, naval or air forces, excepting those 
covered by other categories: 

(a) Arms and their component parts which are easily recogniz- 
able, having definite military characteristics and capable of 
being utilized only in the assembly or repair of such arms. 
Such arms, ammunition and implements are classified as 
follows: 

(1) Rifles and carbines; 
(2) Machine-guns, automatic rifles and machine-pistols 

of all calibres; 
(3) Guns, howitzers and mortars; 
(4) Bombs, grenades, torpedoes, depth charges, mines 

and apparatus for their discharge; 
(5) Military armored cars; 
(6) Projectiles and ammunition for the above. 

Category IV: Arms and ammunition capable of being used for mili- 
tary and other purposes except those covered by other categories:
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(a) Arms and implements of war of a military type which are no 
longer standard or in service in the armed forces ; 

(6) Other rifled firearms which will fire ammunition which can be 
fired from firearms listed in Category ITI. 

Category V: Naval armaments: : 

(a) Vessels of war and their armament, including vessels of all 
kinds and their arms, ammunition and implements of war 
mounted on board and forming part of their armament, 
except those covered by other categories. 

Category VI; Aerial armaments: 

(a) Military aircraft except those appearing in other categories; 
(53 Aircraft engines ..... h. p. and above. 

Category VII; Arms, ammunition, propellants and explosives de- 
signed and intended primarily for non-military use: 

(a2) Shot-guns of all types and ammunition therefor; 
‘33 Revolvers and self-loading automatic pistols designed for 

single-handed use and ammunition therefor ; 
(c) Sporting rifles and ammunition therefor ; 
(2) Commercial explosives. 

With reference to Category I, it seems highly desirable that both 
manufacture and trade should be prohibited in those weapons which 

are banned by the Convention; but until some measure of agreement 
has been reached on the chapter on Matériel of the British Draft 
Convention © it will be impossible to fill in definite limits in regard to 
the tonnage of tanks and the calibre of artillery. This question, for 
both Category I and Category II will be somewhat complicated by the 
replacement provisions as they now appear in the British Draft Con- 
vention. In regard to Category II, the quantitative limitations which 
ultimately may appear in the Convention will be a matter of serious 
concern when it comes to the administration of restrictions on manu- 
facture and trade in these weapons, and in consequence rather stringent 
measures of control will be necessary. Category III covers the gen- 
eral class of weapons which appear in Category I of the 1925 Arms 
Traffic Convention and which will be a matter of considerable concern 
in regard to the armaments of authorized military forces as they will 
exist under the General Disarmament Convention. Category IV rep- 
resents a transition category which will be of principal concern to those 
nations which are primarily interested in the maintenance of order in 
the special zones laid down in the 1925 Convention. Category V, deal- 
ing with naval armaments, may have to be expanded to take in the 
principal provisions of the Washington and London Naval Agree- 
ments unless the provisions now appearing in the British Draft Con- 
vention are retained in their present form. Category VI, dealing with 

™ Conference Documents, vol. 11, pp. 476, 479.
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aerial armaments, will in all probability meet some opposition on ac- 
count of the probable endeavor to include certain types—at least of 
civil aircraft—which are deemed capable of transformation for mili- 
tary uses. Category VII deals primarily with certain weapons and 
matériel which might conceivably be put to some military use but which 
should appear in a separate category in order that it may be subjected 
to as little control and regulation as appears necessary under the cir- 
cumstances. 

It would be very helpful if this Delegation could be informed as to 
your opinion on this arrangement in categories prior to September 1st 
in order that the detailed work thereunder may be accomplished prior 
to the meeting of the Committee on Categories. 

Respectfully submitted, Hucu R. Witson 

500.A15A4 General Committee/1018 

The President of the General Disarmament Conference (Henderson) 
to President Roosevelt 

Lonpon, July 18, 1934. 

Dear Mr. Present: I have been anxious for some time past to write 
to you on the position and prospects of the Disarmament Conference. 
This temptation has never been as great as now, and I must confess 
that I yield to it with an undoubted pleasure. 

You are fully aware how this great venture has from the start been 
hampered by a series of unfortunate events not calculated to enhance 
that feeling of mutual confidence and security which is essential for any 
serious measure of reduction and limitation of armaments. But I need 
not, towards the end of the third year of the Conference, attempt a 
review of all its vicissitudes. It will be sufficient for all practical pur- 
poses to say a word or two about the last meeting of the General Com- 
mission and the Bureau. 

~The position of the Conference was at that moment critical. We 
were all conscious of being faced with perhaps our last chance of recon- 
ciling the demand for security made by a great number of delegations 
with the claim of Germany for equality of rights, accepted condition- 
ally December 1932 by certain other great Powers, and later on sup- 
ported by a larger number of delegations to the Conference. 

I am aware that, in making this statement, I may seem to resign my- 
self to a gradual modification of the original purposes of the Con- 
ference, which was convened to secure a reduction and limitation of 
armaments. I need hardly say that two-and-a-half years of strenuous 
effort in an assembly of sixty-four nations have convinced me that in
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this imperfect world a very high price may have to be paid for even 
a moderate success in disarmament. It is indeed hard for those who 
believe in promoting peace by disarmament to be obligated to accept 
a less ambitious programme of peace through security, accompanied 
perhaps by only a tentative first effort towards disarmament. The 
statesmen meeting in Geneva—and the President of the Conference 
with them—had, however, to weigh the advantages and disadvantages 
of a convention embodying very little reduction against no convention 
at all. A sense of the appalling consequences of choosing the latter 
alternative drove us all finally, in despair of a better achievement, to 
content ourselves with aiming at a first convention providing a mod-. 
erate reduction and limitation of armaments, accompanied by such 
agreements on security as might be obtained without prejudice to the. 
fundamental principles embodied in the Covenant of the League of 
Nations, under whose auspices this Conference was convened. 

Incidentally, it was unanimously recognized by the Conference that 
even this measure of success could not be attained without Germany’s 
participation in our proceedings, more especially as the return of that 
country to Geneva would imply that a solution had been found for 
the difficult problem of equality of rights. When, therefore, the 
Conference made an effort to agree, in a formal resolution, on the 
necessity of Germany returning to the Conference, it was expressing 
a general desire to secure a convention which would introduce a system 
of international regulation in the field of armaments, where so far, 
if we except the questions covered by the Washington and London 
Naval Treaties,*” unlimited freedom has hitherto existed. . 

I must emphasize that this compromise between the two tendencies, 
security and equality, was achieved largely because the United States, 
not being committed to either of them, were in a position to act as a 
mediating influence between the delegations concerned and made good 
use of the opportunity thus afforded them of helping to bring the 
parties to agreement. : | 

The recent conversations which have taken place in London con- 
stitute a first step towards giving effect to the undertakings accepted 
on June 8th 1934 by those participating in the Conference. Mr. Davis 
has no doubt informed you in detail of these London negotiations. In 
my opinion they have considerably facilitated Germany’s return to 
the Conference, since, if the regional agreements contemplated by 

certain Powers materialise, the Protocol of December 11th 1932,°* 
providing for the grant of equality to Germany in a régime of general 

* For text of the Washington Naval Treaty, see Foreign Relations, 1922, vol. 1, 
p. 247; for text of the London Naval Treaty, see ibid., 1930, vol. 1, p. 107. 

* For text of Protocol, see ibid., 1932, vol. 1, p. 527; for documents pertaining 
thereto, see ibid., pp. 489-528.
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security, will have received as satisfactory an application as is possible 
in present circumstances. 

I am therefore not without hope of still securing a convention pro- 
viding for a reduction and limitation of armaments, such reduction 
and limitation constituting an integral part of the Protocol to which 
I have just referred. 

The Bureau of the Conference will meet again early in September, 
probably during the second week, and important decisions will have 
to be taken in the light of the situation then obtaining. Ifthe regional 
agreements have by that time proved acceptable in principle to those 
chiefly concerned, we should look forward to Germany’s return with 
a certain optimism. In this event we may reasonably hope that a 
convention will be obtained. It should baffle neither our patience 
nor the ingenuity of the experts to give legal form to the technical 

decisions reached by the Conference in the last two-and-a-half years. 
But past experience has taught me not to underestimate the difficul- 

ties which may be awaiting the Conference and I venture to hope that, 
despite the important tasks claiming your attention at home, you will 
continue to show in our work here that active interest which has so 
heartened us in the past. I would in particular refer to the message 
which you addressed in May of last year to the heads of States °° 
urging upon them the elimination of offensive weapons as an ultimate 
object of the Conference, and to the communication ® which you re- 
cently adressed to Congress on the subject of the trade in and manu- 
facture of arms. In consequence of that communication the appro- 
priate Committee was able, as a preliminary step, to prepare a series 
of draft Articles which I have submitted to the General Commission 
and which in my view offer a more hopeful method of approach to that 
very difficult problem. 

Before closing, I would express the hope that we may before Christ- 
mas secure a disarmament convention which will profoundly affect 
national and international affairs for years to come. It will be a 
source of encouragement to me in facing these supreme issues to recall 

that the United States Delegation to the Conference has, throughout 
its proceedings supported with energy the cause of disarmament and 
has shown itself ever ready to make its contribution to the general 
system of security and peace. 

I am, dear Mr. President, 
Yours faithfully, ARTHUR HENDERSON 

*® May 16, 1933; for text, see Foreign Relations, 1933, vol. 1, p. 143. 
” May 18, 1934; for text, see Congressional Record, vol. 78, pt. 8, p. 9095; see 

ae oor telegram of May 18, 1934, to the Ambassador in Great Britain,
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500.A15A4 General Committee (Arms) /21 

The Acting Secretary of War (Woodring) to the Secretary of State 

WasHINGTON, July 238, 1934. 

Drar Mr. Secretary: Reference is made to Document Conf. 
D/C.C.F./S.C.F./30(1), dated June 27, 19384, of the General Dis- 
armament Conference, which presents the draft articles for the regula- 
tion of the manufacture of and the trade in arms, and to Geneva 
Telegram No. 917, dated July 2, 1934, which announces that these draft 
articles were adopted by the whole committee on that date. 

On the assumption that the United States Government will be called 
upon for an expression of opinion as to the acceptability of these 
draft articles for incorporation in a convention for the reduction and 
limitation of armaments, a preliminary study has been made in the 
War Department of the draft articles as presented in the conference 
document above referred to. As a result of this preliminary study, 
the following comments are presented for your consideration in con- 
nection with such future action as the United States Government may 
be called upon to take. 

Article G of the draft relates primarily to the status of national 
armaments as to quantity and efficiency, rather than to the subject of 
control of the manufacture of and traffic in arms. Consequently it is 
believed that Article G does not properly belong among the provisions 
for such control. From its own plain implications, Article G is es- 
pecially applicable to the relations existing among the continental 
European states. If made universally applicable, its possible opera- 
tion might prove decidedly unfavorable to the United States, espe- 
cially in relation to necessary replacement of equipment in our 
overseas possessions. It is suggested that, if the provisions of Article 
G are to be included in the final Disarmament Convention, they should 
be incorporated in Chapter 2 of Section 1 in Part II of the Draft 
Convention, pertaining to continental European states only. 

Prior to the announcement of the Administration’s adherence to a 
policy of supporting drastic international control of arms manufacture 
and traffic, the War Department had repeatedly and consistently 
opposed such proposals. The comments which follow are not to be 
understood as embodying further opposition to the general principle, 
but to point out certain considerations which it is believed should be 
borne in mind in approaching the further commitments which will be 
necessary to implement the general principle. 

Whether or not the principle of international control and inspection 
be adopted, the implementation of Articles H and I, and of any other 

* President Roosevelt’s message to Congress of May 18, 1934. :
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articles relating to inspections made under direction of the Disarma- 
ment Commission, by a detailed system of organization and procedure, 
will be required, as previously indicated. If this implementation 
should be incorporated in the convention itself, it would be subject to 
ratification and scrutiny prior thereto, thus affording the United 
States Government and all other High Contracting Parties the oppor- 
tunity to pass upon the detailed operations involved and would not 
commit them to accept rules and regulations drafted after the treaty 
by an international body provided for therein. 

If, on the other hand, as undoubtedly would be urged as a matter 
of practical convenience, the details of the implementation above 
referred to should be excluded from the convention and left to be set 
up by the Permanent Disarmament Commission, its interpretation of 
the scope of its activities would be authoritative, and it is easily pos- 
sible that an international body outside the direct control of the 
United States might impose on us a system of inquisition and exam- 
ination which would not only be irritating, but might be seriously 
injurious to national defense. 

We should reasonably expect, in connection with the development 
and operation of the practical measures involved in a system of inter- 
national inspections of any kind, that the nations with aggressive 
tendencies will be the ones most alert and interested. If international 
inspection be made the normal course of procedure, rather than na- 
tional inspection and control except when a complaint based on rea- 
sonable evidence is made, it will be to the advantage of aggressor 
nations, since their representatives may, in such inspections, secure 
timely and adequate information as to the nature and quantity of 
defensive equipment available to other states. Thus a potential 
ageressor against the United States would be interested not so much 
in our offensive equipment, as in our defensive equipment, so that with 
precise knowledge of our defensive means, the aggressor could plan 
advisedly how to overmatch this defensive equipment with his own 
offensive equipment. 

In summary, I therefore commend to your consideration the 
following : 

(1) Elimination of the provisions of Article G from the draft 
articles for the control of arms manufacture and traffic. If these pro- 
visions are to be included in the final Disarmament Convention, they 
should be incorporated in Chapter 2 of Section 1 in Part IT (of the 
British Draft Convention”), pertaining to continental European 
states only. 

(2) Interpret the principle of permanent and automatic inspections 
so as to emphasize that these inspections will be primarily and nor- 
mally national in character, by an inspection system set up by each 

“ Conference Documents, vol. 11, pp. 476, 478.
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signatory, and international only in the event of a charge establishing 
a prima facie case of violation, in which event the inspectors of the 
Permanent Disarmament Commission would be associated with the 
national inspectors to make the special inquiry which the case required. 
The scope of these special international inspections to be limited 
strictly to the requirements of the special complaint. 

(3) In any event to insist that the organization and procedure 
necessary to implement the system of inspection, as well as the scope 
of authority of the Permanent Disarmament Commission, be incorpo- 
rated in the Disarmament Convention. | | 

Sincerely yours, Harry H. Wooprine 

500.A15A4 General Committee/1019 

President Roosevelt to the President of the General Disarmament 

Conference (Henderson). 

Wasuineton, [undated]. 
My Dear Mr. Hunperson: I have received, with appreciation, your 

letter of July 18th, regarding the Disarmament Conference at Geneva. 
I have followed with the greatest interest the Conference’s course, 

for, as all the world must realize, it is engaging a problem the success- 
ful solution of which will cheer the hearts of all peoples. It is my 
conviction that my fellow-countrymen continue heartily to share with 
me the profound hope that out.of the work of this Conference will 
come the universal blessing which the reduction and limitation of 

armaments must bring to all nations. : 
In expressing appreciation for your kind statements concerning 

the contributions which our Government and its representatives have 
endeavored to make toward furthering the ends of the Conference, 
may I seize the opportunity to extend to you my personal congratu- 
lations on the skill, understanding and patience which you have 
applied to the difficult role of Conference leadership. 

Sincerely yours, [File copy not signed | 

500.41544 General Committee (Arms) /26 | 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Secretary of War (Dern) 

WasHIneTon, August 28, 1934. 

_ My Dear Mk. Secrerary: I am in receipt of Mr. Woodring’s letter 
of July 23, 1934, in regard to the Draft Articles for the Regulation 
of the Trade in and Manufacture of Arms and Implements of War 
which were adopted by the Committee for the Regulation of the 
Trade in and Manufacture of Arms and Implements of War of the
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General Disarmament Conference on July 2, and I have given careful 
consideration to his comments upon those Articles. 7 

In reply, I have to inform you that I concur in Mr. Woodring’s 
suggestion that Article G should be eliminated from the provisions 
relating to the supervision and control of the manufacture of and 
trade in arms, and that if that Article is to be retained, it should 
be incorporated in that portion of the Convention which pertains to 
European continental states only. I have instructed ® the American 
delegation in Geneva to urge this modification of the Draft. 

The principle of permanent and automatic inspection by an interna- 
tional body, with a view to ensuring the carrying out of the provisions 
of the Disarmament Convention and, in particular, of those provisions 
dealing with the supervision and control of the manufacture of and 
trade in arms and with a view to allaying suspicion based upon false 
rumors of breaches of these provisions, has been definitely accepted 
by the President after full consideration of the advantages and dis- 
advantages of such a system. The arguments adduced in the letter 
under acknowledgement were considered by the President before he 
made his decision on this point. His decision has been communicated 
directly by him to the representatives of other governments “ and asa 
result of the statements which he has made and of statements made 
by the American Delegation at Geneva under my instructions, this Gov- 
ernment is so committed to the principle that there can now be no 
question of a change of position on that point. For your information, 
I may state that the President’s decision was based primarily upon the 
assumption that this Government would be placed at no disadvantage 
by such permanent and automatic inspection by an international body, 
when similar inspection was carried on in other countries and the 
results of such inspection was through publication made a matter of 
common knowledge. He felt also that supervision and control through 

+ international inspection would tend to allay unwarranted rumors of 
breaches of the provisions of the Convention, and that carried on as a 
matter of normal procedure such inspection would not result in the 
outbursts of chauvinistic emotion which would almost certainly result 
from inspection carried on as the result of a specific complaint from one 
of the signatory powers. 

IT am entirely in accord with the suggestion that the scope of the 
authority of any international body, charged with inspection under 
the provisions of the Convention relating to the manufacture of and 
trade in arms, should be clearly defined in the Convention itself, and 
I have so instructed the American Delegation in Geneva. My instruc- 

8 Infra. 
» ie circular telegram of May 18, 1934, to the Ambassador in Great Britain,
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tions have made clear that such inspection should relate to the con- 
cordance between licenses issued and the operations carried on 
thereunder, the accuracy of reports of arms manufacturers and im- 
porters and exporters of arms and the quantities of the various cate- 
gories of arms, munitions, and implements of war manufactured, in 
process of manufacture, imported and exported, but that it should not 
extend to the methods and processes of manufacture. 

Sincerely yours, Witi1am Paris 

500.A15A4 General Committee (Arms) /28 

The Acting Secretary of State to the American Delegate (Wilson) 

WasuineTon, August 28, 1934. 

Sir: The receipt is acknowledged of your despatches of July 3, July 
11 and July 18, respectively, in regard to the Draft Articles for the 
Regulation of the Trade in and Manufacture of Arms and Implements 
of War which were adopted by the Committee for the Regulation of 
the Trade in and Manufacture of Arms and Implements of War on 

July 2. The following considerations are set forth for your future 
guidance in negotiations pertaining to this matter. 

It is noted that the Draft Articles, the additional provisions sug- 
gested in the memorandum by Colonel Strong, transmitted with your 
despatch of July 11, and the revised categories of arms contained in 
your despatch of July 18 are all predicated upon the assumption that 
the Disarmament Conference will be successful in negotiating a Gen- 
eral Disarmament Convention. In the present circumstances, it is 
quite proper that they should be so predicated. It is suggested, how- 
ever, that you should have ready for use, in case the necessity arises, a 
modified draft of the articles pertaining to this subject which might 
be presented to the Conference as a separate Convention dealing 
exclusively with the manufacture of and trade in arms. 

Article G does not appear to relate primarily to the supervision and 
control of the manufacture of and trade in arms and the provisions 
thereof are extraneous to the purposes of the other articles dealing with 
that subject. It is, therefore, suggested that if it is desired to retain 
this article in the Convention, it should be incorporated elsewhere 
therein. 

In order that a Permanent Disarmament Commission may function 
with as little friction as possible, it would appear to be highly advis- 
able that the duties of that Commission referred to in Article I be — 
specified in considerable detail in respect both to its obligations and 
to certain types of activities which it must avoid. These duties might 
be specified in Article I or in an Appendix, but in any case the detailed _ 
specifications should be a part of the Convention. ‘: !
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The additional provisions relating to the trade in arms suggested by 
Colonel Strong, in his memorandum transmitted with your despatch 
of July 11, are approved in principle. In this connection, your atten- 
tion is invited to the Department’s telegram No. 425 of June 5, 8 p. m.,® 
and in particular to Paragraph (8) thereof. In dealing with the trade 
in arms, the essential features of the Arms Traffic Convention of 1925 
should be retained. This Government has, however, no interest in 
Chapter IIT of that Convention and we hope that if provisions such 
as are contained therein must be retained in the interest of other 
powers, they may be modified to meet as far as possible the objections 
of the governments of those countries which are included in or adjacent 
to the Special Zones. In any case, you should avoid becoming in- 
volved in any discussions in regard to this matter which may arise 
between the powers most directly interested. 

A further instruction in regard to the categories of arms will be 
sent you when the opinions of the War and Navy Departments have 
been ascertained. | 

I enclose, for your information, a copy of a letter of July 23 from 
the Acting Secretary of War, in regard to this subject, and a copy of 
my reply thereto.” 

Very truly yours, WILLIAM PHILLIPS 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/459 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain 
(Bingham) 

WASHINGTON, September 4, 1934—6 p. m. 

351. For Hugh Wilson. Your 504, September 3, noon.® 
United Press despatch this morning, under Geneva date-line, reports 

that the Bureau meeting has been tentatively fixed for September 25 
“to allow Norman H. Davis to attend,” this date depending on whether 
Mr. Davis “would be able to reach Geneva by that time.” 

This appears to be an attempt to shift the responsibility for future 
progress on to the United States. Mr. Davis tells us his suggestion 
that the Bureau meeting be postponed was made in the hope that such 
delay would give time for further developments in the matter of Ger- 
many’s return to the Conference. It would be unfair in the face of 
failure to make progress in this field to create the impression that the 

"Ante, p.102. | 
* Ante, p. 139. 
7 Supra. 
* Not printed.
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delay was motivated by a desire to suit Mr. Davis’ convenience, or that 
we should assume the responsibility for fixing the date of meeting. 

Please telegraph whether there have been any recent developments 
in the direction of bringing Germany back into the conference and 
whether, in default of progress along these lines, you see any com- 
pelling reason why Mr. Davis should personally represent us at the 
forthcoming meeting of the Bureau. 

Moore 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/460 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary of State J 

Lonpon, September 6, 1934—3 p. m. 
[Received September 6—11: 50 a. m.] 

510. From Hugh Wilson. Your 351, September 4,6 p.m. I have 

seen Henderson and Eden. 
1. Henderson has received a letter from President Roosevelt which 

he called “most stimulating and helpful”. He hopes his duties will 
, permit him to go to America some time and see the President. 

2. With reference the matter contained in first two paragraphs your 
851, Henderson states that he has never explained to anyone his deci- 
sion to postpone the meeting with reference to Mr. Davis’ convenience; 
that the delay was obviously in order to give more time for the nego- 
tiations relative to the Eastern Locarno and to render possible the 
return of Germany to the Conference. What may have been said at 
the Secretariat he does not, of course, know but he has always talked to 
the press himself along the foregoing lines. 

3. Henderson plans to proceed to Geneva shortly to remain 2 or 3 
days in order to have conversations similar to the one he held with me 
this morning in an endeavor to get the general view of the Conference 
as to when the meeting will be called. Henderson explained that dur- 
ing the latter part of September and early October he will be obliged 
to be in England; that Simon and Eden will be very much occupied 
through the middle of October. Henderson feels that there is every 
advantage in delaying the Bureau even to the end of October or early 
in November in order to give time for the Eastern Locarno negotiations, 
which he hopes will be stimulated by the entry of Russia into the 
League. As will be seen he entirely concurs with Davis’ views as to the 
undesirability of a meeting until at least reasonable time is given for 
the negotiations to be carried forward. 

4. Eden, who has been on vacation, stated that he was not in close 
touch with all details. He informed me, however, that neither Ger- 

7911183 —51——16
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many nor Poland had yet answered the representations made by Great 
Britain on the Eastern Locarno matter immediately subsequent to 
Barthou’s visit to London. Eden stated that Great Britain “had gone 
all out” on the Eastern Locarno with both Poland and Germany but 
fearing an immediate unfavorable reaction had urged them to take 
their time in deciding this matter and in giving a reply. Eden felt 
that the time had now come to press for a reply. Henderson was obvi- 
ously familiar with this situation and no doubt it influenced his consid- 
eration of a date for the Bureau meeting. 

5. Final paragraph of your 351. Since the date and character of 
the next meeting of the Bureau are so indefinite I could only recom- 
mend as to whether Mr. Davis should come when more precise know]- 
edge is available. 

I plan to leave London Thursday next for Geneva. Cipher text 
delegation Geneva. [Wilson.] 

BINGHAM 

500.A15A4 General Committee (Arms) /30 

The Secretary of State to the American Delegate (Wilson) . 

WASHINGTON, September 25, 1934. 

Sir: I refer to my instruction of August 23, 1934, in regard to the 
Draft Articles for the Regulation of the Trade in and Manufacture of 
Arms and Implements of War and enclose, for your consideration, a 
copy of a letter of September 1,° from the Secretary of War in regard 
to this matter. 

The portions of this letter which set forth some of the questions 
which should be considered in drawing up the categories of arms 
merit a particularly careful study. It would appear to be preferable, 
in order to avoid unnecessary complications, that the arms listed in the 
Convention should be limited to well-recognized implements of war, 
and that an effort should be made to exclude, so far as possible, from 
the provisions of the Convention articles of peaceful commerce which 
only incidentally and exceptionally can be considered as arms or 
munitions. In drawing up the categories of arms, the purpose of 
those articles of the Convention dealing with the regulation of the 
trade in and manufacture of arms should be kept constantly in mind, 
and the inclusion of any provisions which are not definitely adapted 
to the attainment of the ends in view and which might constitute an 
unwarranted interference with international trade unrelated to war 
or preparation for war should be avoided. 

” Not printed.
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I invite your particular attention to the final paragraph on page 
' seven of the letter from the Secretary of War.” I concur in the point 
of view expressed therein. It should be made perfectly clear in the 
Convention itself that the provisions relating to export and import 
licenses are not applicable to shipments of arms and munitions between 
the territories of the contracting parties and the territories of their , 
respective dependencies and possessions. 

Very truly yours, Corbett Huy 

500.A15A4 /2584 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

7 GENEVA, September 27, 1934—noon. 
[Received September 27—9: 15 a. m.] 

935. Yesterday afternoon Litvinoff sent a letter to Sandler, 
President of the Assembly, proposing a resolution reading as follows: ” 

“The Fifteenth Assembly of the League of Nations expresses the 
hope that the President of the Conference for the Reduction and Limi- 
tation of Armaments will report to the League Council on the position 
of the work of that Conference and that the Council will express its 
views as to the procedure to be followed.” 

‘In the Assembly this morning Sandler explained that inasmuch as 
the Council was always free to take whatever action it deemed desir- 
able upon subjects within its competence and as under the present 
circumstances the Bureau of the Assembly deemed it unadvisable to 
initiate discussion on disarmament he would recommend only that the 
Assembly take note of the Soviet letter. While reserving the right to 
bring the question up again in the Council Litvinoff did not press for 
a vote on his resolution confining himself to brief explanation of its 
alm which was to show to the public that the Assembly had not for- 
gotten the question of disarmament and to underline the importance 
of the Council’s taking some cognizance of the progress of the work. 
When the subject was brought up to the Council he proposed to renew | 

” Paragraph on page 7 reads as follows: “In the operation of Articles D, EK, and 
¥’, it is believed that some clarification is necessary in order to make it plain that 
neither export nor import licenses should be required when a High Contracting 
Party desires to make shipments of arms and equipment from its own stockages 
or depots to the military units or depots of its own dependencies. Such a proce- 
dure would go far beyond the scope of regulating traffic in arms, and would 
afford undesirable revelations of movements of supplies in accordance with 
changes in plans for defensive preparations of the mother country and its 
dependencies.” 

% Yor translation of letter containing Soviet resolution, see League of Nations, 
Oficial Journal, Special Supplement No. 125: Records of the Fifteenth Ordinary 
Session of the Assembly, Plenary Meetings, p. 76.
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his proposal for a permanent peace conference ” which would permit 
of the cooperation of the United States in general discussion of peace 

problems. 
Litvinoff took me aside at a reception last night and told me about 

the letter and the statement which he proposed to make. He said 

| that certain people had reproached him since he wrote his letter for 
trying to bring the subject of disarmament up in the League organi- 
zation where the United States was not represented. He explained 
that his idea of turning the Conference into a permanent peace 
organization was with the hope in mind that in dealing with peace 
problems the United States would be able to be present and that his 
primary preoccupation was to build a machine in which the great 
non-member states could be represented. 

: Witson 

500.A15A4/2587 | 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State - 

No. 101 GENEVA, September 27, 1934. 
| [Received October 5.] 

Sir: I have the honor to refer to the Department’s instruction dated 
August 23, 1934, in regard to the Draft Articles for the Regulation 
of the Trade in and Manufacture of Arms and Implements of War 
and to express my appreciation of the most helpful comments therein 
contained. 

Applying to practical purposes at Geneva the line of thought pre- 
sented in my confidential letter to the Secretary of September 22,’ 
there is a general impression here among the Delegates that any 
immediate consideration of the disarmament problem in its broader 
phases would not only be useless, but actually dangerous. 

The question then arises as to whether the President of the Con- 
ference should call a Bureau meeting in the near future. If a meeting 
is called there appear to be several alternative courses of action which 

: might be followed: 

1. The Conference should be terminated with a report to the Council 
and with the request that that body consider the situation in the 

nga of changed events and come to a decision as to how the States 
embers of the League might fulfill their obligations under Article 8 

of the Covenant; 
2. The situation should be met by a continued series of adjourn- 

ments or an indefinite postponement of the Bureau and General Com- 
mission of the Conference in the hopes that the situation in Europe 

™ For outline of Soviet project for a permanent disarmament organization, see 
enclosure to memorandum by the Secretary of State, December 19, p. 206. 

* Not found in Department files.
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will so change in the near future that work can again be hopefully 
undertaken ; 

3. The Bureau should be convened, perhaps in November, the 
Commission set up, and an endeavor made to write the Convention 
as far as may be possible without Germany and in the face of the 
completely negative attitude of Italy and Japan. 

4. The Bureau should be summoned for November when the situ- 
ation should be frankly faced and the Conference instructed to turn 
to the accomplishment of such definite and tangible objectives as are 
capable of being written into autonomous treaties which, with certain 
additions might later form a part of a general disarmament convention. 

Before the Assembly met there was a certain current of opinion 
in favor of the first alternative. As the idea gained ground, how- 
ever, that an admission of complete failure would play into the hands 
of Germany in its supposed desire to disrupt the Conference and 
weaken the League of Nations, this idea was abandoned, at least for 
the time being. As for the second alternative, the procedure unsuc- 
cessfully pursued to date, it would appear to have all the objections 
of the first and to be an even Jess courageous method. As to the third 
alternative, I am constrained to state that endeavors to carry on the 
work of writing a general convention are now so surrounded by an 
atmosphere of unreality that I cannot conceive any useful purpose 
would be served by pursuing this course. 

Having reached this conclusion and having been much influenced 
thereto by the thought which apparently lies behind your instruction 
to prepare a text on the manufacture of and trade in arms which 
could stand alone, not be a part of a general convention, I took many 
occasions to sound out the views of members of other Delegations on 
this subject. I did not, of course, intimate that my Government had 
made any suggestion of this nature and maintained the discussion on 
a purely personal basis and as a means of clarifying my own thoughts. 
I was surprised to learn how many of the Delegates, impressed with 
the dangers of both failure and adjournment, were approaching the 
problem from a similar point of view. There appeared also a con- 
siderable measure of accord that accomplishment was possible only in 
a very limited field. In fact as one looks over the Draft Convention, 

there would appear to be only three subjects, aside from naval questions 
which are being treated separately, on which a measure of accord 
might be possible under present circumstances. They are: 

1. Manufacture of and trade in arms; 
9. Publicity on budgetary expenditure; 
8. The establishment of a permanent body whose primary 

function would be the supervision and control of the fore- 
going. 

The first and third items are intimately related. Likewise publicity 
of national budgetary expenditure has a sufficient association with (1)
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and (8) to warrant the belief that these three aspects of the dis- 
armament problem could be satisfactorily grouped together in a con- 
vention of limited objectives. | 

In stating that these are the only subjects which give ground for 
the belief that there is possibility of agreement, I am aware that on 
numerous other subjects accord is apparent. I do not believe, how- 

ever, that such accord is real. For example, in the case of the abolition 

of gas warfare, France and other States have always insisted that 
such abolition is contingent upon an agreement whereby methods of 

coercion will be used against any State violating its undertakings. 

To carry on discussions of such a solution would mean embarking upon 

discussions of the political questions involved. ‘The question of bomb- 
ing from the air is rather in a separate category. As you will re- 
member the British have made a reservation which has never been 
officially withdrawn. The Italians likewise have stated that they 
would only accept the complete abolition of bombing from the air if 
capital ships and submarines are abolished. A limited agreement 

whereby States undertake not to bomb civilian populations might 

perhaps be possible. 
You will remember that a year and a half ago we considered and dis- 

cussed with some of the Delegations the advisability of attempting a 
treaty of limited objective.“ But at that time we contemplated some 
reductions of existing maximum sizes of armament, and still enter- 
tained the hope that definite decisions could be taken on these matters 
in view of the fact that we were suggesting merely partial solutions 

of the problem. It is now, unfortunately, clear that even partial solu- 
tions of these semi-political problems are impossible at the present time. 
On the other hand, public opinion in most countries, at the time when 
a treaty of limited objectives was envisaged, had higher hopes for the 
ultimate solution of the larger issues involved. Today these hopes 
appear to have diminished. Public interest has perhaps turned from 

the consideration of disarmament as a whole: the aspect of the dis- 

armament question which now seems uppermost in the public mind 
relates to the control of the manufacture of arms, which, to many, 

seems the only one capable of solution in the present troubled political 

situation. Thus I believe that any accomplishment along these lines 
would be hailed as a definite step forward and, through the estab- 

lishment of a permanent body of supervision, might provide the ma- 
chinery for the preparation of a more general convention under more 
auspicious circumstances in the future. 

Both the British and the French, as well as other Delegations, seem 

to be in general accord with this analysis and disposed to make an at- 

™ See Foreign Relations, 1933, vol, 1, pp, 22-42 passim, |
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tempt, if the United States is also willing. Eden has specifically 
; requested me to keep him informed of my Government’s views on the 

subject after I had submitted this question to you, and hoped that we 
could later discuss it before the Bureau meeting. Aubert made the 
same request and volunteered the personal suggestion that if we were 
disposed to follow this procedure, the question of such a treaty might 
be made one of the items on Barthou’s agenda for his visit to Rome. 

On the other hand the attitude of Italy appears to be a definite 
obstacle to the realization of such a treaty. As you will recall, the 
Italian Delegation has steadfastly refused to play an active part in 
the Conference since the departure of Germany. Nevertheless the 
present attitude of Italy is tending toward a closer cooperation with 
the French and it might be that French influence could prevail upon 
Italy to cooperate in this procedure, if we could reach a prior under- 
standing with the French in this respect. 

I have had some talks with unofficial Germans in Geneva and expect 
to see Schnee and Hasselmaier at the end of the week. Those with 
whom I have spoken have expressed deep interest in the clauses of 
manufacture of and trade in armaments. It is not to be expected that 
the Germans will return to Geneva and participate in any way or in 
any of the organs of the Conference on Disarmament until their major 
political questions are solved. On the other hand, it might be possible 
during the course of negotiations on a limited treaty to obtain from 
time to time the views of the Germans on the various factors thereof in 
the hope that they might be willing to adhere to this limited product 
of the Conference. The matter of Germany’s position is of prime 
importance, since obviously a treaty on this subject would be imprac- 
ticable without Germany’s participation. 

Also there is no use hiding the fact that Japan’s position is dubious. 
Japan has stated repeatedly that it will tolerate no form of inspection. 

I believe that the Department in coming to a decision on this work 
should weigh fully the fact that due to the attitude of one or another 
of the three above mentioned States (Italy, Germany, Japan), a treaty 
may never come into being. 

If you believe, however, that such a limited treaty should constitute 
the Conference’s objective, it is obvious, and I suppose that it is well 
realized by the Department, that the United States has been the 
initiator in the case of the present Draft Articles. Therefore it 
logically follows that other Delegations would continue to look upon 
the United States as the leader in the necessary modifications of these 
Draft Articles so that they might stand alone. In taking the initia- 
tive and suggesting changes in these Articles, it must, of course, be 
realized that such initiative implies the proposal that the Conference 
cannot continue in its present form and must limit its objectives.
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In view of the responsibility which would be ours for suggesting 
means which might in fact constitute a breakdown of the Conference 
in its present form, you may consider it preferable to defer taking 
such initiative until its fate has been decided. On the other hand, 
if the Conference once admits complete failure, it may be difficult to 
get the States together even for a limited objective. 
We in the Delegation are of course endeavoring to carry out your 

instructions as to a revision of the clauses on the manufacture of and 
trade in arms and I hope within the next week or ten days to be able 
to send you a draft of such revision. We have been necessarily delayed 
in this matter both by the pressure of other work and the fact that 

Colonel Strong will not be fit for consultation for another few days. 
I am sending this information by mail rather than by telegram as 

I wish to feel free to put it to you in some detail. Inasmuch as 
Barthou’s visit to Rome will take place about the middle of October, 
it will be helpful if you could send me by cable any advice for my 
guidance. 

Respectfully yours, Hucu R. Witson 

500.A15A4/2589 : Telegram (part air) 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

| Geneva, October 4, 1934—10 p. m. 
[ Received October 6—9: 50 a. m.] 

936. Reference my despatch of September 27th mailed on L'uropa 
September 29th. Since then Litvinov addressed a letter to Sandler, 
(My telegram No. 935, September 27, noon). The letter has given 
rise to much discussion as to the real meaning of Litvinov’s move 
and may well raise the fundamental question of how the disarmament 
movement will be dealt with. Litvinov would appear to have been 
motivated by three major considerations: (1) his fear of trouble with 
Japan coupled with the desire that the Russian western front be 

protected in the event of such trouble, (2) his desire that the United 
States will be in an organization such as his “peace commission” 
shortly [so that?] in the event of trouble between the Soviets and 
Japan consultation may normally be expected from us, (3) his con- 
viction that disarmament for the time being at least is out of the 
question; that in any case Russia is not going to disarm in the face 
of the Japanese and German situations. Litvinov is, therefore, 
embarrassed by continuous discussion on disarmament in view of the 
very radical position which the Soviet delegation has taken on this 
question in the past. 

Litvinov’s desire would appear to be to set up a permanent peace 
organization of which the United States is a member so that Japan
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and Germany would be confronted with the knowledge that the “peace- 
ful-minded states” are jointly and continuously scrutinizing the situ- 
ation and are on their guard. His original conception was limited 
to the foregoing. However, after numerous conversations in which 
he discovered that many states were unwilling completely to abandon 
disarmament efforts, he included in his declaration before the As- 
sembly that one of the duties of the permanent peace organization 
should be to continue the attempts towards disarmament. 

In a recent conversation with Aubert he pointed out to me that 
what we had been discussing, namely the possibility of a limited treaty . 
within the scope of the Conference and what Litvinov was proposing, 
were compatible and merely different means of reaching a similar 
end. I told Aubert that I had no information as to how my Govern- 
ment regarded Litvinov’s suggestion that personally I could see dif- 
ficulties from our point of view in following such a course. I added 
that my Government might feel that whereas it would be normal to 
negotiate specific and limited protocols under the Conference, to ask 
the United States to join the “permanent peace” organization would 
face our President with a political decision of high importance, this 
especially since no one could predict with what type of questions the 
peace organization would occupy itself. It might even take up the 
question of Austria, the Saar, or the Polish Corridor as dangerous to 
peace and try to solve them in such a committee. I added that if the 
states in Europe preferred to adopt the path which the Russians sug- 
gested it might, of course, be possible for such an organization to in- 
stitute specific negotiations of a definite character in which case we 
might be able to cooperate in the same fashion that we do now on 
subjects of interest to us. However, the simpler path for us possibly 
would be that which involved no new political decision. 

In connection with the preceding paragraph I feel that if a per- 
manent Disarmament Commission received a mandate to endeavor to 
carry on with the objectives of the Disarmament Conference, a man- 
date which it is very probable would be given to any permanent body, 
such a mandate would commit us no further than is already the case 
under the Disarmament Conference. A new body with a fresh man- 
date of a political character might commit us further than we desire. 
Presumably the suggestion of Litvinov will be considered at the 

next meeting of the Council which it is anticipated will be called ap- 
proximately November 10. It is possible that at the same time a 
meeting of the Bureau of the Disarmament Conference will also be 
summoned. It would be helpful to have your comments on this 
situation at as early a date as possible. 

Copy to London for Mr. Davis. 

Wuson



154 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1934, VOLUME I 

500.A15A4/2588 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in the Soviet Union (Bullitt) to the Secretary 
of State 

Moscow, October 5, 1934—5 p. m. 
[Received 9:45 p. m.] 

340. Thad along conversation with Litvinov this morning and found 
him chastened and pessimistic. He said that as a result of his partici- 
pation in the meetings of the Council of the League of Nations and his 

i. conversations in Geneva he was convinced that ultimate war in Europe 
was inevitable; that there was not one government in Europe, even 
the French, which was ready to do anything real to preserve peace; 

. and that he felt that there was nothing for the Soviet Union to do 
except to strengthen the Red Army in every way possible and rely 
on the Army to protect the Soviet Union from attack. He added: “I 
think we had better even use the few millions that we might pay you 
on a debt settlement * for tanks and guns.” 

He said that he believed there might be some hope of preserving 
peace in Europe if the suggestion that he had advanced some months 
ago 7° with regard to the establishment of a “permanent peace confer- 

ence” in connection with the League of Nations should be adopted. He 
asserted that he had been able to arouse considerable interest in this 
proposal among the leading powers represented at Geneva because 
those powers ardently desired that the United States should be in- 
volved in the maintenance of European peace and the “permanent 
peace conference” would be a mechanism by which the United States 
could participate in the most important work of the League without 
becoming a member of the League. He asserted that he intended to 
draw up a constitution for a “permanent peace conference” which 
would be so framed that the Council of the League would be reduced 
to a [body?] which would occupy itself with minor questions only, 
questions of war, peace and disarmament being handled by the “perma- 
nent peace conference”. He said that he intended to propose that the 
“permanent peace conference” should have a Council composed of the 
present members of the Council of the League plus the United States. 

Litvinov said that since the chief interest of the other powers in 
establishing such a conference would be to obtain the participation of 
the United States his task would be immeasurably lightened if he 
could know that the United States would participate. He asked me if 

* For correspondence relative to Soviet-American debt negotiations, see Foreign 
Relations, The Soviet Union, 1983-1939, section on 1934. 

For text of Soviet proposal introduced at meeting of General Commission of 
May 29, 1934, see Minutes of the Bureau, vol. 11, p. 212. For Soviet project of a 
permanent disarmament organization, see enclosure to memorandum by the 
Secretary of State, December 19, post, p. 206.
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I would obtain as soon as possible the views of my Government with 
regard to this proposal. ) 

I replied that I would be glad to ask my Government for its views 
but that I should not be surprised if the answer were long in coming. 
I reminded him that the question of adherence to the League of Nations 
was still a question of major political importance in the United States 
and one which aroused violent emotions, that his proposal would cer- 
tainly be criticized in the United States as a method of entering the 
League by the back door. He replied that the United States had 
already done so. by accepting membership in the International Labor 
Bureau. I answered that membership in the International Labor Bu- 
reau in my opinion did not in any way involve us in the obligations of 
a member of the League but that membership in his proposed 
“permanent peace conference” might be viewed in another light. 

There is certainly no need for immediate reply to this request for 
information but I feel sure that Litvinov in the course of the next few 
weeks will bring up the matter again and that it will be advisable to 
have a reply in readiness. 

BuLuitr 

500.A15A4 General Committee (Arms) /35 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

No. 104 Geneva, October 13, 1934. 
[Received October 23.] 

Sir: I have the honor to supplement my despatch No. 108, October 3, 
1934,” by the transmission herewith of Chapter IV accompanied by 
Annex I of the Draft of a Treaty on the Manufacture of and Traffic in 
Arms and Implements of War. Chapter IV envisages the setting up, 
competence and functions of the Permanent Disarmament Commission. 

As we progressed in the study of this question, we became increas- 
ingly impressed with the fact that the limited scope of the convention 
now under consideration alters materially the nature and ends of super- 
vision and especially of inspection within the territory. In the limited 
convention the inspection would appear to be for the purpose of estab- 
lishing the accuracy of information submitted and would not, as in any 
general convention, occupy itself with any form of qualitative and 
quantitative limitation. This robs inspection somewhat of its danger- 
ous character, since any adverse findings would be of a less serious 
nature as applying only to provisions of publicity rather than in con- 
travention to limitations or restrictions on manufacture or possession. 

™ Not printed.
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The scope now is more clearly limited by the convention itself, whereas 
in a general disarmament convention the scope of an investigating 
committee might conceivably have been applied to almost any form of 
national or local activity. 

It is true, as the Department has no doubt realized, that the inspec- 
tion provisions of Chapter IV of this Draft Convention seem over- 

balanced and out of focus, having regard to the limited character of 
the agreement under consideration. As we see it here, however, the 
supervisory or inspection features of a limited convention are those 
which many States will find more interesting and desirable than the 
other, or what might be termed substantive provisions of a proposed 
treaty relating to manufacture of and trafficin arms. This we believe 
is especially the case with France and Russia. Therefore it is felt that 
the successful conclusion of a limited convention regarding the manu- 
facture of and traffic in arms depends measurably upon the extent to 
which supervisory provisions are included and the importance and 
extent assigned to this aspect of the treaty. This clearly does not 
obviate the necessity for a precise definition of the rights, duties and 
limitation of powers of these special committees. We have endeavored 
to comply in the fullest possible measure with the Department’s desire 
for precision in the relations and duties of the investigating commit- 
tees. It is difficult at present to write with further precision what 
those duties will be. Presumably the discussion which will center 
around these articles will give us clarification as to those points on 
which precision is necessary. I should be grateful if the Department 
could point out shortcomings in the draft on which further precision 
could be formulated. The thing that gives me concern is the difficulty 
of defining the rights of an investigating committee after it arrives 
on the territory of the State to be investigated. The only precisions 
which we have written lie in the general limitation that the investiga- 
tion shall apply to matters covered by the convention, and the specific 

restrictions contained in paragraph “O”. I am satisfied that this is 
not all that is necessary. But, as I stated above, at present writing I 

do not feel competent to go further. 
The enclosed articles have reproduced, in so far as they are appli- 

cable, the sections of the British Draft Convention relating to the 
establishment of the Permanent Disarmament Commission and the 
amendments introduced into these articles as a result of the delibera- 

tions of the Committee of the Bureau on General Provisions. (See 
Conf. Doc. Bur./C. D. G. 3/Dec. 7, 1933.) In many instances these 
original articles will not fit in a convention dealing only with the 
manufacture of and traffic in arms and have been either modified to 
meet the changed circumstances or omitted where they no longer
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applied. New provisions for publicity of manufacture and trade have 
been inserted in this section. 

Please refer to Article “K”. You will note that in the first para- 
graph we have provided “. . . the Commission shall be entitled an- 
nually, or more often if it so desires, to examine...” We have 
adopted this phraseology rather than using a more mandatory form in 
order not to create too cumbersome a machine for the purpose desired. 
If the Convention should make it obligatory that every State should 
be inspected every year, the machine would not only be cumbersome 
and expensive, but would accomplish innumerable investigations of 

States whose neighbors had no apprehension regarding their activities 
and in which the investigation was patently useless. We therefore 
thought it better to establish the principle of annual inspection but to 
leave it to the Commission itself to determine the frequency thereof. 
On the other hand, cases might arise where the Commission might feel 
that an inspection should be immediately followed by another inspec- 
tion for the purpose of deciding specific questions, and to cover this 
contingency we inserted the words “...more often if it so 
desires . . .” 

I should be happy to learn whether this meets your conception of 
automatic control or whether you would prefer to have the article 
drafted in a more mandatory form. 

In relation to the first paragraph of Article “K” I give below the 
draft of another article to be inserted in Chapter I of the Draft Articles 
enclosed with my despatch No. 108, October 3, 1934, providing for a 
report to the Permanent Disarmament Commission of the national 
control set up by each contracting party. 

“The High Contracting Parties shall inform the Commission of the 
provisions of the national control exercised over the manufacture of 
and trade in arms and implements of war within the territory under 
their respective jurisdiction.” 

I invite attention to the fact that different types of committees are 
set up under Articles “K” and “M”. Article “M” deals with com- 
plaints, and a complaint immediately creates a more serious situation 
than a normal investigation and therefore, it seems to us, should be 
handled with special precaution. Hence the final paragraph provid- 
ing that the two Parties to the complaint shall not be members of the 
special investigating committee, but shall be represented by assessors 
only; and the further provision for a majority of States on the com- 
mittee not directly interested in the complaint. The precaution has 
also been taken in Article “M” of providing for a two-thirds majority 
of the Commission to acquiesce in the special investigation based on 
complaint.
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Article “N” raises a question of considerable importance. The final 
sentence reads as follows: 

“The High Contracting Parties shall promptly advise as to the 
conclusions of the report.’ 

As you will remember, practically this phraseology was originally 
adopted by the Preparatory Commission in its Article 50 of the Draft 

Convention * and was designed to make consultation possible between 
all States signatories in the event of a grave situation arising. In the 
case of a limited convention it is, of course, unlikely that an infraction 
of the convention would bring about a threat of war. On the other 
hand, it seems essential that some form of consultation should be pro- 
vided. For instance, consultation might be the best means of obtaining 
relief from the obligations of the treaty for the neighbors of a State 
which had persistently and with premeditation violated its provisions. 
Presumably investigations under the limited convention would not 

be of immediate or vital importance, yet some consultation regarding 
them would seem necessary. It would appear advisable, therefore, 
to make some provision for this eventuality, but to make it in a way 
which would cause the least publicity and the least apprehension on the 
part of the public. The Contracting Parties might consult diplo- 
matically, though this, of course, is a clumsy procedure. They might 
consult through the Council of the League, but this raises certain 
difficulties for us and is inevitably a matter of wide public comment. 
It has occurred to me that you might think it wise to phrase the final 
paragraph of Article “N” somewhat as follows: 7 

“At the instance of one of the members of the Commission, the High 
Contracting Parties shall promptly advise as to the conclusions of 
the report, in the first instance, through their representatives on the 
Permanent Disarmament Commission.” 

Such advice through the ordinary machinery of the Commission would 
seem to be sufficient to liquidate minor questions which might arise as 
to infraction. If more serious questions arise either the States could 
name special members to the Permanent Disarmament Commission 
for the purposes of consultation, or another form of consultation would 
readily be devised. 

Obviously any clause in a treaty that deals with consultation has to 
be scrutinized with the utmost care on our part, since the setting up of 

% League of Nations, Documents of the Preparatory Commission for the Dis- 
armament Conference Entrusted With the Preparation for the Conference for the 
Reduction and Limitation of Armaments, Series X: Minutes of the Sixth Session 
(Second Part) of the Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference 
(Ser. L.‘o. N. XX. Disarmament 1931. LX. 1), p. 618; Department of State, Con- 
ference Series No. 7: Report of the Preparatory Commission for the Disarma- 
nent Conn and Draft Convention (Washington, Government Printing Office,
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any form of consultation might and very probably would invite at- 
tempts on the part of certain States to urge the use of collective 
measures in the case of violation. The limited nature of this treaty 
should nevertheless be the guarantee that at any time the American 
Delegate would be free to refuse to follow in any such action. I fully 
realize what a difficult matter is this question of advice and the general 
as well as specific objections to our making any undertaking in this 
connection. I do feel strongly, however, that even if we left out of 
any draft treaty any mention of advice it would be brought up from 
another source in a more objectionable form. Furthermore, our wil- | 
lingness to “advise” in this relation would be an important if not, 
perhaps, decisive factor in bringing about agreement on such a 
convention. 
With reference to Article “O”, this text is adapted from the Draft 

Articles Relating to the Manufacture of and Trade in Arms approved 
July 2, 1934,” by the committee dealing with this subject. I ask 
your consideration of the phraseology adopted. I feel that it is in- 
dispensable that knowledge which could lead to unfair competition 
should not be made available to the trade rivals of the concern in- 
spected. On the other hand, monies expended on certain types of 
materials may be an important index as to quantities produced or 

contemplated for production. I confess that I am not entirely satis- 
fied as to the phraseology and would appreciate your observations on 
this article. 

Articles “R”, “S” and “T” deal with functions of the Permanent | 
Disarmament Commission which are entirely separate from the func- 
tions as specifically applying to the treaty on manufacture of and 
traffic in arms and implements of war. I am not sure what form 
exactly the wishes of the members of the Disarmament Conference 
will take as to the continuation of the Conference itself. It may be 
that they will decide to continue the Conference for active work, 
when conditions are ripe, on a general disarmament convention. It 
may be they will decide to continue the Conference purely as a facade 
while delegating the Conference work to the Permanent Disarma- 
ment Commission set up under this treaty. Or, it may be—a third 
alternative—that they will prefer to terminate the Conference and 
turn over its mandate to the Permanent Disarmament Commission. 
Whichever one of these alternatives meets general approval, there 
will probably be some attempt made to have the Permanent Disarma- 
ment Commission carry on the general disarmament work. We 
have therefore considered it wise to meet what we believe to be the 
general view by drafting Article “S” in such form that it could be 

™ Conference Documents, vol. II, p. 894.
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readily adapted to any of the alternatives. In this connection please 
see my telegram No. 936, October 4, 10 p. m. _ 
We have not attempted to draft articles of ratification since ratifi- 

cation inevitably differs in accordance with the document drawn up 
and can only be written effectively in the light of the text adopted. 

Respectfully submitted, Hvuexu R. Wirson 

| | [Enclosure] 

. Cuapter IV © 

| PERMANENT DISARMAMENT COMMISSION 

Composition 

Article A. - 

There shall be set up at the seat of the League of Nations a Perma- 
nent Disarmament Commission composed of representatives of the 

Governments of the H. C. P. Each such Government shall appoint 
one member of the Commission. Each member may be accompanied 
by substitutes and experts. 

The Governments of the H. C. P. will inform the Secretary-General 
of the League of Nations of the names of their representatives, substi- 
tutes and experts on their nomination and on any changes being made. 

Article B. 

The Commission may be assisted by experts chosen by itself, not 
being experts appointed by the H. C. P. to accompany their repre- 
sentatives, it being understood, however, that these experts may not 
accompany either the inspection or special investigation committee. 

Article C. | 

The members of the Commission, their substitutes and experts, and 
the experts and officials of the Commission, when engaged on the 
business of the Commission, shall enjoy diplomatic privileges and 
immunities. 

Article D. | 

The Secretary-General of the League of Nations shall provide the 
Secretariat of the Commission. 

Functions : 

I. 
Article FE. 

It will be the duty of the Commission to follow and report upon 
the execution of the present Convention and to this end it will as 
hereafter provided
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(1) examine the information furnished under the provisions of 
the present Convention, 

(2) establish an adequate system of publicity for manufacture 
of and trade in arms, 

(3) cause permanent and automatic inspections to be made, 
(4) cause special investigations to be made. 

Article F. | 

The Commission shall receive, co-ordinate and carry out an exami- 
nation of the information furnished by the H. C. P. in pursuance of 
their obligations under the present Convention. 

Article G. 

With the view to following the execution of the present Convention, 
the Commission shall publish the results of its examination of the 
information received. | 

Article H, | 
The Commission shall publish within three months after the close 

of each quarter a return of the statistical data furnished under the 
provisions of Article G (Chapter I), duly co-ordinated, and showing 
the situation as regards the orders for the manufacture of, and the 
traffic in arms and implements of war. It shall likewise publish 
annually a duly co-ordinated table showing the production of arms 
and implements of war. 

Article I. | 

Within the limits of the obligations assumed, the Commission may 
request the H.C. P. to supply, in writing or verbally, any supple- 
mentary particulars or explanations in regard to the information 
furnished. 

The Commission may take into account any other information 
which may reach it from a responsible source and which it may 
consider worth attention.  =—-—_—s«.. | 

In all cases it will examine information furnished by any member 
of the P. D. C. | 

Article J. : Oo 

The Commission shall be entitled to hear or consult any person 

who is in a position to throw any light on the question which is being 
examined by the Commission. 

Article kK. a 

Within the limits of the obligations assumed under the present Con- 
- vention, the Commission shall be entitled annually or more often if it 

so determines to examine upon the territory of each of the H. C. P.’s 

791118 —51——17
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the conditions of the national control exercised by the H. C. P.’s over 
the manufacture of and trade in arms and implements of war; the 
operation of such control and the accuracy of the information fur- 
nished. 

To this end the Commission shall create committees, which will be 
entrusted with the duty of proceeding to the local inspections pro- 
vided in this Article. 

The Commission shall determine the composition of these com- 
mittees, and shall issue instructions within the scope of the rules set 
forth in Annex I. 

Article L. 

Any H. C. P. shall be entitled to request the Commission to conduct 
in its territory such investigation as may be necessary in order to 
verify the execution of its obligations under the present Convention. 

On receipt of such a request, the Commission shall meet at once in 
order to give effect to it and to determine the scope of any such in- 
vestigation and to lay down the conditions in which the investigation 
is to take place: it being understood that the Commission may decide 
not to hold such investigation if the H. C. P. making the request is 
satisfied with the results of the Commission’s deliberations. 

Article M. 

If one of the H. C. P. is of the opinion that the provisions of the 
present Convention have been infringed, such a Party may address a 
complaint to the Commission. 

The Commission shall meet at once to consider the matter and will 
invite the H. C. P., whose attitude towards the fulfillment of its obli- 
gations has produced the complaint, to supply it with all the expla- 
nations which may be useful. 

Should the Commission determine that the complaint is of such a 
nature as to warrant a special investigation, its decision to conduct the 
investigation on the territory of the H.C. P. in question must be taken 
by a two-thirds majority of all members of the Commission whether 
present at the meeting or not. 

The special investigations provided for in the present Article shall 
be carried out by a special committee created for this purpose. These 
special investigating bodies shall include a majority of members from 
States of regional groups other than those including the States 
concerned. 

The State making the complaint and the State undergoing special 
investigation shall not be represented on the special committee by 
members but shall name one or more assessors who shall accompany 
the committee during such inspections.
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Article N. | 

The results of any investigation decided upon in accordance with 
Articles K. L. and M. shall be embodied in each case in a special 
report by the Commission. 

The H. C. P.’s shall promptly advise as to the conclusions of the 
report, 

Article O. 

Processes, trade secrets, production costs and profit-accounting of 
manufacturing concerns shall be exempted from any investigations 

under the provisions of the preceding articles. 

Article P. 

Each member of the Commission shall be entitled to require that, 
in any report by the Commission, account shall be taken of the opin- 
ions or suggestions put forward by him, if necessary in the form of 
a separate report. 

Article @. 

All reports by the Commission shall be immediately communicated 
to the H. C. P. and to the Council of the League of Nations. 

II. 

Article R. 

The Commission shall furthermore receive and cause to be pub- 

lished the information which the H. C. P.’s are bound to communicate 
in respect of their armaments to the Secretary-General of the League 

of Nations in pursuance of their international obligations in this 

respect. The Commission may request the H. C. P.’s to supply in 
writing or verbally any supplementary particulars or explanations 

regarding the said information. 

Article S. 

The Commission shall undertake such studies as it may deem appro- 
priate to carry on the work of the Conference for the Reduction and 
Limitation of Armaments and to facilitate the realization of further 

progress toward the establishment of a Genera] Disarmament Con- 
vention. 

Article T. 

Within the limits of its functions, the Commission shall supply the 
Council of the League of Nations with any information and advice 

which the Council may request of it.
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Operation 
Article U. | 

The Commission shall meet for the first time, on being summoned 
by the Secretary-General of the League of Nations, within three 
months from the entry into force of the present Convention, to elect 
a provisional President and Vice-President and to draw up its Rules 
of Procedure. 

Thereafter it shall meet at least once a year in ordinary session on 
the date fixed in its Rules of Procedure. 

It shall also meet in extraordinary session: 

(1) When such a meeting is prescribed by the present Conven- 
tion ; 

(2) If its Bureau so decides, either of its own motion or on the 
request of one of the H.C. P.’s; 

(3) On the request of the Council of the League of Nations. 

Article V. 

The H. C. P.’s will make available to the delegates of the Commis- 
sion who are entrusted with the investigations referred to in Articles 
K. L. and M. the necessary facilities for the execution of their missions. 
The H. C. P.’s will employ the means at their disposal to secure the 
attendance of any witnesses whom the delegates of the Commission 
may wish to hear. 

Article W. 

Except in cases where larger majorities are provided for under the 
present Convention or in the rules of procedure of the Commission, 
the decisions of the Commission will be taken by a majority of the 
members present at the meeting, abstentions being counted as absences. 

A vote may only be taken on the adoption of the rules of procedure 
of the Commission if half at least of the H. C. P. are represented at 
the meeting. 

If, owing to this quorum not being reached, the Commission is un- 
able to act, a second meeting may be called fifteen days later. At this 
second meeting the draft rules of procedure may be validly adopted, 
whatever be the number of members present. 

The Commission may only validly consider modifications of the 

rules of procedure provided that the object of such modifications has 
been stated specially in the convocation. 

The provisions stipulated above in this Article concerning the 
number of attendances necessary for the adoption of the rules of 
procedure shall apply to discussions of modifications thereto. More- 
over, in order that the draft modifications may be adopted, a two- 
thirds majority of the members present at the meeting shall be 
required.
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Article X. 

The general expenditure of the Commission shall form the subject 
of a special chapter in the budget of the League of Nations. 

The H. C. P. who are not members of the League shall bear a 
reasonable share of the said expenditure. An agreement to this 
effect will be reached between these parties and the Secretary-General 

of the Commission. 
The travelling expenses and subsistence allowances of the members 

of the Commission, their substitutes and experts shall be paid by 

their respective Governments. 
The Commission shall draw up regulations relating to the ex- 

penditure necessitated by its work. 

Annex I 
Article 1. : 

The Commission shall determine the number of inspection com- 
mittees and the regions to be assigned to them. 

The composition of the group of States under the jurisdiction of 
the same committee shall be determined in such a way as not to 
include any Powers not maintaining diplomatic relations with each 
other. _ 

This composition may be modified at any time by the Commission. 

Article 2. 

The Commission will appoint the members of the inspection 
committees. | 

All States belonging to a regional group under the jurisdiction of 
a committee shall be represented thereon on a basis of absolute 
equality. Each Committee will, in addition, include nationals of 
other States. | 

While the Committee is proceeding to the local inspection in the 
territory of a State, the representatives of such State shall cease, 
temporarily and until the inspection is finished, to sit on the 
Committee. 

On the other hand, the State undergoing inspection shall name 
one or more assessors who shall accompany the Committee during such 

inspection. ‘These assessors shall be constantly at the disposal of the 
Committee in order to facilitate the accomplishment of its task. The 
Committee shall not refuse them the right to be present at its 
investigations. 

Article 3. 

The chairmanship of the Committees shall be assumed by each 
of the members in turn. The rotation will be determined by drawing 
lots.



166 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1934, VOLUME I 

Article 4. 

The Committees will draw up the program of each investigation 
in conformity with the instructions given them by the Commission. 

Article 6. - 

The Committees’ sole task shall be the establishment of facts. 
In particular they shall not give orders or make observations to the 
local, civil or military authorities. When help is required from 
these authorities it shall be requested through the intermediary of 
the assessors representing the State under inspection. These assessors 
must be provided with written instructions giving them all necessary 

powers for this purpose. 

500.A15A4/2591 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the American Delegate (Wilson) 

WasHincTon, October 15, 19384—2 p. m. 
170. Your despatch 101, September 27. I am more than ever con- 

vinced that whatever treaty is drawn up on the manufacture of and 
traffic in arms should stand alone. The text on which you are now 
working is awaited with interest. 

As to tactics in proposing the divorce of the traffic in arms treaty 
from the provisions of the General Disarmament Convention, could 
it not be presented as a question of such urgency that it should not 
await the conclusion of the General Convention, the more so as it is 

susceptible of independent treatment? Would not such an approach 
avoid the charge that we had made the first move in proposing that 
the conference limit its ultimate objective? 

It may well be that the disinclination of European Powers to pro- 
ceed further with disarmament becomes so evident that we may find 
it advisable to take the initiative in recognizing facts and proposing 
a limitation of objective. It is too early, however, to make a decision 
on this point. I should like you to take this up with Norman Davis 
when you are in London and to submit a joint recommendation as to 
tactics shortly before the November meeting is held. Hui 

500.A15A4/2593 : Telegram 

The Adviser to the American Delegation to the General Disarmament 
Conference (Mayer) to the Secretary of State 

GeENEvA, October 20, 1984—2 p. m. 
[Received 3:15 p. m.] 

938. Department’s 170, October 15, 2 p. m., and previous corre- 
spondence regarding a treaty of limited objectives. Aghnides® 

* Thanassis Aghnides, Director, Disarmament Section, League of Nations.
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showed me recently a memorandum to Avenol * analyzing present sit- 
uation of the Conference and giving his carefully considered views as 
to future action. Briefly, Aghnides believes effort toward a treaty 
of limited objectives is undesirable and impracticable; that it would 
fail for the same reason that the Conference has thus far been un- 
successful, namely: German demands for equal rights. Instead of 
trying for such a treaty, Aghnides would prefer a policy of limiting 
negotiation in the Conference to certain objectives. Instead of trying 
to agree upon, and incorporate, certain items in a single treaty of 
limited objectives, Aghnides would have the Conference limit its 
activities to arriving at three protocols dealing with a Permanent 
Disarmament Commission, manufacture of and trade in arms, and 
budgetary publicity ; these protocols to be written by committees of the 
Conference sitting simultaneously. When these three protocols are 
signed Aghnides would have the Permanent Disarmament Commis- 
sion established at once (Aghnides’ original idea was that negotiation 
for the establishment of a Permanent Disarmament Commission would 
take precedence in order to satisfy the Russians and prevent their 
forcing reference of the whole Disarmament Conference to the Coun- 
cil), see our 936, October 4, 10 p. m. 

Aghnides has just discussed his memorandum with Avenol and 
Walters (English Under Secretary General), both of whom he tells 
me are in general agreement with his ideas except that Avenol would 
limit the duties of the Permanent Disarmament Conference [Com- 
mission? | to those of supervision, control and consultation, (Aghnides 
originally proposed to give the Permanent Disarmament Commission 
rather broad powers, in effect concentrating the Conference in the 
Commission). 
Aghnides expects to redraft his memorandum along the lines indi- 

cated and take it to London for discussion with Henderson the latter 
part of the month. 

This telegram is sent after cooperation Wilson. 
The extraordinary meeting of the Assembly has been set for No- 

vember 20th with the extraordinary meeting of the Council to be 
approximately at the same time. The thought appears to be taking 
shape that there should be a meeting of the Bureau of the Conference 
at that time and a decision taken with regard to the future of the 
Conference. . 

Please see my letter to Moffat of October 17th® mailed on 
Berengaria October 18th. 

Repeated to London for Davis. 
| MayYEr 

= Joseph Avenol, Secretary General of the League of Nations. 
“* Not found in Department files. |
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500.A15A4/2594 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 
of State 

Lonvon, October 22, 1934—7 p. m. 
: | [Received October 22—4: 34 p. m.] 

5. Your 170, October 15, 2 p.m. to Wilson at Geneva. After a full 
discussion with Wilson of the dossier with regard to a separate con- 
vention on Manufacture and Traffic in Arms, and also with regard 
to the status and fate of the Disarmament Conference, our joint views 
and observations may be summarized as follows: 

1, A disarmament convention in the near future is impossible. Mus- 
solini has publicly declared his position, and France and Russia pri- 
vately, to the effect that they would not disarm at all under present 
conditions; also the British feel that it is futile to make any further 
effort at present. A striking fact, however, is that while they are not 
willing to disarm now, they are not willing to destroy machinery for 
effecting a disarmament agreement in the future or to publicly aban- 
don all effort to reach an agreement. The indications therefore are 
that the consensus of opinion will either favor keeping the Conference 
alive or setting up a Permanent Disarmament Commission for con- 
tinuing the work of disarmament and specifically for the supervision 
of the substantive articles of a treaty relating to the manufacture and 
trade in arms. (For more extended analysis refer despatch No. 104 
from Geneva.) * 

2. My impression is the American public opinion would favor a 
vigorous effort on our part to secure an agreement going as far as 
possible in dealing with the arms traffic problem. 

As to how we might initiate action, I am inclined to favor a blunt 
statement to the effect that the temper of many of the European states 
was such that no early success on disarmament negotiations could be 

expected; that we deplore this and believe that success could be 
achieved were the states thoroughly imbued with the necessity and 
importance for a disarmament agreement. That, nevertheless, recog- 
nizing the existing situation there was one phase of the problem of 
the highest importance and urgency, namely, manufacture and traflic 
in arms which offers promise of immediate achievement and on which 
a complete and autonomous treaty might be immediately negotiated 
and signed. Success in the treatment of this problem would of itself 
ease the solution of disarmament and eliminate some of the most 

sinister influences now acting against it. 
8. As indicated by the draft text presented to you it is not possible 

to go very far beyond publicity, even in regard to manufacture and 

* October 13, p. 155.
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traffic in arms because until there is a limitation on the possession of 
arms obviously there can be no limitation on manufacture. Wilson 
tells me repeated effort has been made to find means of controlling 
profits in manufacture of arms by international agreement but without 
success. In fact the committee itself discussed this matter extensively 
over a year ago and were unable to reach any positive conclusion even 
when they were contemplating doing so in connection with a disarma- 
ment convention. At any rate the important thing is to attempt to 

get some measure of international agreement on at least a first step 
in the treatment of the problem of manufacture and trade in arms, 
publicity alone will go far to eliminate many of the evils of the trade 
and will reduce the fear of the unknown between states. It would also 
establish a concrete basis upon which to build more radical control 
in the future in the light of practical experience. | 

4, While we were reluctant to assume the moral responsibility of 
bringing real pressure on any nation to limit its armaments, because 
of the implications that this might involve, I feel that there is not the 
same responsibility in actively advocating a convention such as con- 
templated. We could, in fact afford to enter into such a discussion 
with a vigorous determination to prosecute it to a finish. Indeed, the 
states represented in the Disarmament Conference look to us as 
leaders in this particular objective. We should not, however, prose- 
cute the matter further unless we are willing to throw the whole 
weight of our influence continuously and vigorously behind it. 

5. We are satisfied that we can count upon the active support of the 
neutral states as to the position of the great powers. This is fully 
covered in Wilson’s despatch 101.® 

6. If our initiative is to have the greatest possibility of success it 
will need careful preparation particularly with England and France 
because if they are unwilling to go along they can very well block it. 
If therefore you concur in the above views we can take it up with the 
British and Henderson and then, at such interval as his presence here 
may not be required in connection with the naval conversations Wilson 
could go to Paris to take the matter up with the French Government. 

7. I have just received a copy of Mayer’s 938, October 20, 2 p. m. 
from Geneva to you and see no reason therein to modify the fore- 
going. Aghnides project would appear to be drafted to give a meas- 
ure of satisfaction to Litvinoff by instituting at once the Permanent 
Disarmament Commission which would have nothing to supervise, 
the only purpose of which would be consultation and other political 
questions. It is open to the same objections which Wilson raised 
with Aubert (see his 936, October 4, 10 p. m.). 

* September 27, p. 148.
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Since the disarmament appropriations wil] soon be exhausted and 
since it may be found difficult, if not inadvisable, to secure additional 
appropriations from Congress in order to continue participation in 
disarmament discussions when there is such a definite opposition to 
disarmament by some of the principal European powers, I feel inclined 
to tell Henderson that under the circumstances I am skeptical about 
our continuing to fan the air much longer without a specific objective 
with a possibility of realization. Cipher text to Geneva. 

Davis 

500.A15A4/26008 

The Under Secretary of State (Phillips) to the Chief of the Division 
of Western European Affairs (Moffat) 

[Wasuineton,] October 22, 1934. 

Mr. Morrat: The President made the following suggestion to me 
today; he threw it out as a mere thought, not in any sense as something 
that we were necessarily to follow; he envisaged an understanding 

between the United States, Great Britain and France and possibly 
other powers in the following terms: 

1. The signatory powers agree over a period of 10 years that they 
will not allow any armed forces to cross the frontier of any neighbor 
nation or of any other nation and that such an act is declared to be the 
act of an aggressor. 

2. Every signatory power agrees that, in the event of any act of 
aggression, as defined above, it will decline to trade in any manner, 
shape or form with an aggressor. If any question should arise with 
regard to the act of an aggressor as, for example, two nations sending 
armies across the border simultaneously, each signatory power wil 
agree not to trade with the aggressors. 

8. At the end of five years, the League of Nations will call a dis- 
armament conference, in view of this agreement, to discuss the limita- 
tion of armament and also the extension and strengthening of the 
agreement itself. 

I should be glad to have an expression of your views. 
W[ri1amM] P[srures] 

500.A15A4/26008 

The Chief of the Division of Western European Affairs (Moffat) to 
the Under Secretary of State (Phillips)® 

MeEMoRANDUM 

[WasHIneton,| October 23, 1934. 

Dear Mr. Puitiirs: I have endeavored to give a critical study to the 

= A note by the Under Secretary to Mr. Moffat attached to this memorandum 
reads: “The President says we can let this matter rest.”
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effects of the Pact proposed in the attached memorandum ** and ven- 
ture to list a number of objections which materially detract from its 
practical value. 

(1) A pact of this nature, which makes the crossing of a frontier an 
absolute test of aggression, would give every nation a free hand to 
pursue a policy of treaty violation without fear of outside interference. 
For instance, Germany would feel safe in rearming to a point where 
she could actively threaten her neighbors in spite of her treaty 
obligations. 

(2) Instead of assisting us to remain out of a further European 
war, this Pact would bid fair to involve us in a future conflict, as there 
is little doubt that “declining to trade in any manner, shape, or form 
with an aggressor” as a means of sanction, comes pretty close to a casus 
belli, and would in any event be inconsistent with the duties of 
neutrality. 

(3) This Pact would go considerably beyond the offer contingently 
made by Mr. Davis in 1933 ® that in certain circumstances where States 
in conference had determined that a State was guilty of a breach of the 
peace in violation of its international obligations and had taken meas- 
ures against the violator, then if we concurred in the judgment ren- 
dered as to the responsible and guilty party, we would refrain from 
any action tending to defeat such collective effort which these States 
might thus make to restore peace. The Davis offer was made con- 
tingent upon a real measure of disarmament, which the Pact does not 
provide for; further, its purpose was a negative one, namely, to refrain 
from action, while the Pact is cast in positive form and implies action. 

(4) The proposed Pact goes considerably further than the Covenant 
of the League of Nations which even recognizes certain types of “legiti- 
mate war’. Great Britain and certain of the other members of the 
League have consistently attempted by interpretation to tone down the 
League Covenant, and have objected to assuming any additional inter- 
national obligations. 

(5) As a practical measure the test of the crossing of frontiers as an 
act of aggression is not altogether a sound one. There are many dis- 
puted frontiers; in such a case the signatories would speedily become 
involved in the merits of the dispute over the frontier. (As an ex- 
ample, take the Saar territory in the event that Germany had won the 
plebiscite but the Council had not yet made the final allocation of the 
territory.) 

(6) There are cases such as protecting citizens abroad in case of dis- 
order or threat to life, particularly in backward parts of the world, in 

China, et cetera, where it might be necessary for a nation to allow its 

“a Supra. 
* See telegrams No. 644, May 19, 1933, and No. 646, May 20, 1933, from the 

egtman of the American delegation, Foreign Relations, 1933, vol. 1, pp. 154 and
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armed forces to cross foreign frontiers or to land on foreign soil, with- 
out subjecting themselves to the penalties provided for. 

(7) If the proposed Pact were not universalized, I reach the re- 
luctant conclusion that it would in effect constitute an alliance in fact 
if not in form between the signatory Powers. 

Prerrepont Morrat 

500.A15A4/2594 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American 
Delegation (Davis) 

WasHINGTON, October 25, 1934—7 p. m. 

7. Your 5, October 22, 7 p. m. 
(1) We are in entire agreement with you and Wilson that our 

efforts in the Disarmament Conference should now be directed to- 
wards securing a satisfactory international agreement dealing with 
the manufacture of and traffic in arms. 

(2) We have not as yet had time to complete our study of the 
texts submitted in your despatch 103 of October 3,87 and have not 
yet even received the draft articles dealing with categories and super- 

vision. It must therefore be understood that in the following para- 
graphs we have in mind the problem as seen in broad outline and not 
any specific text or draft. 

(3) We agree that it would be a wise plan for you to discuss the 
question frankly with the British and with Henderson and instruct 
Wilson at an early occasion to do likewise in Paris with the French 
authorities. 

(4) We agree with the analysis found in Wilson’s 101,®* that the 
greatest obstacles to success will undoubtedly arise from the attitudes 
of Japan, Italy and Germany. 

(5) If you find the French and British agreeable to our general 
thesis, you might wish to take the matter up informally with Matsu- 
daira,® either on your own initiative, or jointly with the British, 
provided you are convinced that Matsudaira could appreciate that 
the subject had no connection with the present naval conversations.” 
After consulting the French, and if the idea commends itself, Wilson 
might consider continuing to Rome where he could show the Am- 
bassador the dossier to date and with him discuss the general problem 
with the Italian authorities. 

Not printed. 
* September 27, p. 148. 
* Tsuneo Matsudaira, Japanese Ambassador in Great Britain; head of the 

Japanese delegation to the preliminary naval conversations at London. 
seo oP ene covering preliminary naval conversations at London,
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(6) The situation with regard to Germany is more difficult, partly 
owing to Germany’s absence from the Disarmament Conference and 
partly owing to the pertinent provisions of the Treaty of Versailles. 

We should appreciate any recommendations you might have as to the 
best way of interesting the German authorities. 

(7) As to the tactics you recommend in paragraph 2 of your tele- 
gram under reference, notably your suggestion of a “blunt statement” 
at the next Bureau meeting, we are not ready to commit ourselves 
thus early. It will not be necessary to make up our minds on this 
point until shortly before the meeting of the Bureau, when a decision 
will largely be governed by the current European political situation, 
but we see no harm in your indicating to Henderson that you are 
seriously considering making such a move. 

PHILLIPS 

500.A15A4/2598 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 

of State 

Lonpvon, November 1, 19384—10 p. m. 
[Received November 1—8: 05 p. m.] 

19. Your 7, October 25, 7 p.m. At Henderson’s request, a meeting 
was held in Simon’s office this morning for consultation. There 
were present Simon, Eden, Henderson, Avenol, Aghnides, myself, 
and Wilson. 

In view of the reluctance which Aghnides reports exists on the part 
of the continental states to call the Bureau at an early date for fear 
that the fundamentals of disarmament may be debated, the following 
plan was evolved to take care of their preoccupation and to give sat- 
isfaction to the British and ourselves. The plan is that Henderson 
will issue a statement to the effect that the present time is not propi- 
tious for entering into a debate on the fundamentals of disarmament, 
but that he hopes in the near future that the situation in Europe 
will have so developed that these fundamentals can again be attacked. 

He will add, however, that although the purpose of the Conference 
has been and continues to be a general convention covering all phases 

of armament, it now seems feasible to attack and complete certain 
specific objectives, notably the trade in and manufacture of arms. 
For this reason he will summon the Bureau at the time of the Assembly, 
approximately November 21st, to lay before it the possibility of 
engaging upon these specific tasks in committees. It is intended 
that the Bureau will instruct the committees to work upon separate 
protocols destined for independent signature and ratification. This 
will be done in such a way that these independent protocols may in
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the future be joined together in a general disarmament treaty some- 
what in the way that the separate protocols of the Washington Con- 
vention are linked. It is, however, not Henderson’s purpose to 

suggest immediate beginning of the work but to propose that the 
committees will assemble sometime after the new year. 

Wilson is leaving for Paris tomorrow in order to explain fully to 
the French our objective in these limited treaties so that they may 
have a complete understanding of our intentions, and to obviate any 
feeling in their mind that an Anglo-American combination is working. 

He will return to London early next week. 
I am sending a copy of this telegram to Rome in order to forestall 

any precipitate adverse decision by Italy. Wilson will proceed to 
Rome after his return to London as soon as the state of the naval 
conversations permits of his departure. 

Copy to Delegation, Geneva. 
Davis 

500.A15A4/2599 : Telegram 

The Adviser to the American Delegation (Mayer) to the Secretary 
of State 

Geneva, November 6, 1984—11 a. m. 
[Received November 6—9:55 a. m.] 

941. Davis’ 19, November 1, 10 p.m., from London. Henderson 
issued a statement (Conference Document Bureau 68) last night at 
Geneva embodying the plan referred to in the above telegram. 
The statement addressed to the members of the Bureau was likewise 
communicated to the members of the General Commission. After 
briefly reviewing the situation to date the President’s statement 
continues as follows: 

“In the opinion of the President the changes which have taken 
place since June last and the probable trend of political events in 
this respect make it incumbent on the Bureau to reconsider its method 
of work without prejudicing the principles underlying the commit- 
ments entered into by the General Commission in virtue of the resolu- 
tion adopted last summer. 

It is therefore the opinion of the President that conditions are 
now such as to make it necessary to postpone until after the be- 
ginning of the coming year an attempt to deal with the problems 
of disarmament and to modify the procedure of the Conference both 
as regards the questions which should become the immediate concern 
of the Conference and also the manner in which they should be 
approached. 

Consequently the President ventures to put forward for the con- 
sideration of the members of the Bureau the following proposals:
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The Conference and its various organs have so far produced a 
certain amount of work in which agreement has either been reached 
or is in sight. The procedure which has been followed so far had in 
view the conclusion of a complete text of a convention which would 
have been submitted as a whole for the signature and ratification 
of the countries represented at the Conference. In the opinion of 
the President the time has come when such questions as are con- 
sidered ripe may be advantageously embodied in separate protocols 
coming into force one by one without the Conference having neces- 
sarily to wait for the completion of the entire convention. 

Some of the subjects which are sufficiently advanced to come within 
this category are the following: 

(a) The question of the regulation of the manufacture of and 
trade in armaments, 

(6) The question of budgetary publicity, 
(c) The setting-up of the Permanent Disarmament Commission. 

The President thinks that there are other questions which the 
Conference may find so mature as to be susceptible of similar 
treatment. 

On the other hand it should not be forgotten that the air question 
in the June resolution has not yet even been considered by the appro- 
priate committee and should therefore begin at the earliest oppor- 
tunity when the negotiations concerning them have sufficiently 
prepared the ground. 

The President invites the members of the Bureau to be good 
enough to reflect on the advantages [of] this procedure with which 
he hopes they will concur when the Bureau holds its next meeting 
which he convokes for the morning of November 20th at 10:30 a. m. 

In issuing this statement the President wishes to emphasize the 
fact that the fundamental aim of the Conference has been and 
remains for the future the completion of a comprehensive disarma- 
ment convention. It was to this definite program that the states 
represented at the Conference solemnly pledged themselves in the 
resolution which was unanimously adopted on June 8th.” 

Copy of statement mailed Davis, London. 
MAYER 

500.A15A4/2600 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 
_ of State 

Lonpon, November 7, 1934—3 p. m. 
[Received November 7—12: 44 p. m.] 

25. My 19, November 1,10 p.m. Wilson returned from Paris last 
night. He informs me that the precarious situation of the French 
Cabinet rendered it impossible to take up with the Ministers the ques- 
tion of a separate treaty for the manufacture of and trade in arms.
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He did, however, talk both with Massigli * and Aubert, both of whom 
showed entire sympathy with the project. If any difficulty is to be 
anticipated from the French it would appear to be more in the line 
of wishing unduly to complicate the proposed treaty than from re- 
luctance to enter into such treaty. Wilson emphasized the advantage 
of making the treaty so simple that it could be quickly written and 
accepted and could thus mark within a reasonable period a definite 
achievement, and he believes that they were both impressed by this 
argument. Ambassador Straus has been fully informed. | 
Wilson also talked with Rosenberg, Soviet Chargé d’Affaires, and 

explained the situation to him. Rosenberg, while not raising definite 
objections to a special treaty, insisted on the Litvinov proposal that 
the Conference should be abandoned and the work turned over to a 
“permanent peace commission” which would deal primarily with 
threats to peace. Wilson indicated to him his own views as to the 
difficulties that such procedure would raise with us. Rosenberg is 

. taking the matter of the special treaty under advisement and will 
communicate subsequently the views of his Government. 

During the coming weeks it would be helpful to us both if you 
could indicate whether in a general way you approve the type of 
treaty which the delegation has suggested. 

Copy to delegation Geneva. 
Davis 

500.A15A4 General Committee (Arms) /45: Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American 

Delegation (Davis) | 

Wasuineton, November 9, 1934—6 p. m. 

16. Your No. 25, November 7, 3 p. m., and Nos. 940, October 30, 6 
p. m.,®? and 941, November 6, 11 a.m., from Mayer. The scheme of the 
draft articles dealing with the manufacture of and traffic in arms 
meets with our general approval. I desire to express my appreciation 
of the excellent work which has been done in preparing this draft. 
It is being carefully studied in cooperation with War and Navy, and 
detailed criticisms and suggestions will be sent to Geneva by pouch in 
time to reach the Delegation several weeks before the Committee 
reconvenes. 

You should continue preparing the ground for the negotiation, with 
the least possible delay, of a separate protocol based upon the draft 

* René Massigli, French delegate; Assistant Director of Political Affairs, 
French Foreign Office. 

* No. 940 not printed.
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articles submitted. It seems to me, however, to be essential that the 
articles defining the organization of the Permanent Disarmament Com- 
mission and its functions in respect to the trade in and manufacture of 
arms should be an integral part of this protocol. The articles defining 
the organization of that body can be so drawn that further functions 
can be assigned to it in other protocols if the negotiation of such proto- 
cols becomes possible in the future. Iam unable to perceive any ad- 
vantage in Henderson’s proposed procedure by which the articles set- 
ting up the Commission would be embodied in a separate protocol. 
What arguments have been adduced in support of this procedure? It 

® would not appear to aid in any way toward solving the difficulties in 
respect to Germany, and it would require the ratification of two sepa- 
rate protocols, both of which would be necessary to the establishment 
of international control of the arms traffic, thus apparently creating 
an unnecessary difficulty. 

Repeat to Geneva for Mayer. 

PHILuirs 

500.A15A4/2601 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 

of State 

Lonpon, November 12, 1934—32 p. m. 
[Received November 12—12: 44 p. m.] 

27. Department’s 7, October 25, 7 p. m., paragraph 5. Both the 
British and French who have evidenced a willingness to cooperate con- 
sider it would be useful for Wilson to proceed to Rome and Kirk * 
informs me the Italian Foreign Office would like to discuss matters 
with him. In view of your previous approval I am therefore inform- 
ing Kirk that Wilson will leave for Rome, Wednesday the 14th, so that 
he may be back in Geneva on the 19th as I do not yet know if I can 
leave London then. 
We are discussing the matter with Matsudaira this afternoon after 

having emphasized that it has nothing to do with present negotiations. 
Reference paragraph 6, Wilson has discussed matter informally with 

German Minister in Bern“ and is informed most confidentially that 
idea is sympathetic and that although they will not participate in 
negotiations at Geneva they might adhere under certain conditions. 
He will continue to keep German Minister informed. 

Cipher text to Geneva. 
Davis 

* Alexander Kirk, Chargé in Italy. 
“Ernst von Weizsiicker. 

7911185118
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500.A15A4 General Committee (Arms) /46: Telegram 

Lhe Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 

of State 

Lonpon, November 12, 1934—10 p. m. 
[Received November 12—6: 20 p. m.] 

28. Your No. 16, November 9, 6 p. m. 
1. As for explanation the proposal to embody the articles, setting 

up the Permanent Disarmament Commission in a separate protocol, 
was made to permit of the possibility of writing more than the one 
separate treaty covering control of arms manufacture and trade. , 
Other powers have envisaged the possibility of concluding agreements 
covering such subjects as budgetary publicity and aviation. Also 
there [is] the technical consideration that the various subjects had 
been handled in separate committees of the Conference. Henderson 
in particular refuses as yet to admit even in the face of argument that 
it 1s not possible at the present. time to do more than prepare a treaty 
covering arms traffic. Many powers feel that the establishment of 
the P. D. C. is so important that it should be done separately and have 
less interest in the other protocols, but apparently do not yet recognize 
as we do that it will be impossible to establish this body without giving 
it some definite function, such as the control of arms manufacture and 
traffic. 

2. We consider that the best procedure will be to urge in the meeting 
of the Bureau that it is essential that the protocol on manufacture 
and trade and the protocol of the Permanent Disarmament Commission 
should form an indivisible whole and to argue that it is difficult to 
conceive that all states would participate in a commission which had 
no definite function and reason for existence, pointing out that pub- 
licity on manufacture and control of such publicity are inextricably 
woven. We might add, if you concur, that we are working on a 
draft of a treaty showing how it is possible to treat the problems 
as a unit bringing the Permanent Disarmament Committee into being 
and giving it sufficient elasticity to assume other functions beyond the 
control of arms traffic as soon as other protocols covering other sub- 

jects may be written. Further, if you approve and in order to 
crystallize the situation as far as possible we could state at the Bu- 
reau meeting that we proposed to circulate a draft text before the 
meeting of the committee next year in order that the states should 
have an opportunity to study it before the meeting of the committee. 
I am inclined to think that such an announcement and action would 
be useful in canalizing conflicting theories. 

Furthermore, such a promise and procedure on our part would 
tend to keep the initiative and give us a better chance of securing what 
we desire.
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38. There will doubtless be considerable pressure to include in the 
same treaty the treatment of publicity of budgetary expenditure. I 
think we should do our best to discourage this as a complication of 
the problem and one which might considerably delay the realization 
of the proper handling of the matter of trade in arms. However, 
should such pressure be overwhelming I would like an expression of 
your views as to whether you consider that we might admit in a 
contemplated treaty a chapter on budgetary expenditure. 

4. I would appreciate an answer as urgently as possible. Also 
please repeat answer direct to Geneva. 

Repeated to delegation Geneva. 
Davis 

500.4A15A4/2604: Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 
of State 

Lonvon, November 14, 1934—noon. 
[Received November 14—9:10 a. m.] 

33. Although all mention of Litvinov’s proposal for a permanent 
peace conference was omitted from the statement by Henderson * it 
is conceivable that Litvinov may press for consideration of his project 
at the Bureau. | 

Both Aghnides and Avenol hope that it will not be necessary for 
the Bureau to devote much attention to the Soviet proposal. It may 
be however that a discussion cannot be avoided and it will therefore 
be useful to have an indication of your views as to the line we should 
take in the Bureau if necessary. 

I am inclined to think that it would be preferable at least in public 
to base our objection on a desire not to terminate the Disarmament 
Conference or to take any step which could be interpreted as a loss 
of interest in the disarmament movement or a loss of faith in an 
eventual successful outcome. 

I feel that the reasons adduced by Wilson in his conversation with 
Aubert (see Geneva telegram 936, October 4, 10 p.m.) are valid but 
are more capable of being used in private conversation than in public. 
Please answer this telegram both here and Geneva direct. 

Repeated to Geneva. : 
Davis 

** See telegram No. 941, November 6, 11 a. m., from the adviser to the American 
delegation, p. 174.
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500.A15A4 General Committee (Arms) /46: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American Delegation 
(Davis) 

Wasuineton, November 14, 1934—5 p. m. 
19. Your No, 28, November 12,10 p.m. Your recommendations and 

the procedure which you propose are approved. 
I concur in your opinion that budgetary expenditure should be 

dealt with in a separate Protocol. Should the pressure become over- 
whelming to deal with that matter in the Protocol relating to manu- 
facture of and traffic in arms, please refer the question to me again for 

further consideration. 

Copy has been sent to Amdelgat Geneva. 
Hoty 

500.A15A4/2605 : Telegram . 

The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American Delegation 
(Davis) 

. Wasutneron, November 14, 1934—7 p. m. 

21. Your 33, November 14, noon. We incline to the belief that if 
the Litvinoff proposal for a permanent peace conference is raised at 
the Bureau, and if a discussion cannot be avoided, it would be better 
for our delegation to follow the line of comment contained in Davis’ 
personal letter to me of October 9.°% This approach which follows 
a middle course between the rather anodyne reasons set forth in your 
33 and the reasons adduced by Wilson in his conversation of October 
4 with Aubert,” has the merit of avoiding controversial issues while 
at the same [time] reassuring the public here that this Government 
remains determined not to become involved in European political 
questions. Please report to Amdelgat Geneva adding pertinent quo- 
tations from Davis’s letter above referred to. 

Hv 

500.A15A4 General Committee (Arms) /49 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 

of State 

Lonpon, November 15, 19384—7 p. m. 
[Received November 15—3: 40 p. m.] 

39. Your No. 16, November 9, 6 p. m. and No. 19, November 14, 
5 p.m. In a talk with Henderson today he agreed that the articles 

** Not found in Department files. 
” See telegram No. 936, October 4, 10 p. m., from the American delegate, p. 152.
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defining the organization of the Permanent Disarmament Commission 
and the articles setting up the control of arms traffic and manufacture 
should be embodied in the same protocol. He still feels, however, 
that some provisions covering budgetary expenditure could be in- 
cluded in the same protocol to be worked out at the present time. 
Repeated to Geneva. 

Davis 

500.A15A4/2606 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Italy (Kirk) to the Secretary of State 

Rome, November. 16, 1934—8 p. m. 
[Received November 16—4: 25 p. m. | 

256. From Wilson. Kirk and I had a conversation with Suvich ® 
this afternoon in which I outlined our objectives. Suvich raised cer- 
tain points of doubt as to the advantages of a special treaty on produc- 
tion and traffic of arms but did not explicitly repudiate the idea. He 
stated that he would have to discuss it further before deciding what 
instructions would be given to their representatives at the Bureau. 

This morning I talked to Aloisi, Soragna * and others and received 

a much more definitely negative impression, so much so that before 
seeing Suvich I was under the impression that a definite Government 
decision had been taken against the participation in such a treaty. 
Since my talk with Suvich I am inclined to think that the military 
services and the subordinate officials of the Foreign Office are opposed 
to participating in a treaty but that a definite decision has not yet 
been reached by the Chief of State. 

I am also inclined to think that the utmost we can hope for will be 
a passive attitude on the part of Italy at the Bureau meeting thus per- 
mitting the subject to be taken up in commission. We will be fortu- 
nate if they do not enter definite objection. 

I am seeing Suvich again this evening and of course will do my 
utmost to convince him. 

Even in the event that I find that we may expect definite opposition 

from Italy I shall continue under the assumption unless you instruct 
me to the contrary that you desire me to advocate strongly in the 
Bureau the adoption of our thesis. 

Repeated to delegation, Geneva, and the Embassy, London, for Mr. 
Davis. [ Wilson. ] 

Kirk 

* Fulvio Suvich, Italian Under Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs. 
” Pompeo Aloisi and Antonio Meli Lupi di Soragna, Italian members on the 

Bureau, General Disarmament Conference.
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500.A15A4 General Committee (Arms) /50: Telegram 

The Adviser to the American Delegation (Mayer) to the Secretary 

of State 

Geneva, November 17, 1934—6 p. m. 
[Received November 17—1: 55 p. m.] 

943. Reference my 942, November 13, 8 p. m.,' and Davis’ 39, Novem- 

ber 15,7 p.m., from London. Ina conversation with Aghnides today, 
he indicated that those delegations he had seen favored dealing with 

the regulation of the manufacture and trade in arms and the establish- 

ment of a Permanent Disarmament Commission in separate protocols 

as Henderson’s statement of November 5? had suggested. In view of 

our desire to have these two subjects in one protocol, Aghnides observed 
that much confusion could be avoided and our thesis more easily at- 
tained if we gave the Bureau something immediate and concrete to 
consider. Entirely on his own initiative he strongly recommended 
that we place a text of such a protocol before the Bureau on Tuesday. 

During the same conversation Aghnides told me confidentially that 
he had just received word from a source usually accurate that the 
Soviets had now decided to make certain démarches at the Bureau 
meeting which “would be very troublesome”. 

Repeated to London. 
Mayer 

500.A15A4/2608 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Italy (Kirk) to the Secretary of State 

Rome, November 17, 19384—8 p. m. 
[Received November 17—4: 22 p. m.|] 

258. My telegram No. 255, November 16, 7 p.m." Following from 

Wilson: ; 

“Suvich told me last night that he had talked with the Chief of 
Government after my conversation with him at the Foreign Office 
and had suggested an interview with me. Word was received from 
the Foreign Office today that an interview was arranged for this 
afternoon. 

I presented to Mussolini in some detail what we hoped could be 
accomplished in the way of a special treaty on the manufacture of and 
traffic in arms. Mussolini appeared interested and asked pertinent 
questions both as to the form of the treaty we had in mind and the 
objects which we hoped to accomplish thereby. However, he gave me 

* Not printed. 
2 See telegram No. 941, November 6, 11 a. m., from the adviser to the American 

delegation, p. 174.
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no indication as to his attitude on the question, or as to what instruc- 
tions he would give to his delegates at Geneva.” 

Repeated by telegraph to Geneva, and London for Mr. Davis. 
Kirk 

500.A15A4 General Committee (Arms) /51 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, November 18, 19384—7 p. m. 
[Received November 18—4: 45 p. m.] 

944. From the interviews which I have had in the last few days 
in Rome, and from talks with the delegation since my return to Geneva, 
I feel sure that we will confront a situation in the Bureau which will 
be touch and go, and that we will be constrained to use every means 
in our power if we are to achieve our object on Tuesday.’ I, therefore, 
urge strongly the adoption of the procedure outlined in Mayer’s 942, 
November 18, 8 p. m.,* and 943, November 17,6 p.m. It may well be 
that the submission of a text will turn the tide and canalize what 
seems to be conflicting views both as to procedure and objectives. Such 
action would tend to make plain our position with the Bureau and 
the public before there is any possible complication to the situation 
brought in by a Russian demand for a permanent peace organization or 
other obstructive suggestions. I have arranged already to speak first 
Tuesday. 

In view of the time element I shall telephone at 6 p. m. Geneva time, 
noon Washington time, Monday, to obtain your decision, unless I have 
received your decision by telegraph before that time. 

Repeated Mr. Davis, London. 
WILson 

500.A15A4 General Committee (Arms) /52: Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

GxrNnEvA, November 19, 1934—noon. 
[ Received November 19—10 a. m. | 

946. I desire to submit to you a question the answer to which I 
shall request when I telephone ® this afternoon at 6 p. m. as stated in 
my telegram 944, November 18, 7 p. m. 

I have just seen Henderson. He tells me that he had considerable 
difficulty with the French in accepting his letter based upon the meet- 
ing in London. Furthermore, when he spoke to the French Saturday 

* November 20. 
*Not printed. . 
* See infra. | oo. | ,
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regarding the idea of a single instrument for traffic in arms and 
Permanent Disarmament Commission (see Davis’ 39, November 15, 
7 p.m.) the French insisted emphatically that publicity of budgetary 
expenditure must be included in the treaty. 

Henderson therefore feels strongly and stated emphatically that 
while he would be happy to back us in insistence upon a single treaty 
it would be only if we included budgetary publicity. If we insist 
upon singling out only the two subjects in which we are particularly 
interested, namely, manufacture of and trade in arms and setting 

up the Permanent Disarmament Commission then he can not back us. 
He is convinced that our only hope of getting through the program 
of work is to present a united front in the face of the probable Russian 
attempts to kill the Conference and set up a permanent peace com- 
mission which it is generally felt will take place at the meeting 

Tuesday. 
I have in mind your telegram 19 to Davis in London and share the 

reluctance to include budgetary publicity in a treaty with the other two 
| subjects. I feel, however, that unless we are profoundly opposed to 

budgetary publicity we should accept Henderson’s compromise and 
accept it gracefully in giving Henderson full backing in tomorrow’s 
meeting. 

For the sake of clarity I venture to summarize as follows: The plan 

would be that the three committees would undertake their separate 
studies for the purpose of finding such modifications in existing texts 
as would fit an immediate realization of a single treaty; that the cor- 
relation of these three texts into one treaty would be the work of the 
Bureau in a subsequent meeting. 

If you approve of our submitting a text Tuesday as requested in my 
942, November 13, 8 p. m.,’ the procedure I have in mind after this 
conversation with Henderson is that we should submit this text as two- 
thirds of the treaty. We should state that in our opinion budgetary 
publicity is a subject which has not advanced to the same stage as the 

other two subjects that, however, we are agreeable to including a 
chapter thereon in the treaty. 

Repeated to London for Davis. 

: Witson 

500.A18A4 General Committee (Arms) /56 

Memorandum of Trans-Atlantic Telephone Conversation ® 

Mr. Prnuuires: I am speaking from the Secretary’s office and the Sec- 
retary is beside me. We have received your two telegrams, Nos. 944 

* Not printed. 
* Between the American delegate in Geneva and the Under Secretary of State in 

Washington, November 19, 1934, 12 noon.
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and 946; with reference to your 944, you will receive by telephone from 
the Embassy at London shortly after 2:00 p. m., Washington time, 
that is, 8:00 p. m. Geneva time, a long telegram ® giving changes in the 
draft articles for a separate convention which you submitted to us. 
Please have at least one stenographer with you to take down the text. 

Mr. Witson: All right. 

Mr. Putturrs: I am afraid that the delegation will have an over- 
night’s work cut out for them, but it is the best we have been able to 
do in view of the many conflicting views held here. With these changes 
you may submit the draft text to the Bureau tomorrow. 

Mr. Witson: That’s right. 

Mr. Puiturps: Now with reference to your 946, if you are convinced 
that our only chance to get through a treaty covering manufacture 
and traffic in arms is to agree to the French demands, we reluctantly 
agree, 

Mr. Witson: Fine. 

Mr. Puiuurrs: to your accepting it. Could you not however try to 
persuade the Bureau to agree to two protocols, the one covering manu- 
facture and traffic in arms with the appropriate provisions of imple- 
mentation by the Permanent Disarmament Commission written in as 

an integral part; the other protocol covering budgetary publicity like- 
wise with the appropriate provisions of implementation by the 
Permanent Disarmament Commission written in as an integral part? 
If you cannot persuade Henderson and the French to accept this, then 
insist on some provision being made to correlate the work of the three 
committees you mentioned as they go along and not leave this 
exclusively to the Bureau at a later date. 

Mr. Witson: I understand. 
Mr. Pures: What we are of course concerned over is the possi- 

bility that the special committee set up to draft the articles covering 
the Permanent Disarmament Commission would approve articles that 
have no inherent relation to the manufacture and traffic in arms and 
which it would be difficult for us to accept, 

Mr. Witson: Right. 

Mr. Puiiires: Or embarrassing to reject. That covers all I have 
to say. 

Mr. Wirson: I think that is all we want to know. Please repeat 
again when the telegram was sent to us. 

Mr. Purtures: It will be sent to you from London. By telephone, 
arriving at 8:00 p. m., Geneva time. It is about a ten page 
communication. 

° Infra. .



186 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1934, VOLUME I 

500.A15A4 General Committee (Arms) /48 : Telegram 

T he Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) 

[Extract] ° 

Wasuineton, November 19, 1934. 

412. Please telephone the following message to Amdelgat Geneva 
and send Department a flash when telephoning has been completed. 

“Your 940, October 80, 6 p. m., and 942, November 18,8 p.m." In 
view of your recent messages, you may present to the Bureau for circu- 
lation a draft Convention on Manufacture of and Traffic in Arms. 
_Although the Department has been working closely and coopera- 

tively with the War Department, it has not yet been possible entirely 
to reconcile conflicting opinions on certain articles. It is, therefore, 
suggested that when you present the text you reserve the right (without 
undue emphasis) to propose or accept modifications on individual 
articles during the course of debate. 

At your convenience, please submit for my consideration your ideas 
as to articles of ratification. ‘These articles should, I believe, contain 
a provision to the effect that the Arms Traffic Convention of 1925 shall 
be considered as superseded by the coming into effect of this Con- 
vention. 

Please transmit to the Department by open mail the revised draft 
as soon as possible.[”’] 

HU 

500.A15A4/2609 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, November 20, 1934—4 p. m. 
[Received November 20—11: 55 a. m.] 

948. Reference Conference Document D. C. L. 15, dated June 4, with 
regard to Henderson’s request that the Governments represented at 
the Conference communicate to him any observations they might have 
on the Russian proposal for a permanent peace conference, Henderson 
at this morning’s meeting requested that all Governments represented 
forward to him for presentation to the Conference their ideas upon 
the Russian proposal. 

Is it desired that I prepare and submit to you the draft of a reply 

along the lines indicated in your 21, November 14, 7 p. m. to Davis? 
Mailed to London for Davis. 

WILSON 

* The omitted portion of this telegram referred to textual revisions of drafts 
previously submitted by the American delegation. 

“" Neither printed.
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500.A15A4 Steering Committee/471 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, November 20, 1934—5 p. m. 
[ Received 5:05 p. m.] 

949. Henderson’s opening statement at the Bureau meeting this 
morning followed the lines indicated in his statement of November 5 
(see my 941, November 6, 11 a. m.). I was the first speaker ” and 
agreed with Henderson’s outline emphasizing the indispensability of 
incorporating the provisions on the three subjects in a single document 
which would require but a single ratification and further emphasizing 

the deep interest of the American Government in manufacture of and 
trade in arms. I then presented the text * with a brief analysis of its 
broad lines. 

Litvinoff followed with rather a mild suggestion that consideration 
be given to his proposal for a permanent peace organization which in 
a later statement he denied as replacing the League. He referred 
pleasantly to our proposal but pointed out that inasmuch as the Gen- 
eral Disarmament Conference had thus far accomplished nothing the 
setting up of the Permanent Disarmament Commission was more or 
less futile since it would have very little work to do. Henderson re- 
plied vigorously stating that the work of the General Disarmament 
Conference must goon. He expressed appreciation for our proposals 
which he accepted as being exactly in line with his ideas of the present 
situation. 
Madariaga and Undén,“ Sweden, associated themselves with the 

American proposal emphasizing especially the desirability of a single 
treaty for the three subjects. Eden spoke briefly and supported the 
idea of the continuity of the Conference and desirability of adopt- 
ing Henderson’s suggestions. He welcomed the American proposals 
which he said he would look forward to studying carefully. Massigli 
spoke very briefly saying merely that the three questions proposed 
for detailed study were questions the French delegation considered 
fundamental elements of any convention, agreeing to the President’s 
proposal as likely to lead to useful work. He made no reference to 
our statement or proposal. The Japanese representative did not 
speak, Both Eden and Massigli have subsequently told me that the 

“For complete text of Wilson’s speech, and for remarks of others mentioned in 
this telegram, see Minutes of the Bureau, vol. 1, pp. 246-255. 
*The American draft treaty text is printed in Department of State, Press 

Releases, December 22, 1934, p. 391, and in Conference Documents, vol. tir (Conf. 
D, 167), p. 776. 

“B. O. Undén, Swedish Minister without portfolio.
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idea of a single treaty and single ratification is in entire harmony with 
their thoughts. 

Soragna called attention to the previous Italian position. He 
questioned the advisability of attempting to get a solution of the 
three subjects under consideration and made full reservation as to 
Italy’s future action thereon although he did promise collaboration 

in the work anticipated. Soragna emphasized strongly the Italian 
thesis of the interdependence of all questions relating to disarmament 
indicating that it was all or nothing and stated “no disarmament, no 
control”. 

The Bureau session ended with the adoption of Henderson’s pro- 
gram on the understanding that he and the chairmen of the subcom- 
mittees concerned would hold frequent consultations in order to 
assure coordination and close collaboration in the preparation of the 
three subjects to be considered. Under the program adopted the com- 
mittees will meet at the call of their chairmen probably in January. 
Our draft text, copies of which were distributed at the meeting, will 
be circulated officially to the Governments represented at the Confer- 
ence with a request that it be studied and suggestions or comments be 
sent to Mr. Henderson prior to the January meeting. Henderson 
also said that he would specially see that a copy of our text would be 
put in the hands of the chairman of each of the three committees. 

Copies are being mailed to the Department today. 
Repeated to London for Davis. 

WILSON 

500.A15A4/2610: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the American Delegate (Wilson) 

WasuHincTon, November 21, 1934—2 p. m. 

456. Your 948, November 20, 4 p.m. We are unable to see any 
advantage in submitting comments on the Russian proposal for a 
Permanent Peace Conference at this time. (1) There is always the 
possibility that the idea may die of inanition; (2) there is no reason 
to antagonize the Russian delegation at this particular moment when 
we were anxious for their support of our Draft Convention on Arms; 
(3) there would be plenty of time when the subject is actually up 
for consideration to explain why we would not join the proposed 
Permanent Peace Conference. If you do not agree and see some com- 
pelling reason to present a draft reply in the near future, please sum- 
marize your reasons briefly. 

Hoy
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500.A15A4/2618 

Memorandum by the American Delegate (Wilson) 

[Grenrva,| November 21, 1934. 

At his request I dined with Litvinov alone last night. He opened 
the conversation by discussing the London naval conversations * and 
sald he did not see why the British were flirting with the Japanese 
by political discussions of a non-aggression pact. I replied that as 
far as we knew no such action was taking place. (I remembered Sir 
John’s discussion with Mr. Davis on this point and believed I was 

_-within the bounds of truth in what I said.) * Litvinov, however, 
was insistent that these discussions were going on and thought it was 
the height of folly to do anything which might lead Japan to think 

that a wedge could be driven between the United States and Great 
Britain. I replied that I thought there was less likelihood of a wedge 
between us than there had been some weeks ago and that even at that 
time the possibility was remote. He stated that for the moment the 
tension was reduced with Japan, scoffed at my idea that the tension was 
reduced because of the purchase of the Chinese Eastern Railway ™ 
and said it had been reduced solely and only because of intensive war- 
like preparation which the Soviet Government had made in Eastern 
Siberia. This had prevented the Japanese from thinking that they 
could make a parade across Siberia and made them count the cost. 

Then he reached the purpose of our interview. Indeed he frankly 
said that he had invited me so that we could talk of his idea of the 
permanent peace organization. He stated that there were several 
co-related ideas in his mind which led him to make his proposition: 
(1) The Kellogg Pact lacked all implementation and some form of 
implementation should be devised; (2) the League machinery was 
too cumbersome with its step by step procedure to sanctions which 
he recognized frightened not only the United States but many mem- 
bers of the League, including Great Britain; (3) the United States 
was not in the League and one of his principal thoughts was to devise 
something whereby the United States would consult with the rest 

of the world if there were a real threat to peace; (4) it seemed to him 
indispensable that unruly nations should realize that if they start 
anything there would be a united public opinion among the sober 
nations of the world which could take such measures as might be 

* See pp. 217 ff. 
* See telegrams Nos. 31 and 34, November 13 and 14, from the Chairman of the 

American delegation, pp. 8328 and 331; telegram No. 20, November 14, to the 
Chairman of the American delegation, p. 333. 

* See telegram No, 212, September 25, 1934, 5 p. m., from the Chargé in Japan, 
vol. 111, p. 283. Lo
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necessary to hold the unruly ones in check. In this particular con- 
ception he had been hoping that the United States would find it 
sympathetic since, when he was in Washington, President Roosevelt, 
he stated, had discussed with him the possibility of showing a united 
front on the part of the whole civilized world against the unruly 
ambitions of Germany and Japan. 

I replied that I was very glad that he had given me this opportunity 
to discuss this matter frankly between us, since I felt that an intimate 
talk of this kind on this subject would be much more satisfactory 
than to have to argue such a matter on the floor of the Commission, 
and it was the very fact that he was concerned in our co-operation 
that made me happy at this stage to avoid a public discussion, because 
what I had to tell him was not at all encouraging to his project. I 
continued by stating that the American people were profoundly 
interested in the disarmament movement, but they divided in their 
minds disarmament from political problems and especially from 
European political problems, in which they firmly refused to concern 
themselves; that they felt that if the states of Europe were not even 
able to disarm among themselves, then it meant that any organization 
such as Litvinov proposed to set up would be purely political in char- 
acter, predominantly concerned with European political problems, and 
therefore something in which we should not participate. I cited to 
him the experience of over a year ago when we had worked with 
France and Great Britain in the endeavor to find a basis of agreement, 
which might be acceptable to Germany."* The moment Germany 
walked out and accused us of trying to force her, public opinion in 
America indignantly repudiated the idea that we had mixed in an 
internal European squabble and it was necessary to clear the atmos- 
phere at once by a public declaration to the contrary. 

As to the Kellogg Pact, I had hoped myself at one time that 
further implementation could be made in it, but our thoughts had 
veered a long way in the past three or four years. Three or four 
years ago there was an atmosphere which at least gave hope of 
peaceful co-operation. Now there was an atmosphere of disillusion- 
ment and increasing distrust among the nations of Europe. Would 
the American people be willing to assume any fresh obligation even 
of a consultative nature in the face of a situation which seemed to 
be daily growing more bitter? I added that these were considera- 
tions in the minds of the American people and that I felt sure that 
if Mr. Litvinov pressed his project, we would have to bluntly say 
that if the Conference turned into such an organization, it would 
have to do so without the participation of the United States. 

* See Foreign Relations, 1988, vol. 1, pp. 211-265 passim.
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Litvinov made some further argument and then thought aloud 
as to possible modification that might be made in his plan which 
we could find acceptable, notably basing the conception squarely and 
directly on an implementation of the Kellogg Pact. At the end of 
the dinner he said, “Well, I am glad we have had this talk. It 
looks as if I would have to think of something else.” 

Throughout the conversation Litvinov displayed the most com- 
plete distrust of Germany. To him, so long as there is a Hitler 
regime, just so long is Germany a mad dog that can’t be trusted, 
with whom no agreements can be made, and whose ambition can 

only be checked by a ring of determined neighbors. 
Hueu R. Witson 

500.A15A4 General Committee (Arms) /57a 

The Secretary of State to President Roosevelt 

Wasuineton, November 22, 1934. 

My Dear Mr. Preswent: I authorized Mr. Wilson to present a 
revised draft of a Convention for the International Supervision and 
Control of the Manufacture of and Trade in Arms and Munitions 
of War to the meeting of the Bureau of the General Disarmament 
Conference, which met at Geneva on November 20, 1934. This draft 
was referred to Committees which will meet in January. In the 
meantime, it will be circulated to the governments, including our 
own, for their consideration and such criticisms, suggestions and 
amendments as they may wish to present. 

In the preparation of this Draft Convention the Department has 
been greatly indebted to the War Department which, in a spirit of 
helpful cooperation, made valuable and constructive suggestions, 
which were the result of a painstaking study of the whole question. 
The draft which I authorized Mr. Wilson to present to the Bureau 
contains, nevertheless, several features which do not meet with the 
approval of the War Department. A letter which I have received 
from the Secretary of the Navy makes it clear that he shares the 
misgiving of the War Department on these points. 

The most important of the features referred to are the following: 

(1) The Draft Convention in its present form provides for the 
supervision and control of the manufacture of arms by each High 
Contracting Party within its own jurisdiction in conformity with a 
definite procedure and subject to full publicity—except, of course, in 
respect to specifications, composition of materials, et cetera. This 
supervision and control is made to include the supervision and control 
of arms and munitions manufactured by a State for its own armed 
forces. Such arms the War Department would prefer to have excepted 
from the provisions of the Convention.
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(2) The system of permanent and automatic inspection to ensure 
the carrying out of the Convention is provided for in some detail. It 
authorizes the Permanent Disarmament Commission to send Com- 
mittees into the territories of the High Contracting Parties to carry 
on investigations at any place which they may consider convenient 
to the purpose in hand. These Committees are prohibited from ob- 
taining information as to technical details of design, physical and 
chemical composition of materials, processes of manufacture and other 
similar matters, which may constitute a trade or defense secret. They 
are, nevertheless, authorized to inspect Government arsenals and pri- 
vate factories for the purpose of ascertaining the quantities of arms 
and munitions in process of manufacture or in stock. The War De- 
partment would prefer to have the seat of these investigations re- 
stricted to the capitals of the Contracting Parties and the procedure 
restricted to the examination of witnesses and of documents. 

In authorizing Mr. Wilson to present a text embodying the features 
outlined above, I felt that I was acting in accordance with your policy 
and with the ideas which you have expressed on several occasions, and 
notably in your conversation ® with Mr. Phillips and Mr. Green 2° on 
May 28. Before proceeding further in the negotiation of this Con- 
vention, I should be grateful if I could receive your assurance that 
I have indeed reflected your views in authorizing Mr. Wilson to present 
to the Bureau a Draft Convention containing these features. 

I am, my dear Mr. President, 
Faithfully yours, CorDELL Hui 

500.A15A4 General Committee (Arms) /67 

President Roosevelt to the Secretary of State 

Warm Sprinas, Ga., November 24, 1934. 

Dear CorDEtL: I am glad to have your letter of November twenty- 
second relating to the Convention for Supervision of Munitions of 
War. 

I like your summary. I cannot understand the hesitation of the 
War Department in regard to the principles mentioned, i. e., number 
(1) on Page two and number (2) on pages two and three. 

* No record of conversation found in Department files. 
*” Joseph C..Green of the Division of Western European Affairs, liaison officer 

for the Department on the subject of arms and munitions. 
* In transmitting a copy of this letter and other correspondence to the Ameri- 

can delegate in an instruction of December 5, 1934 (500.A15A4 General Com- 
mittee (Arms)/67a) the Secretary of State wrote: “You will note that the 
President. has expressed his approval of the Draft which you presented to the 
Bureau of the Conference on November 20. You may assume, therefore, that 
such further suggestions as I may make before the Committees undertake the 
study of the Draft in January will relate to matters of detail and not to the 
essential principles on which the proposal is based.”
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You, however, are right and I see no reason why you should not 
tell the War Department that supervision and inspection must be all 
inclusive, including all plants in all nations. That is my policy. 

You do not say anything about the Navy objections. In any event, 
I entirely approve of the draft and am glad you have authorized Mr. 
Wilson to present it to the Bureau. 

Always sincerely, FRANKLIN D, RoosEveit 

500.A15A4 General Committee (Arms) /69 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

No. 107 GenEvA, November 26, 1934. 
{Received December 11. ] 

Sir: I have the honor to invite the Department’s attention to the 
draft treaty on the manufacture of and traffic in arms which we pre- 
sented at the meeting of the Bureau on Tuesday the 20th. In this 
connection, permit me again to express my appreciation of your 
thoughtful and prompt cooperation. 

I append hereto a memorandum prepared by Colonel Strong giv- 
ing an analysis of the differences between the text submitted to the 
Bureau and the text which we originally submitted to you in des- 
patches Nos. 103, October 3,” No. 104, October 18, and telegram No. 
940, October 30, 6 p.m.”* The memorandum is comprehensive but 
there are certain points brought out in it to which I would like 
especially to invite your attention. 

In referring to the articles, I shall define them by the numbers 
used in the draft text as circulated by the Bureau, Conf. D. 167, copies 
of which have already been sent to the Department. 

I. Carecory III, Paracrary (3) 

Our original text drew a line of demarkation between airplane 
engines of above and below 400 HP, making the provisions of the 
convention both as to manufacture and as to export and import appli- 
cable to engines of that horsepower and above it, and exempting 
engines of below that horsepower from all provisions of the conven- 
tion. The Department, on the contrary, has placed all aircraft 
engines in Category ITI, in so far as the provisions relating to traffic 

are concerned, but expressly exempts them from those provisions re- 
lating to manufacture. May I point out that, in view of the second 
paragraph of Article 10, the change would mean that no aircraft 

* Not printed. 
“2 Telegram No. 940 not printed. 

791118 —51——-19
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engines could be sold outside of the United States, except to a 
Government. 

Needless to say the subject of the treatment of aircraft has been 
given endless debate, both in public and in private, since this Con- 
ference started. However much we insist upon the purely civilian 
aspect of civil aircraft, the fact remains that to the States in Europe, 
practically any aircraft is a potential weapon of war. This is pecu- 
liarly so, and in increasing degree, as the size of airplanes increases 
and their radius of action is extended. We feel here that it would 
be essential to make some concession to this widespread feeling, but 
we question whether the concession made in your suggestion is not 
more embarrassing perhaps and more limitative to legitimate trade 
than other possibilities. In order to show the contrast between the 
two extreme points of view, may I point out that we contemplated 
making mention only of military aircraft actually found in the armed 
forces, and purposely left out of the picture civil aviation even of types 
which can be readily adapted to military purposes in warfare. The 
Europeans, on the other hand, have tried to insist that all civil avia- 
tion should be subject to the same regime, especially as to control and 
inspection, as those articles covered by Categories I, IJ and III. As 
a great concession they might be willing to accept the point of view 
that aircraft below a certain specified horsepower, or radius of action, 
should be subject to publicity only, whereas the powerful, long-range 
machines should, at least for control purposes, be given the same 
treatment as Category I. With this in mind, could we consider a 
compromise? Could we agree in a separate article to give full pub- 
licity to all civil aviation, both as to production and export and 
import, and further agree that aircraft above a designated size should 
be included in Category V; that they should be considered as one of 
those articles which, in the event of war, could be adapted for war 
purposes? Such treatment would limit the control to the large planes 
only but would give the Europeans a measure of satisfaction by 
having full knowledge of the development of civil aviation. 

In discussing this matter with a member of the French Delegation, 
he pointed out that in America there are approximately 10,000 reg- 
istered planes. This means a yearly increment for replacement of 
approximately 2,000 civil planes, not to mention the production for 
export and for military purposes. Let us say roughly, therefore, their 
increment in the production for civil aviation is approximately 20 
per cent. In Germany, on the other hand, their listed planes are 760. 
Under the Treaty of Versailles they would have to be all civil aircraft. 
This would mean, on the same basis as our own aircraft, a normal 
production increment of 150 planes per year, plus a small number 
which they export, but, added this Frenchman, 150 planes according
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to their information, is a comparatively low estimate of what they are 
producing monthly which gives immediate concern as to the warlike 
potentiality of this surplus. It is apparent from this argument how 
vital the Continental States would regard full information and as wide 
a control as possible on the production of civil aircraft. While the 
argument is not entirely sound, it represents certainly French views 
and probably the views of most Continental Powers. 

To get back to my suggestion, may I state it briefly as follows: A 
practical solution of the present problem in regard to aviation would 
appear to be to delete sub-paragraph (3) under paragraph (a) of 

Category III, and place all aircraft engines in Category V where they 
would be subjected only to publicity and an export license, and to 
agree to put in the same Category, namely, Category V, all aircraft 
other than that covered in paragraph (a) (1) of Category III, which 
are above certain designated criteria as to size or carrying capacity 
or horsepower, taking care to limit this particular classification only 

to the large, long-range planes that might be capable of prompt adap- 
tation to bombing. In this case the export of these civil planes would 
be subject to an export license. In addition to publicity, attention 

is invited to the fact that this would not subject the manufacturers to 
any of the provisions for licensing to manufacture, but would subject 
them to inspection and to the export license provisions of the 

Convention. . 
In addition to the foregoing, we might offer a measure of satisfac- 

tion by introducing an article on publicity which would operate to 
give full publicity as to production and export of all aircraft which 
do not appear in Category V and which do not come within other 
provisions of the Convention. 

If. Carscory ITI, (a) (1) 

I invite attention to Colonel Strong’s analysis. 

III. Carecory V 

The Department has instructed that the item of “commercial ex- 
plosives” should be deleted. While I agree that commercial explosives 
are a large and important factor in civil exportation nevertheless the 
Europeans, particularly those of the French school have consistently, 
during the discussions of the past ten years, held that explosives are 
part of immediate war material and should be inserted in Category I. 
Since, under the heading of ammunition in sub-head (5) of paragraph 
(a), Category I, and paragraph (b), we have included explosives 
which normally are of military concern, I believe we would have a 
better chance to keep the remaining explosives or those we perhaps
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ill-advisedly designated “commercial explosives”, out of Category I, 
acknowledging their existence for publicity by putting them in Cate- 
gory V. In this connection, “explosives not covered in other Cate- 
gories” might be substituted for the term “commercial explosives”. 

In case doubt exists as to the adequacy of the present provisions 
of Category I, it might well be solved by adding a sub-head (8) of 
paragraph (a), under the term “propellants and fillers for the articles 
covered by items (5) and (6) above.” 

IV 

With reference to your instruction as to Chapter I, Article D, in the 
draft transmitted in despatch 103,7* I am inclined to believe that on 
subsequent reflection we have done well to delete this article. In any 
case, as I outlined in my telegram No. 947, of November 19, 11 a. m.,?94 
the article is of a highly controversial character and under any form 

would invite discussion as to the waiver or maintenance of Part V 
of the Treaty of Versailles. Since issuing our text at the Bureau, 
several representatives of other countries have spoken to me of the 
implications of our project upon the Treaty of Versailles, and have 
asked me how I thought the project would affect that Treaty. Ihave 
invariably replied that we have drafted a treaty which we believe 
to be workable and have not considered it our business to interpret 
the obligations of the Treaty of Versailles. Hence there would seem 
to be a real advantage not to lay down any article that even approaches 
this question, but to await the debate in committees and see what sug- 
gestions are made and at that time endeavor to accept only such sug- 
gestions as may best, on the one hand, satisfy the French and, on the 
other hand, still make possible for Germany to agree to this convention. 

In Article 9, the Department instructed us to delete the reference 
to “fifteen days” and to insert in its place the words: “before that 
date.” I venture to ask for the reconsideration of this decision. While 
I recognize that your suggestion is simpler and from certain points of 
view preferable, nevertheless the insertion of the words “fifteen days” 
was the result of long discussion in the Committee in its sessions last 
spring. The Continental States felt that it was essential to have 
notice sufficient time in advance, in order that, in cases of grave doubt, 
the shipment might be checked even before its departure from the coun- 
try of origin, and if necessary followed through to its ultimate destina- 

tion. They regard this time interval as a very important part of the 

* October 8, not printed. 
a Not printed.
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whole structure and, inasmuch as I do not conceive that we regard it of 

high importance, it might be better to acquiesce in their view, unless 
there is some compelling argument to the contrary of which I am 

unaware. 

VI 

With reference to Article 11, I venture to refer to Colonel Strong’s 
analysis. I am inclined to feel that you will agree that samples of 

articles in Category III may be included in Article 11, both in sub- 
paragraph (1) and (3) and that the omission thereof was done 

through inadvertence. 

VII. Arricre 15 

I have given further thought to the possibility of inserting your 
suggestion in this place, but the more I consider it, the more I feel that 
Colonel Strong’s reasoning, as exposed in his memorandum, is sound. 
In its essence the application of the article would be an embargo 
against a certain State or States, and one could conceive that the mere 
signature or ratification of the treaty under certain conditions would 
become a political act of the highest importance. 

It seems to me further that if we admit in a treaty form an obliga- 

tion to embargo a State or States in common action for the achieve- 
ment of a political objective, we are entering upon the road which 
leads direct to economic sanctions as a measure of collective action, a 
slippery road which might take us far further into the Continental 
conception of security than we would care to go or be able to go. 

I take it that the idea of your suggested article would be to en- 
courage the States of the world to ratify the convention. I very 
much fear that it might have a contrary effect. For instance, a non- 
producing State in one area, might argue that it might be better to 
allow its neighbors to ratify and not ratify itself, so long as there was 
one producing State which had not ratified. Thus the non-producing 
State would be the only one within its particular region which would 
be purchasing its goods without publicity and would have the benefit 
of all the publicity given to the purchases and shipments of its neigh- 
bors. Under the circumstances, it might be well to consider the dele- 
tion of this Article in any form, because it is believed that in view of 
the possible requirements as to ratification by all important producing 
States, the inclusion of this Article in the ultimate convention would 
serve no useful purpose. 

Vio 

There is a further conception which the French have recently dis- 
cussed with us and in some measure with our Colleagues. Publicity
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in budgetary expenditure will presumably bear both on expenditure 
already made and on projected expenditure, that is to say, there will 
be publicity after the fact and publicity of intention, not that the 
latter would be binding, but a mere indication of intention. It has 
been suggested that this should be paralleled by some process in the 
chapter on manufacture of arms; that publicity should be given not 
only after an order is placed, but that declarations of intention by 
governments of their programs of construction for the ensuing year 
should be made public. Whether this should be made in the form of 
declarations of the proportion of the budget contemplated for con- 
struction of matériel, and in what items, or whether the items them- 
selves should be listed is a matter for thought if it seems advisable to 
accept the idea. It is argued that the presentation of programs would 
inevitably bring about regional agreements as to programs, perhaps 
informal agreements, negotiated outside the treaty and outside the 
Permanent Disarmament Commission. Such informal agreements 
might well tend for separate regions to crystallize into longer term 

agreements in the future. 
As I understand it, when our military budget is presented to Con- 

gress, the Financial Committees of the House and Senate bring out 
the details of projected expenditure so agreement as to declarations 
of budget intention would not appear to reveal more in our case than 
we already reveal under examination of departmental testimony. 

IT can see real merit in the idea if it can be worked out in such a 
way as to form no limitation on the projected expenditure of the funds 
estimated for in the budget, and be confined to publicity of intention 
only and be kept simple enough not to become a burden. I believe 
that the French are working on this idea and may possibly present a 
draft of suggestions to us. If they do and the suggestions seem 
worth consideration, I shall forward them to you. I mention this for 
what it is worth but suggest that detailed consideration of the subject 
be deferred until such time as the French present us, if they do so, 

with a detailed text on the subject. 

TX. ARtTIciE 29 

While at first glance the change which substitutes “recommenda- 
tions” by the Permanent Disarmament Commission for “advice” be- 
tween the contracting States appears to render more innocuous the 
consultation feature, I am concerned lest the result of this substitution 
should be a greatly enhanced political activity on the part of the Per- 
manent Disarmament Commission. 

The suggestion for recommendations would mean that the reports 
of any and all investigations undertaken under Articles 26, 27 and 28 
could and might well give rise to recommendations to the High Con-
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tracting Parties in each case. It invites, it seems to me, rather than 
restrains the political consideration of these reports. We here have 
envisaged the Permanent Disarmament Commission as an essentially 
technical and fact-finding body and indeed in numerous discussions in 
committee the tendency has been marked to restrain the political activ- 
ities of the Permanent Disarmament Commission to the minimum, 
leaving such activities, if any, to the High Contracting Parties or to 
the Council of the League of Nations. This question of recommenda- 
tions was discussed in the committee and discarded as too political in 
character. 

In this connection, I venture to invite your attention again to my 
despatch No. 104, of October 18, page 6, in discussing the article which 
was then denominated “N”. I madea suggestion as toa form of clause 
reading as follows: 

“At the instance of one of the members of the Commission, the High 
Contracting Parties shall promptly advise as to the conclusions of the 
report, in the first instance, through their representatives on the Per- 
manent Disarmament Commission.” 

I have no desire—indeed very much the contrary—to invite consulta- 
tion continuously between the Powers. It may be that the suggestion 
which I have just quoted does open the door too wide. Perhaps you 
would feel that the Permanent Disarmament Commission might be 
given the right to make one recommendation, and one only, namely, 
as to the advisability of consultation between the Powers; this to be 
done by a decision of the Commission itself. In that event, the clause 
might read somewhat as follows: 

“On a recommendation to that effect by the Permanent Disarmament 
Commission, the High Contracting Parties shall promptly advise as 
to the conclusions of the report.” 

In order to preserve the non-political character of the Permanent Dis- 
armament Commission, it seems essential that they have no power to 
prejudge what action the States may take upon consultation. 

I shall not reiterate the arguments which I previously made in Des- 
patch No. 104 as to the advisability of having some form of consulta- 
tion included in this document, such consultation to arise, of course, 
only on matters within the scope of the convention. 

X. ARTICLE 30 

I invite special attention to Colonel Strong’s analysis of Article 30. 
It seems plain to me that if we intend to limit inspection on the spot 
to the taking of testimony and the examination of documents, we are 
placing a very limited construction on the operation of inspection and 
a construction which has never been in the minds of any of the dele-
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gates here or in my own mind on the several occasions when President 
Roosevelt has declared it to be the policy of the United States not only 
to accept but to advocate permanent and automatic inspection. To be 
sure, in the first instance this policy was declared for the United States 
in relation to a general treaty on disarmament; but subsequently 
instruction No. 425, of June 5, 8 p. m.* (sub-paragraph 2 of para- 
graph 1), stated that we were willing to go as far in this direction for 
a special treaty for manufacture of and traffic in arms as we would in 
the case of a general treaty on disarmament. I share the instinctive 
Anglo-Saxon dislike of inspection. I feel sure, however, that no treaty 
which limits inspection to the examination of witnesses and documents 
will be accepted nor will the Continental States consider such pro- 
cedure alone as constituting any but a fictitious investigation. 

I have requested the staff of the Delegation to redraft Article 30 in 
such a way as to retain the form which the Department has ordered, 
but at the same time to carry out the idea of inspection which appears 
to us in harmony with the President’s declared policy. 

You were good enough to request that we give special consideration 
here at Geneva to the draft Article 30. This we have endeavored to 
do and have endeavored in the draft submitted herewith to give a fair 
interpretation of the principle to which we believe we are committed, 
to provide for inspection on the spot in such a way that it will be a real 
inspection, ample enough to accomplish its purpose and at the same 
time rigidly limited in its scope to those matters falling within this 
convention. 

“Article 30 

(1) In the carrying out of investigations conducted by the Perma- 
nent Disarmament Commission at its permanent seat, whenever infor- 
mation in addition to that information furnished in pursuance of 
Articles 7, 9 and 14 is considered necessary or desirable, the Permanent 
Disarmament Commission may make request therefor to the H. C. P. 
from which it is desired. Such requests shall normally be made 
through the representatives of those H. C. P.’s on the Permanent Dis- 
armament Commission. The H. C. P.’s agree to meet such requests 
and to furnish the information desired through the representatives on 
the said Commission or otherwise, subject to the right to decline to 
furnish the desired information upon certification that the informa- 
tion is within the scope of the exemptions hereinafter set forth in 
paragraph (4) of this article. 

“(2) The Permanent Disarmament Commission, during investiga- 
tions conducted at its permanent seat, is privileged to examine such 
witnesses as voluntarily appear before it. A full record shall be made 
of such examination. No national of any H. C. P. may be so ex- 
amined unless its representative of the Permanent Disarmament Com- 
mission, or an alternate designated by him, shall have been duly 

“ Ante, p. 102.
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notified in advance of the examination and given an opportunity to be 
present thereat. 

“(3) In the carrying out of the investigations or inspections con- 
ducted by the Permanent Disarmament Commission or any committees 
thereof at any place other than its permanent seat, the scope thereof 
shall be limited to: 

(a) The examination under oath of officials or employees of the 
government of the H. C. P. designated by it, including those 
charged with the details of the execution of this convention. 

(6) The examination of pertinent documents under the Jurisdic- 
tion or control of the officials indicated in (a) above. 

(c) The examination under oath of any person within the ter- 
ritory and under the jurisdiction of the H. C. P. The H. C. P. 
agrees to make available by all means at its disposal any such 
person whose presence is requested by the Permanent Disarma- 
ment Commission or its committees. 

(d) The examination provided for in (a), (6) and (c) above 
shall be made fully of record and conducted in the presence of 
designated representatives of the H. C. P. under investigation. 

(¢) The inspection of arsenals, factories, manufacturing plants, 
warehouses, depots, yards, loadings standing or in transit and any 
other locations of stocks of completed articles of Categories I to 
V, inclusive, and fully processed component parts thereof shall be 
made in the presence of designated representatives of the H. C. P. 
under investigation. 

(7) The result of the inspections provided for in (e) above shall 
be made fully of record as a part of the required report of the 
investigating body, and all observations bearing on the subject 
under investigation shall be included therein. 

“(4) In the carrying out of any investigation provided for in 
this Convention, information covering any and all of the following 
matters shall be exempted from presentation to, investigation or 
inspection by the Permanent Disarmament Commission or any com- 
mittee thereof: 

(a) Technical details of design, physical and chemical com- 
position of materials, manufacturing processes and any matter 
related to these things which constitute a trade or defense secret. 

(6) Records, public and/or private, in so far as they contain 
information covering production costs, profit accounting, credit 
facilities, internal finance of the establishment, correspondence 
with prospective customers apart from orders actually entered 
or agreed to, studies and plans for possible future alterations 
or expansion of manufacturing facilities or any other corre- 
spondence, records or accounts pertaining to any production or 
any phase of production or accounting except the accounting of 
the completed articles in Categories i to V, inclusive, and the 
fully processed component parts thereof. 

(c) Production materials, installations, operations, processes, 
facilities and all plant construction other than that devoted to 
housing, storage or shipment of fully completed articles of 
Categories I to V, inclusive, and the fully processed component 
parts thereof.” |
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XI. RatiFicaTIon 

I concur in Colonel Strong’s argument regarding the 1925 Treaty. 

We have discussed at length the possibility of submitting ratifi- 
cation articles for your approval, but we all feel that the type of 
ratification must be dependent upon the eventual contents of a treaty. 

Probably it will be dependent upon the attitude of various Powers, 

which will come to light during the discussions on that treaty. For 
these reasons it seems to us premature to endeavor to list now those 

States, or to list the number of States upon whose ratification the 
coming into effect of the treaty will depend. In the final analysis 
this may be a decision for each signatory to take for itself rather 

than to have a fixed group of States whose ratification is 

indispensable. 
Respectfully yours, Hucxu R. WiLson 

[Enclosure—Extract] * 

Memorandum by the War Department Adviser to the American 

Delegation (Strong) 

[Grenrva,] November 24, 1934. 

(6) Category III, Paragraph (1). (Telegram 940, Category IV, 
paragraph (a) (1), and paragraph (m) (1) Depariment’s instruc- 
tions.) The former text provided for the inclusion of two classes of 
aircraft: first, those “exclusively designed and intended for aerial 
warfare”, and second, those “of a type which is or shall be comprised 
in the armament of the armed forces of any State”, with exception 

being made, first, for training planes and second for those appearing 
in other Categories, notably ship-based planes included in Category 
II (telegram No. 940, Category III). The present text includes 
aircraft “designed, adapted or intended” for reconnaissance or aerial 
combat, and for bombing, if the latter be included in the term 

“combat”. The effect of the change directed is as follows: 

(1) It makes the inclusion of a particular aircraft dependent upon 
its design or adaption to certain designated uses, rather than upon 
the purpose of the plane—or, as is less open to debate, its actual in- 
clusion in the armed forces. The determination of a fact such as 
the actual inclusion of a plane of a given type in the military forces 
of a State, is far easier than determination of intention or evaluation 
of design. 

* The portions of this memorandum here printed are those specifically referred 
to in the foregoing despatch by Mr. Wilson. 

* October 30, not printed.
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(2) Training planes unsuited for combat or normal military em- 
ployment are excluded by inference rather than specifically. 

(3) Ship-based naval planes are now included in two categories, 
since they are “implements of war mounted on board and forming 
part of their normal armament,” as covered in Category II. 

(4) The present terminology makes inevitable a battle in the Com- 
mittee, and probably in the Bureau, on the matter of inclusion of a 
part of civil aviation, and probably invites the proposal of measures 
for the “control of civil aviation.” 

10. Article 11. (Despatch No. 103," Chapter II, Article D-(1); 
and Department’s instructions, paragraph G). The change directed 
was such as to change the word “Categories” to read “Category” and 
insert “I” after the word “Category”. The effect of this change is to 

authorize only the export of articles appearing in Category I to a 
manufacturer of war matériel and to prevent the export for such 

purposes of the articles appearing in Categories II and III. While 
the omission of Category II may not be important, I believe the pro- 
hibition, in so far as it concerns matériel in Category III, which 
deals with aeronautical matériel, is so unwarranted as to result in 
an undue restriction upon the aeronautical industry, and in conse- 
quence I believe indicates an inadvertent omission. 

The same remark is applicable to sub-paragraph (3) which refers 
to samples for demonstration. In this case I believe Category I 
should be extended to include Categories II and III. In the latter 
case the error arose in this Delegation in sending the original text to 
the Department. 

18. The Department’s instructions also ask that we submit our 
ideas as to articles of ratification and suggest that such articles con- 
tain a provision to the effect that the Arms Traffic Convention of 
1925 * be considered as superseded by the coming into effect of this 
Convention. It should be noted that the 1925 Convention is not yet 
in effect, due to lack of sufficient ratifications.® Furthermore, the 
1925 Convention—in reality a revision of the live portions of the 
Brussels Pact *°—covered a different field, was drafted for a different 
purpose, and, if ever put into effect, will serve a different end than 
the Convention we are considering. I consider it highly important 
that no reference at all appear in this Convention to the 1925 Conven- 

* October 3, not printed. 
* Foreign Relations, 1925, vol. 1, p. 61. : 
” For correspondence concerning efforts to secure ratification by the United 

States, see pp. 449 ff. 
*° General Act for the Repression of African Slave Trade, signed July 2, 1890; 

for text, see Malloy, Treaties, 1776-1909, vol. 11, p. 1964.
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: tion nor to its predecessor, the abortive Convention of St. Germain; * 
nor to its progenitor, the Pact of Brussels. Surely we want neither 
to revive nor discuss the subject of “Special Zones” nor to take any 
action to indicate that we have any idea of application other than 
absolute equality of treatment for all States, large and small, produc- 
ers and non-producers—the same regime with equal benefits and with 
equal burdens for all. 

As to articles of ratification, may I suggest the wisdom of waiting 
until such time as the Convention approximates final form in order 
that we can intelligently determine what we may have to ratify, and 
then consider the form and content of such articles. 

Gzo. V. Srrone 

500.A15A4 General Committee/1029: Telegram (part air) 

The Adviser to the American Delegation (Mayer) to the Secretary 

of State 

GrneEva, December 18, 1934—1 p. m. 
[Received December 14—noon.] 

955. Following is brief résumé of situation resulting from recent 
Council meeting as we see it here with special reference to background 
for disarmament activity. 

The treatment of the Saar and Yugoslav-Hungarian questions at 
the extraordinary meeting of the Council following Baldwin’s speech 
in the House of Commons and Laval’s in the Chamber have measurably 
improved the atmosphere in Europe. British policy seems rather defi- 
nitely oriented toward the position for which the French have so 
ardently hoped, namely, abandonment of isolation and intervention 
on the Continent in a decisive manner. This was the outstanding 
feature of recent occurrences at Geneva. At the same time French 
foreign affairs are in the hands of a man who seems naturally inclined 
toward rather than against a Franco-German understanding. Laval 

did a fine piece of work here. He gave satisfaction to the Little 
Entente without embittering their opponents. The chance for a 
Franco-Italian understanding which was at stake has not been lessened, 
possibly improved. For the moment at least pro-Soviet influence is 
less strong in the French Government. At the same time Russia has 
been quieted if not satisfied by the recent Franco-Soviet agreement” 
colloquially described here as a promise not to betray each other during 
the forthcoming political maneuvering. With England seemingly 

* Convention for the Control of the Trade in Arms and Ammunition, and Proto- 
col, signed at Saint-Germain-en-Laye and Paris, September 10, 1919, Foreign 
Relations, 1920, vol. 1, p. 180. 

* Protocol regarding an Eastern Pact, signed at Geneva, December 5, 1984; 
for French text, see British and Foreign State Papers, vol. cxxxvit, p. 491,
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“continental minded” not only are France’s worries greatly lessened 
but Italy’s with her long background vis-a-vis English policy must 
feel as well that she no longer need have the same fears for the balance 
in Europe either with regard to France or to Germany. Italy could 
therefore adopt a different attitude respecting Hungary at the recent 
League meeting than otherwise might have been the case. This con- 
tributed materially to the advantageous settlement of the Yugoslav 
complaint. There was doubtless a financial aspect to this angle of 
the general situation. 

This settlement showed the desirability of the League as a place 
at which such matters could be compulsorily considered. But it also 
proved the fact that there could only be solution by agreement among 
the big powers. 

This settlement was obtained in circumstances of the greatest deli- 
cacy. Italy was probably more guilty than Hungary with respect to 
terrorist activities against Yugoslavia. French negligence at Mar- 
seilles in regard to the protection of King Alexander * was the proxi- 
mate cause of the tragedy. Both France and Italy knowing these 
facts had to act accordingly at the Council and with greatest circum- 
spection. The Little Entente knew this and took due advantage. 
Things were on a knife edge all the time. The Russians had just 
resumed their own international terrorist methods. Therefore the only 
principal participant at the Council with really clean hands was 
England, who made a magnificent use of this position. 

The net of all this seems to be that the stage is now set for a rap- 
prochement between Germany and France permitting of betterment 
of relations generally throughout Europe and with the possibility of 
eventual arrangements for long-term political and economic stability. 

Everyone was too occupied with the immediate questions to con- 
sider disarmament matters. My talks with the British indicated 
that while they had nothing definite in mind at the moment they felt 
the imperative need of the limitation of land armaments to forestall 
military competition in Europe. The treaty on manufacture of and 
trade in arms we recently submitted will doubtless be the immediate 
work of the Conference. I am inclined to believe however that the 
Department should anticipate a resumption of activity here of a 

more extensive character after the Saar question has been liquidated 
assuming it will be satisfactorily settled. Conversation with the 
Secretariat and various committee chairmen here indicates January 
28 as the earliest date for beginning committee work. It may be 
later. 

Mailed to London for Davis, Paris, Rome, Berlin. 

Mayer 

’ Assassinated together with Jean Louis Barthou, French Minister for Foreign 
Affairs, at Marseilles, October 9, 1934.
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500.A15A4 General Committee/1030 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Adviser to the American Delegation 
(Mayer) 

WasuinerTon, December 17, 1934—5 p. m. 

460. Your 955, December 13,1 p.m. Your analysis of the situa- 
tion and the prospect of future work in disarmament is exceedingly 
helpful. We hope, however, that the tendency will not be so to widen 
the scope of negotiation that we risk success in the immediate achieve- 
ment of a separate treaty dealing with the manufacture of and trade 
in arms problem. 

Hou 

500.A15A4 Permanent Disarmament Commission/82 

Memorandum by the Secretary of State 

Wasuineton, December 19, 1984. 

The Chargé d’ Affaires of the Soviet Union * called and, in a purely 
individual and unofficial way on his own account and on account of 
Mr. Litvinoff, handed me an instrument of writing in French, pur- 
porting to be a project for a permanent disarmament organization to 
sit at Geneva. The Chargé stated that Mr. Litvinoff desired the 
opinion of the President and myself before the meeting of the dis- 
armament body on January 10th. He then undertook to repeat 
some of the reasons which Mr. Litvinoff advanced in support of his 
proposal for a permanent disarmament organization—which reasons 
were that when the Kellogg or Paris Pact was violated there was no 
machinery providing for a conference; that it was important at all 
times for an agency to be available to deal with disarmament prob- 
lems; that the United States not being a member of the League had no 
place to offer its views touching disarmament problems when the 
present organization was not in session; that it was very important 
as a matter of general policy that there should be a continuing body of 
this kind, etc., etc. 

I thanked the Chargé d’Affaires and expressed my interest in any 
proposal of this or like nature, and assured him that I would gladly 
make a study of it and communicate with him in the same informal 
and individual way prior to January 10th. 

C[orpELL] H[ vty] 

* Alexei Fedorovich Neymann.
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[Annex—Translation] 

Draft Resolution 

THe AssemBiy: Inspired by the firm determination to assure the 
maintenance of the general peace and strengthen security among all 
nations, 

Convinced, therefore, of the necessity of continuing the work of the 
Disarmament Conference tending to bring about the reduction and 
the limitation of armaments, and to assure security, and of effecting 
the conclusion of a general convention in this matter, which is one of 
the essential conditions on which peace depends, 

Believing that it is likewise necessary to contribute by all means to 
full respect for the solemn undertaking to renounce war, assumed by 
virtue of the Pact of Paris of August 27, 1928, by facilitating, in par- 
ticular, for all states sincerely desirous of averting and reducing the 
danger of war, the exchange of views intended to permit of coor- 
dinating their efforts in this sense, 

Recognizing the utility of giving to the work tending to the accom- 
plishment of these pacific tasks, a character of continuity within the 
framework of a permanent organization open to all nations that may 
desire to give it their effective cooperation, 

Decides to establish, with the League of Nations, a Permanent Peace 
Conference, 

Approves the statute of the Permanent Peace Conference, submitted 
to the Assembly for approval, 

Requests the Secretary General to submit for the signature of the 
Members of the League of Nations this statute, which will go into 
effect as soon as the protocol of signature thereof shall have been rati- 
fied by the majority of the Members of the League. 

STATUTE OF THE PERMANENT PEACE CONFERENCE 

CHAPTER I. ORGANIZATION 

Article 1. All the states represented at the Conference for the Reduc- 
tion and Limitation of Armaments shall be considered as members of 
the Permanent Peace Conference, as well as any state which, while 
not being represented therein, shall have declared without reservations 
its desire to take part in the Permanent Peace Conference, such par- 
ticipation taking place from the time of the receipt by the Secretariat 
of its declaration to that effect. 

Participation in the Permanent Peace Conference shall imply the 
recognition of the Pact of Paris for the renunciation of War.



208 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1934, VOLUME I 

Article 2. The work of the Permanent Peace Conference shall be 
carried on in accordance with the principles and the spirit of the 
covenant of the League of Nations by: 

(1) The General Assembly. 
(2) The Executive Committee. 

The Secretariat of the Permanent Peace Conference shall be assured 
by the Secretariat of the League of Nations. 

Article 3. The General Assembly shall be composed of represent- 
atives of the members of the Permanent Peace Conference. It shall 
meet in regular sessions during the periods of the regular sessions of 
the Assembly of the League of Nations, and in extraordinary sessions, 
in the cases contemplated by the present statute. 

Article 4. The General Assembly shall take cognizance of all ques- 
tions which come within the jurisdiction of the Permanent Peace 

Conference. 
Article 5. The Executive Council shall be composed of represent- 

atives of the states represented at the same time on the Council of the 
League of Nations, and the representatives of the members of the 
Permanent Peace Conference, which do not belong to the League of 
Nations but to which the Executive Council shall have assigned a seat 
with the approval of the majority of the General Assembly. 

The Executive Council shall meet whenever circumstances require 
and at least once a year. 

It shall submit to the General Assembly annual reports on the work 
of the Permanent Peace Conference. 

Article 6. In the intervals between the sessions of the General 
Assembly, the Executive Council shall take cognizance of any ques- 
tion coming within the jurisdiction thereof. 

Article 7. Any member of the Permanent Peace Conference which 
is not represented on the Executive Council may send a representative 
to take part in its deliberations when a question which concerns it in 
particular is being studied by the Council. 

Article 8. Every member of the Permanent Peace Conference repre- 
sented in the General Assembly or in the Council shall have one vote 
therein. 

Subject to contrary provisions of the present statute, the decisions 
of the General Assembly and of the Executive Council shall be taken 
on the basis of a majority of two-thirds of the members of the Per- 
manent Peace Conference represented at the meeting. In taking votes 
relative to differences and disputes between members of the Permanent 
Peace Conference those of the parties to the dispute shall not be 
counted in the votes. 

Article 9. The expenses of the Permanent Peace Conference shall 
be carried in the budget of the League of Nations. The amount of the
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contributions of the members of the Permanent Peace Conference 
which do not belong to the League of Nations shall be fixed by the 
Executive Council in agreement with the State concerned. 

CHAPTER II. DUTIES 

Article 10. The Permanent Peace Conference shall be charged with 
the following duties: 

(1) To carry on within the field of the reduction and limitation of 
armaments and the organization of security, the work undertaken 
pursuant to Article 8 of the Covenant of the League of Nations by 
the Disarmament Conference, to draw up, in particular, a general con- 
vention and to supervise the execution thereof, as well as that of other 
acts which may be drawn up in the course of such work. 

(2) To study all questions relating to respect for the peace and the 
security of the members of the Permanent Peace Conference. 

(3) To recommend the conclusion of general and regional agree- 
ments for non-aggression, mutual assistance, prevention of war, and 
peaceful settlement of international differences and to keep under 
observation the performance of international undertakings in these 
matters. 

(4) To undertake consultation, in case of international conflicts 
constituting a danger or a threat of war or which have brought about 
hostilities, and to take the necessary measures for safeguarding or 
reestablishing peace. 

(5) To adopt resolutions on the subject of acts endangering peace 
or infringing the Pact of Paris for renunciation of war, [on the sub- 
jects] * of offering its good offices for the reestablishment of peace as 
well as of determining which of the parties in the conflict should be 
considered as responsible and as having resorted to aggression. 

The States signatories of agreements (accords) relative to the defi- 
nition of the aggressor shall be guided, with respect to the parties to 
such agreements, by the definitions therein contained. 

Article 11. Any member of the Permanent Peace Conference which 
should see its security threatened by an immediate danger or which 
should become the victim of an aggression, will have the right to 
request the convocation, within a period of ten days, of the Executive 
Committee which may decide to call together the General Assembly 
in order to examine the situation and take such measures as should 
be necessary to safeguard and reestablish peace. 

Recourse to the Permanent Peace Conference shall not affect the 
right of the State concerned to appeal to the League of Nations ac- 
cording to the rules prescribed in the League Covenant. 

Article 12. If a State in flagrant violation of the Pact of Paris 
resorts to hostilities against a member of the Permanent Peace Con- 
ference, the General Assembly may decide on the moral, economic or 

* Brackets appear in file translation. 

7911135120
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other measures which are to be applied to the said State in order to 
reestablish peace. 

Such decision, made by a unanimous vote, shall obligate all the 
members of the Permanent Peace Conference to apply the measures 

which are provided for therein. 
In case such decision, without being unanimous, should receive a 

majority vote in the General Assembly, a second vote shall be taken, 
the members of the Permanent Peace Conference who shall at this 
time have pronounced themselves in favor of the measures proposed 
thereby binding themselves to take part therein. 

Article 13. In case measures should be taken in accordance with 
Article 12 of this Statute or by virtue of other agreements tending 
to safeguard peace against a State which has violated the engagement 
not to resort to war, any Members of the Permanent Peace Confer- 
ence, who are not bound by an engagement to take part in such 
measures, will be bound not to undertake any action or give any pro- 
tection to their nationals who are engaged in activities tending to 
counteract the measures taken by the other members of the Perma- 
nent Peace Conference in execution of the obligations existing 

between them. 
Article 14. Any member of the Permanent Peace Conference who 

shall have broken the obligations assumed by it by virtue of the Pact 
of Paris or the present Statute, shall be deprived of the advantages 
of the latter and may be excluded from the Permanent Peace Con- 
ference by a unanimous vote of the General Assembly. 

Article 15. Infractions of the obligations mentioned in paragraph 
1 of Article 10 of the present Statute, the application of which may be 
placed under the supervision of the Permanent Peace Conference, will 
have the same consequences as the threat of violation of the Pact of 
Paris for the renunciation of war. 

Article 16. The supervision and control of the execution of the 
agreements mentioned in paragraph 1 of Article 10 will be exercised 
in the form of centralization, collection, discussion, verification, ap- 

preciation and publication by the Permanent Peace Conference of the 
information relating to armaments, of the examination, investigation 
and appreciation of complaints concerning infractions of the said 
agreements and of the application of the measures intended to liquidate 
the consequences thereof. 

The Permanent Peace Conference shall exercise these functions to 
the extent that the reduction, limitation and publicity of armaments 
and supervision (contrdéle) of the latter shall be provided for by the 
agreements above mentioned. 

In the discharge of these tasks the Permanent Peace Conference 
will be guided by the rules contemplated in the said agreements, in 
addition to the provisions of the present Statute.
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Article 17. All decisions of the General Assembly of the Perma- 
nent Peace Conference that are not made unanimously must be sub- 
mitted for approval to the Assembly of the League of Nations with 
the exception of the cases contemplated in Article 12, paragraph 3, 

of this Statute. 

500.A15A4 General Committee (Arms) /78 

The Secretary of State to the Adviser to the American Delegation 
(Mayer) 

WASHINGTON, December 24, 1934. 

Sm: I refer to the Delegation’s despatch No. 107 of November 26, 
1934, in regard to the Draft Articles for the Regulation and Control 
of the Manufacture of and Trade in Arms and the Establishment of 
a Permanent Disarmament Commission, which were presented on 
November 20 by the Delegation to the Bureau of the General Dis- 
armament Conference. The analysis of the Articles contained in 
this despatch and in the memorandum by Colonel Strong, which was 
transmitted with it, have been of great value to the Department and 
to the other interested Departments of the Government in connec- 
tion with our further study of the Draft Articles. 

It is suggested that at the appropriate time in the discussion of 
the Committee you propose that Category I be amended to read as 
follows: 

Catecory I. Minrrary ARMAMENTS 

(a) Arms, ammunition and implements exclusively designed and 
intended for land, sea or aerial warfare, excepting such arms, am- 
munition and implements as are covered in other categories, even 
though included in the above definitions. 

Such arms, ammunition and implements are classified as follows: 

(2 Rifles and carbines; 
(2) Machine-guns, automatic rifles and machine pistols of all 

calibres ; 
ta} Guns, howitzers and mortars of all calibres; 
4) Mounts, accessories, devices or appliances for use with the 

arms enumerated under Nos. 1, 2 and 8 above; 
(5) Ammunition and projectiles for the arms enumerated under 

Nos. 1, 2 and 3 above; 
(6) Grenades, bombs, torpedoes, depth charges, mines, and ap- 

paratus for their use or discharge; 
(7) Propellants and fillers for the articles enumerated under 

Nos. 5 and 6 above; 
(8) Tanks and military armored cars. 

(6) Component parts, completely finished, or fully processed, of 
the articles covered by (a) above, if capable of being utilized only 
as spare parts or in the assembly or repair of said articles.
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It is suggested that you propose that Category III be amended to 
read as follows: 

Carecory III. Arrran ARMAMENTS 

(1) Types of aircraft, both heavier than air and lighter than air, 
which are designed, adapted and intended for military or naval re- 
connaissance or for aerial combat by the use of machine guns or of 
artillery or by carrying or dropping bombs or fitted with defensive 
armor. 

(2) Bomb sights and mounts, bomb racks and bomb release mecha- 
nisms, separable structural strengthening to permit the carrying of 
bombs, aircraft guns and mounts and appliances for their use. 

(3) Component parts completely finished or fully processed of the 
types of aircraft, appliances, and equipment listed in (1) and (2) 
if capable of being utilized only in their assembly or repair or as 
spare parts thereof. 

It is suggested that you propose that Category V be amended to 
read as follows: 

Category V 

Arms and ammunition designed and intended for [non]military 
use and which only incidentally and exceptionally can be used for 
military purposes. 

(A) (1) Shot-guns of all types and ammunition therefor; 
(2) Revolvers and automatic pistols designed for single- 

handed use and ammunition therefor; 
(3) Sporting rifles and ammunition therefor. 

(B) (1) Types of aircraft, both heavier-than-air and lighter- 
than-air, other than those included in Category ITI. 

(2) Component parts completely finished or fully processed 
of aircraft of types other than those included in Cat- 
egory III if capable of being utilized only in their as- 
sembly or repair or as spare parts thereof. 

(3) Aircraft engines, 

You will note that in the above suggested draft in regard to modifica- 
tions in the text of Chapter I, I have adopted your suggestion as to the 
introduction of the sub-paragraphs in Category I relating to pro- 
pellants and fillers. After careful consideration, I have, however, re- 
jected your suggestion concerning the inclusion of other explosives in 

Category V. The Department has recently had practical experience, 
in connection with the administration of the existing restrictions on 
the exportation of arms to Cuba, with the difficulties arising from 
attempting to include commercial explosives among the articles for 

*° See vol. v, section under Cuba entitled, “Restrictions on the Exportation of 
Arms and Munitions of War to Cuba.”
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which an export license is required. The list of commercial explosives 
had been found to include so many items of ordinary peaceful com- 
merce that in order to avoid subjecting manufacturers and exporters 
to unnecessary and annoying formalities, the Department has recently 
decided to require export licenses for the following explosives only: 

Powders of all kinds and 
for all purposes 

Nitrocellulose 
Trinitrotoluene 
Diphenylamane 
Alkaline nitrates 
Tetryl 
Picric acid 
Nitric acid 
Nitrobenzene 
Sulphur 
Chlorate of potash 
Dynamite of all kinds 
Ammonal 
Ammonium picrate 
Sulphuric acid 
Nitroglycerine 
Acetones 

It is believed that the inclusion of even so restricted a list is unwar- 

ranted in a Convention of this kind and I, therefore, believe that it is 
preferable to omit commercial explosives entirely from the provisions 
of the Convention. 

It is suggested that you propose that Article 5 be amended to read 
as follows: 

The H. C. P. undertake not to permit, in the territories subject to 
their respective jurisdictions, the manufacture of arms and imple- 
ments of war as set forth in Categories I, IT and III of Article 1 unless 
the manufacturers have obtained a license to manufacture issued by 
the Government and unless those manufacturers are in possession of 
bona fide orders in each case duly notified to the Government in accord- 
ance with the provisions of Article 6. 

It is suggested that you propose that Article 9 be amended to 
read as follows: 

The H.C.P., in so far as it pertains to their respective jurisdictions, 
will forward among other information to the Permanent Disarma- 
ment Commission, copies of all import or export licenses 15 days before 
the date of entry into or despatch from the territory of the arms 
and implements of war of Categories I, II and III referred to in the 
said licenses, and copies of all export licenses before the date of de- 
spatch from the territory of the arms and implements of war of Cate- 
gories IV and V referred to in the said licenses. They will also for-
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ward to the Permanent Disarmament Commission a statement of all 
imports and exports effected during the calendar year within three 
months following the close of that year. 

It is suggested that you propose that the second paragraph of Article 
10 be amended to read as follows: 

The H.C.P. also undertake not to permit in the territories under 
their respective jurisdictions the export of arms and the implements 
of war embraced in any categories without an export license issued 
by the Government and the import of arms and implements of war 
embraced in Categories I, II, and III without an import license issued 
by the Government. 

The export of articles in Categories I, IT and ITI shall be for direct 
supply to the Government of the importing State, or with the consent 
of such Government, to a public authority subordinate to it. 

It is suggested that you propose that sub-paragraph 1 of Article 
11 be amended to read as follows: 

Articles covered by Categories I, II and III exported direct to a 
manufacturer of war material ... 

and that sub-paragraph 3 of Article 11 be amended to read as follows: 

Samples of articles covered by Categories I, IT and III exported for 
demonstration purposes direct toa trade... 

You are instructed to consider further the advisability of propos- 
ing that the text suggested in telegram No. 412 of November 19 to the 
Embassy in London, viz: 

The H.C.P. undertake not to permit the exportation from territory 
under their respective jurisdictions of any of the articles comprised 
in any of the categories to territory under the jurisdiction of non- 
contracting States, nor the importation from territory under the juris- 
diction of non-contracting States of any of these articles into territory 
under their respective jurisdictions 

be substituted for the text of Article 15 contained in the Draft which 
you submitted to the Bureau. It is suggested that you may find it 
profitable to discuss this suggested text informally with members of 
other delegations, with a view to obtaining their reactions thereto. 
If after such conversations and after further consideration of the ad- 
visability of the implications of the suggested text, you are of the 
opinion that it might be advisable for you to propose such an amend- 
ment you are instructed to telegraph fully, requesting definite instruc- 
tions on this point. 

_ After careful consideration of the amendment you propose in the 
text of Article 29, I have come to the conclusion that it is preferable 
not to include in the Convention any explicit obligation for consulta-
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tion among the powers. You are, therefore, instructed to allow the 

text of that Article to remain for the present as it was in the Draft 

which you presented to the Bureau. I shall await your reports on the 

discussions in the Committee and your further recommendations in 

the light of these discussions before making a final decision as to the 

text of this Article. 
The amended draft of Article 30 contained in the despatch under 

reference is approved. It is suggested that you propose that Article 

30 be amended in accordance with your suggestion. 
I have carefully considered the suggestion in Paragraph VIII of 

the despatch under reference, in regard to the possibility of including 

in Chapter II of the Convention provisions requiring advance declara- 
tions of intention by Governments of their programs of construction. 
There appear to be practical objections, due to the budgetary pro- 

cedure of this Government, to the application of such provisions to 
our programs of construction. I concur, therefore, in your suggestion 
that detailed consideration of this subject be deferred until such time 
as other delegations may make in Committee some concrete suggestion 

of this nature. 
I think it advisable that the American Delegation refrain from sub- 

mnitting to the Committee any draft of articles in regard to budgetary 
publicity. The War and Navy Departments are making a careful 
study of the subject with a view to determining the extent to which 
the peculiar budgetary system of this country and the American sys- 
tem of accounting would make it possible for this Government to 
comply with provisions based upon the French ideas in regard to this 
matter. An instruction for your guidance in this connection will go 
forward next week. 

I concur in your suggestion that the drafting of Articles of Ratifica- 
tion be deferred until the negotiation of the Convention is somewhat 
more advanced. It is suggested that in the drafting of such articles 
you consider carefully their relation to the text ultimately decided 
upon for Article XV. When you find it possible to determine upon 
a suggested text for the Articles of Ratification, you are instructed 
to submit it by telegram for my consideration. 

I enclose, for your information, a copy of a letter of December 18, 
1934,°* from the Chief of Staff, in regard to the Draft Articles. You 
will note that all but one of the suggestions made therein have been 
adopted by the Department. 

Very truly yours, Corpett Huy 

Not printed.
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500.A15A4 Permanent Disarmament Commission/83 

Memorandum by the Secretary of State 

[ Wasuineton,| December 31, 1934. 

The Soviet Chargé d’Affaires ** came in and inquired what my atti- 
tude was in regard to Mr, Litvinoff’s permanent disarmament organi- 
zation proposal. After expressing the keen interest of this Govern- 
ment in every effort and plan to promote peace and its readiness at all 
times to cooperate to the fullest extent feasible, I suggested that the 
most difficult feature the Litvinoff proposal presented to this Govern- 
ment was the political involvement phase. I then added, without mak- 
ing the slightest commitments, that this Government was closely and 

sympathetically observing every effort and method intended to pro- 
mote peace, as it was every feasible chance to cooperate. I left the 
Chargé with the definite understanding that the political phases of 
the Litvinoff permanent disarmament organization proposal would 
not permit this Government to make any affirmative commitments. 

The Chargé, having just returned from Moscow,**® then spoke at 
some length about the immense improvement that he said he observed 
In conditions in various parts of the Soviet; that developments were 
very surprising. He referred both to external commerce and to the 
industrial situation. 

C[orpetL] H[ vi] 

* Boris EB. Skvirsky. 
*° He returned on December 26, 1934, as Counselor and Chargé of the Soviet 

Embassy in the United States.



NEGOTIATIONS PRELIMINARY TO THE LONDON NAVAL 
CONFERENCE OF 1935 

I. ANGLO-AMERICAN DISCUSSIONS AND PLANNING FOR PRELIMINARY 
CONVERSATIONS, JANUARY 22-JUNE 15, 1934 

500.A15A5/24 

The Ambassador in Japan (Grew) to the Secretary of State 

No. 650 Toxyo, January 22, 1934. 
[Received February 10.] 

Sir: The Embassy has reported frequently on the Japanese atti- 
tude toward the coming naval conference in 1935 *. Certain recent 
events bearing on this subject justify further discussion of Japanese 
naval aims, and bear out conclusions previously set forth by the 
Embassy. 

There is broad evidence that the Japanese Navy is straining every 
sinew to place itself in the strongest possible position by the time the 
next conference meets. Present building programs will bring the 
Navy to full Treaty strength by 1936. This fact alone is not particu- 

larly significant, but other activities of the Navy point plainly to the 
aims of its leaders. 

The London Treaty ‘ is intensely unpopular among Japanese naval 
officers high and low, particularly among the present group which 
heads the Navy. All officers who supported the civilian government 
in the bitter fight over ratification of the London Treaty in 1930 have 
been forced to resign or have been placed in unimportant posts. 
Admiral Takarabe, Japanese delegate to the London Conference, was 
the first to resign. Admiral Okada was placed on the retired list, 
supposedly for having sided with the Hamaguchi Government against 
the Naval General Staff. Admiral Taniguchi was denounced for 
“unfaithful service to the Navy” during the recent trials of naval 
officers who participated in the notorious “May 15th Affair”? and was 
shamed into resigning. The next to resign was Admiral Yamanashi, 
who was Vice-Minister of the Navy at the time the Treaty was con- 

* Embassy’s despatches No. 480 of July 26, 1933, No. 520 of September 15, 
1933, No. 559 of October 20, 1988. [Footnote in the original. Despatches Nos. 
480 and 559 not printed; for text of despatch No. 520, see Foreign Relations, 
Japan, 1931-1941, p. 249.] 

* Signed April 22, 1930, Foreign Relations, 1930, vol. 1, p. 107. 
*The assassination of the Japanese Prime Minister, Ki Inukai, May 15, 1982. 
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cluded and who supported Admiral Takarabe in opposition to the 
anti-Treaty faction. 

The latest to retire is Admiral Abo, third ranking naval officer and 
adviser to the Japanese delegation at London, who resigned on Janu- 
ary 15th. His retirement has been predicted by the press since the 
other three pro-Treaty admirals were forced out. 

These resignations leave at the head of the Japanese Navy, Admiral 
Kanji Kato, senior officer of the Supreme Military Council and noto- 
rious for his fight against the Treaty; Vice-Admiral Suetsugu, an 
intense nationalist and a bitter opponent of the Treaty; Admirals 
Kobayashi, Nomura, and Vice-Admiral Matsuyama. Admirals No- 
mura and Osumi, the present Navy Minister, have less weight in high 
navy councils, and are regarded as “finished”. 

The ousting of these liberal pro-Treaty officers and their replace- 
ment by fire-eating nationalists is one significant indication of the 
Japanese Navy’s attitude toward past and future arms hmitation. 
Another indication is the recent change in the Navy General Staff 
regulations + making the Chief of the General Staff solely responsible 
for determining the size of the fleet, thereby further removing the 

Navy from civilian control. 
Still another indication is the formation of a group of Navy, Army 

and civilian officials to prepare policies in preparation for the so-called 
“crisis of 1935-36” in Japan’s international relations, of which so 
much has been heard lately.t In view of Japan’s proposals at Geneva 
in December 1932,? and with recent statements by Japanese Navy lead- 
ers in mind, it is safe to assume that Japan, or at least the Japanese 
Navy, is determined to have her own way at the 1935 conference. Fail- 
ing in this the Japanese Navy is prepared to reject all limitation on 

naval construction. 
Supporting this assumption are statements by the two most power- 

ful navy leaders in active service, as well as those of two other prom- 

inent admirals: 

Admiral Kanji Kato in Ketzat Orai: 

“Tn view of the changes that have taken place in international rela- 
tions, Japan at the next Naval conference must secure at all costs a 
revision of the existing naval treaties for the purpose of perfecting her 
national defence. Such an opportunity may never come again if we 
miss it in 1985. Precisely speaking, we must insist on equality of 
armaments which is the prerogative of every independent nation”. 

+ Reported in despatch No. 559 of October 20, 1938. [Footnote in the original; 
despatch not printed. ] | 

+ Embassy‘s despatch No. 546 of October 6, 1938—refer to for a discussion of 
naval limitation in relation to political problems. [Footnote in the original; 

despatch not printed. ] 
3’ For text of Japanese naval proposal submitted to Bureau of General Disarma- 

ment Conference, see Foreign Relations, 1932, vol. I, p. 410.
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Admiral Suetsugu in King Magazine: 

“In my opinion no disarmament (limitation) is the best policy. 
Then [all] countries can make the proper defence preparation with 
knowledge of the defensive strength of others” § | 

Admiral Osumi, Minister of Marine in an interview with the Tokyo 

correspondent of the United Press: | 

_ “We are not satisfied with the present arrangement, and we will 
demand the change of ratios at the next conference”. 

Vice-Admiral Takahashi in conversation with my Assistant Naval 

Attaché: , 

“We are going to the 1935 conference with a demand for parity. If 
our demand is rejected, we shall return home.” 

These views, expressed by the highest authorities of the Japanese 
Navy who will have the final decision at the next Naval conference and 
who speak with authority for a Navy which has recently made itself 
supreme in decisions affecting the size of the Navy, are of utmost sig- 
nificance. The feeling they indicate dominates the entire Japanese 
Navy, and must be reckoned with in any plans made by our Govern- 
ment for the 1935 naval conference. 

If newspaper accounts may be relied on, the suggestion, advanced in 
some quarters, that the validity of the Naval treaties be extended for 

two or three years, is equally displeasing to the Japanese Navy. The 
reason is, according to press résumés of the Navy’s attitude, that the 
reservations made by Japan at the London Conference would become 
meaningless, and that the present inferior quota would tend to be 
regarded as permanent. Moreover the Japanese Navy, which is de- 
signed to be at full Treaty strength in 1936, will become increasingly 
inferior thereafter as other nations approach Treaty strength. 

That there exists a more liberal and conciliatory view in this country 
as regards Navy limitation is indisputable.§ The point is that the 
Navy itself is bitterly intransigent and that it has the authority to 
enforce its will on the nation. The situation is entirely different from 

that in 1930, when the armed forces were unpopular, when a liberal 
government was in power, and when final decision as to the size of 
the Navy lay in the competence of the civilian government. Under 
present conditions the Navy alone will have the final say at the con- 
ference in 1935. | 

§ Note: An article by Admiral Suetsugu appearing in the Genzai Magazine, 
which according to cabled reports caused some sensation in the United States, 
iS appended to this despatch, translated by the Japan Advertiser. Also hereto 
appended is a part of the article from King Magazine of which the above quota- 
tion is an excerpt. [Footnote in the original; enclosures not reprinted.] 

] Embassy’s despatch No. 559 of October 20, 1933. [Footnote in the original; 
despatch not printed. ] - oo
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The efforts of the Navy and Army to maintain their present popu- 
larity and to keep the public aroused to a sense of national emergency 
are obvious to the observer and are largely successful. I may state 
with confidence that in the present spirit of the Japanese people they 
will follow their military leaders without hesitation into any commit- 
ment or crisis. Whether this spirit may be maintained until the 1935 
conference meets, in the face of restlessness over the tremendous ex- 

penditures of the armed forces and the consequent tax burden, is the 
problem which causes most worry to the Army and Navy leaders at 
present. 

Incidentally, the statement by the Army’s spokesman last year con- 
demning “certain influences at work to alienate the people from the 
Army and Navy”, seems to have become since then somewhat of a 
political issue. The possibility exists that the political parties, in- 
censed by the budget which gives to the military the lion’s share at 
the expense of projects sponsored by the parties, will attack the mili- 
tary for attempting to gag their critics. The Government, as well as 
the military, would deplore any airing of this controversy in the Diet, 
as this would tend to exacerbate the jealousy between parties and mili- 
tary, and more important, reveal to the world the resentment existing 
against domination by the military. The press reports that Premier 
Saito is beseeching the political parties not to make provocative in- 
terpellations regarding the Army and Navy in the coming Diet 
session. 

Respectfully yours, JosEPH C. GREW 

500.A15A5/16a : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) 

WASHINGTON, January 24, 1934—2 p. m. 

16. For Hugh Wilson.* The time is not yet ripe to bring up in 

London the question of naval preparation for the 1935 Conference 
although there is to be no change in our position in favor of the 
maintenance of the present treaty ratio. If, however, the British 
should approach you on this point, you may intimate that while we 
think it desirable that we have further talks to smooth out any differ- 
ences of opinion we may have on technical matters, our Navy Depart- 
ment has not yet completed its studies nor have we been able to deter- 
mine when or where such conversations could most usefully be held. 
If the British have any definite opinion on these points, we should 
be glad to know them. 

ishuns 

“Minister to Switzerland; American delegate to the General Disarmament 
Conference. Mr. Wilson was en route to Geneva via London.
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500.A15A5/18 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Great Britain (Atherton) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, January 26, 1934,—1 p. m. 
[Received January 26—9: 55 a. m.] 

16. From Hugh Wilson. Your 16, January 24, 2 p. m. Craigie 
got in touch with me to inquire whether we had any views as to naval 
conversations. I followed instructions in your cable and learned from 
Craigie that the Admiralty also has not yet completed its studies. 
He had no definite suggestions to make but again reverted to the pos- 
sibility of his proceeding to Washington en route to visit his wife’s 
family. Craigie was especially desirous that conversations of a 
technical nature and very informal and confidential in character 
should take place at the earliest possible moment after the two Ad- 
miralties were ready. 

I did not encourage Craigie in thinking that his visit to Washington 
would be a procedure which my Government would consider the most 
advantageous. 

Copy sent Geneva. [Wilson.] 
ATHERTON 

500.A15A5/21a : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) 

WASHINGTON, January 31, 1934—5 p. m. 

27. For Atherton. Your No. 23, January 29,7 p.m.° Please take 
an occasion orally to thank the Prime Minister’ for his message sug- 
gesting that our two Governments shortly undertake an exchange of 
views on the naval situation. Our minds have been running along 
these same lines and we attach the same importance as does the Prime 
Minister to smoothing out any differences of opinion we may have on 
technical naval matters and to considering the potentialities which 
would follow a possible termination of the naval treaties. As our 
ideas crystallize, we will keep in touch with the British and hope that 
they will similarly feel free at any time to approach us. Please ascer- 
tain very confidentially if the Prime Minister has any suggestions as 
to the best method of private interchange of views. 

You may also say to the Prime Minister that the other point raised 
by him in connection with the general demoralization of world trade 
is receiving our careful consideration. 

Hui 

* Robert L. Craigie, Counselor in the British Foreign Office. 
° Ante, p. 15. 
"J. Ramsay MacDonald. a
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500.A15A5/29 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary of State 

. , Lonpon, March 5, 1934—4 p. m. 
[Received March 5—1 p. m.]| 

96. For the President from Norman Davis.2 MacDonald informs 
me he has been so preoccupied with pressing internal and other ques- 
tions that he has not been able to crystallize more definitely the sug- 
gestions he had made to Atherton, but that he will within the next 
2 weeks explore the question more fully with his associates and would 
like then to have a further talk on my way back from Sweden. He 
evidenced anxiety with regard to the Japanese attitude ® and activities 
and said he thought it most important for us to agree upon the position 
we would take with regard to Japan’s claims. He said that if we 

could once agree against an increase in ratio and so individually and 
separately inform the Japanese he thought it would have a salutary 
effect. As to a reconcilement of any differences between the British 
and American Governments as to their navy, he was satisfied from the 
talks he had had with the Admiralty that the only question which 
would offer any serious difficulties was with regard to future battle- 
ships. [Davis. ] | 

BINGHAM 

500.A15A4/2515 

The Chairman.of the American Delegation to the General Disarma- 
ment Conference (Davis) to President Roosevelt” 

Lonvon, March 6, 1934. 

My Dear Mr. Presipent: I am enclosing a memorandum of my 
conversation with Mr. MacDonald with regard to the naval question. 
The British are unquestionably disturbed as to the far-reaching effect 
which the present Japanese activities may have, and they are most 
desirous of reaching an agreement with us, if possible, because of the 
salutary effect which it might have on Japan. I am informed that 
they are pushing the work at Singapore as rapidly as possible but 
that this will not be completed until 1937. In the meantime their 
policy will, in my judgment, be to iron out their differences with us 

® Chairman of the American delegation to the General Disarmament Conference. 
At this date he was en route to Stockholm on private business connected with 
Kreuger and Toll. 

® See despatch No. 650, January 22, from the Ambassador in Japan, p. 217. 
10 A memorandum from President Roosevelt to the Secretary of State, March 26, 

1934, attached to photostatie copy of this letter reads as follows: ‘Will you read 
this and let me know if there is anything you think we should do at this time? 
F.D.R.” For reply from the Secretary of State to Mr. Davis, see paragraph 4, 
telegram No. 117, March 28, p. 34. ,
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with regard to the maintenance of naval parity, to reach a common 
understanding as to the Japanese demands for an increased ratio and 
even to go further, if we are disposed to do so, for the maintenance of 
peace and the protection of our respective rights and interests. 

I understand that, while they all want an agreement with us, Bald- 
win ™ and some of them are fearful that the Senate might upset any 
agreement that might be made. For that reason they want to be 
very careful in doing nothing to arouse Japan’s susceptibilities until 
they know definitely where they stand. That, I think, is MacDonald’s 
chief reason for insisting that any preliminary negotiations should be 
most secret. Preliminary conversations such as we have had can, 
of course, be kept confidential but when it reaches the stage of actual 
agreement on technical and political questions relating to the navy 
I doubt if it can be kept secret and I do not quite see the necessity for 
it. Since the British have taken the initiative in inviting us to have 
an exchange of views, I think it is wise for us to see that they main- 
tain this position in the negotiations preliminary to the Naval Con- 
ference in 1935. Once these are prepared, we could well take the initia- 
tive of having the Conference, in case there is to be one, held in Wash- 
ington. | | 

As to procedure, I would suggest for your consideration, two or 

three alternatives. First, to accept MacDonald’s invitation to have a 
naval representative and someone representing the Department of 

State, confer with two corresponding British representatives. To 
maintain the present strategic position I think it would be wise for 
us to send someone here. Otherwise, if they send someone to Wash- 
ington, our strategic position changes. We might designate as naval 
attaché here the Admiral to be chosen for the Navy and Atherton 
might serve as the opposite to Craigie. In this respect, however, we 
would be at a disadvantage unless there were someone to agree with 
MacDonald on the agenda for the preliminary discussions and to keep 
a hand on the situation and prevent its getting in a jam. I do not 
see how this could very well be done without causing a lot of specula- 
tion unless the principal representative has a reason for being here. - 

After thinking this over and talking with Bingham and Atherton, 
I am inclined to favor a second alternative method as follows: Once 
we have reason to believe that, as a result of a further exchange of 
views with Mr. MacDonald during the next few weeks, we can get 
together, it would be better to let it be known that the British, with 
a view of preparing for the forthcoming naval conference, are first 
inviting the Americans to have an exchange of views, after which 
the discussions will be broadened to include the Japanese and then 
the French and the Italians. The British may be somewhat reluctant 

“ Stanley Baldwin, Lord President of the Council
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to do this for fear it may strain their relations with Japan, which 
they wish by all means to avoid unless practically assured of a naval 
agreement with us, but I think that if they believe our negotiations 
can be concluded quickly (which I believe would be possible), they 
will fall into line. 

If, however, there should be a meeting within the next month of 
eight or ten Powers, in a last effort to reach a disarmament agree- 
ment,” our negotiations with the British could be carried on under 
this umbrella without any difficulty or embarrassment. The possibility 
of such a meeting will depend largely upon the attitude of France 
which at present is not favorable. 

Eden,? who has told me of his visits to Berlin, Rome and Paris, is 
satisfied that Hitler * now is most desirous of reaching a disarmament 
agreement and of mollifying France, and from other good sources I am 
informed that Hitler now feels the need of tranquillity in foreign 
politics, which is becoming more and more necessary for the organi- 
zation of his plans for internal reconstruction. 

On the other hand, Eden feels that Barthou,® Tardieu, and even 
Herriot ?” and Léger * (who is rather a key man at the Quai D’Orsay) 
do not want a disarmament agreement now and that BeneS,’® for some 
reason, 1s becoming less inclined to favor an agreement. 

Just now Eden called me by telephone and told me that they had had 
a meeting of the Committee of the Cabinet on disarmament today and 
that they had decided to send to Tyrrell *° to be delivered to the French, 
some further arguments urging them as a matter of self-interest to 
accept at once, as a basis of negotiation, the British memorandum.” 
This they hope will have some effect but at present they are expecting a 
temporizing reply. After that they will decide upon the advisability 
of trying to get a meeting on disarmament, including Germany and 
all the principal powers. 

While the situation does not look promising as to an agreement, the 
British still feel that when the French have to decide whether, through 
a disarmament agreement and supervision, to stop German rearma- 
ment at about where it is now, or to face the inevitable continued re- 
armament of Germany in the absence of any control, they will be wise 

“For correspondence relating to the General Disarmament Conference, see 

Pe Anthony Eden, British Under Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs. 
* Adolf Hitler, Chancellor of the German Reich. 
% Jean Louis Barthou, French Minister for Foreign Affairs. 
* André Tardieu, Minister without portfolio in coalition Cabinet of Gaston 

Doumergue. 
* Wdouard Herriot, Minister of State in coalition Cabinet of Gaston Doumergue. 
#8 Alexis Léger, Secretary General of the French Foreign Office. 
* Eduard Benes, Czech Minister for Foreign Affairs. 
* William George Tyrrell, British Ambassador to France. 
* Great Britain, Cmd. 4512, Miscellaneous No. 3 (1984) : Memoranda on Dis- 

armament Issued by the Governments of the United Kingdom, France, Germany 
and Italy, January 1984, p. 21.
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enough to choose the former. The chief source of trouble will be on 
the part of the manufacturers of armaments and particularly the 
Comité des Forges and the Germans, who have a financial interest 
in fomenting international strife. That is the most insidious and 
powerful influence against which we have to struggle and there is a 
growing realization here of this. 

I am leaving for Sweden tomorrow. I had planned to go today but 
Mr. Kindersley, who is the British member of the International Com- 
mittee and 1s going with me, could not leave until tomorrow. I was 
unable to arrange to take a boat directly to Sweden, as I had hoped 
to do, because at this time of year there is only one boat a week, leaving 
Saturday night. We therefore have to go by train through Hamburg 
but I will not go through any of the capitals or see anybody on the 
Continent. . 

By the time I get back here in two or three weeks I presume we will 
know much more about the possibilities of disarmament and whether 
or not I shall get into that or return home. If, by then, you have any 
instructions or suggestions with regard to the naval question I hope 
you will send me word through the Embassy here. 

It was gratifying that there should be such a favorable impression 
everywhere with regard to the end of the first year of your Adminis- 
tration. Even Wilmot Lewis” sent a very excellent dispatch, more 
friendly than those he has been sending heretofore. 
With warm regards, I am as ever, 

Sincerely yours, Norman H. Davis 

P.S. Imay say that Bingham and I, who have discussed these various 
questions, have reached the same conclusions and our views are 
identical. 

[Enclosure] 

Memorandum by the Chairman of the American Delegation to the 
General Disarmament Conference (Davis) 

Lonpon, March 2, 1934. 

The Prime Minister, Mr. MacDonald, who went to Ambassador 
Bingham’s for luncheon, came at noon so that we could have a talk 
beforehand. 

I told him Mr. Atherton had reported to Washington his con- 
versation with him several weeks ago with regard to the naval ques- 
tion; that the President and Secretary of State were interested in and 
sympathetic with the suggestions he had made for a confidential ex- 

4 Washington correspondent for the London Times. | 
* Telegram No. 23, January 29, from the Chargé in Great Britain, p. 15. 

7911183—51——21
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change of views with regard to a renewal of the London Naval Treaty 
and the possible eventualities in case of Japan’s refusal to renew the 
treaty without an increase in her ratio (to which, it was understood, 
neither the British nor American governments were disposed to agree) ; 
and that Mr. Atherton had accordingly been advised ** to inform him 
of the receptive attitude of the United States and to inquire when, 
where and how he thought such an exchange of views should take place. 

I then told him that, as nothing more had been heard from him and 
as I am now on leave of absence and was going through London on 
my way to Sweden in connection with the Kreuger matter, the Presi- 
dent had suggested that I might have a private talk with him in case 
his ideas had crystallized sufficiently to report them confidentially to 
the President. He said that since he had received, through Mr. Ather- 
ton, the reply from Washington, he had been so occupied with pressing 
and perplexing questions he had not had time to think the naval ques- 
tion through and to discuss it with the necessary persons here. My 
impression was that, while he was most eager to talk, he had rather 
hoped that we might have some definite proposals to make to him. 
I accordingly took the position that, since he had made the advance, 
we were waiting to ascertain more definitely what he has in mind. 

He then said that Great Britain would not agree to parity with 
Japan. He had thought the first step would be to so inform the Japa- 
nese Ambassador ?° and to tell him that Great Britain was disturbed 
by the Japanese talk about an increase in their naval ratio, which was 
unjustifiable because Great Britain is entitled to a larger ratio than 
Japan since her fleet has to cover two oceans, whereas Japan has only 
a limited area to cover. He said he would like to feel that the United 
States felt the same way about it. Furthermore, he thought he ought 
to advise the Japanese Ambassador that Great Britain is quite dis- 
turbed by their fortifying the mandate islands, which they had no 
right todo. He said that before having such a talk he thought it well 
for us to be in accord in refusing to accede parity to Japan, to iron 
out any differences as regards the future makeup of our respective 
navies and also to decide what we would do with regard to a naval 
agreement as between ourselves in case Japan refused to renew the 
present Treaty. 

I told him that the United States was also definitely opposed to 
parity for Japan but that, as regards the proposed talk with the Japa- 
nese Ambassador, I thought it would be wiser and more effective for 
the United States and England each to speak separately to the Japa- 
nese, rather than for the one to speak for the other. 

4 Telegram No. 27, January 31, to the Ambassador in Great Britain, p. 221. 
* Tsuneo Matsudaira.
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I then asked him if he could tell me definitely that Great Britain 
would not even consent to an increase in the ratio for Japan. He said 
he was not yet prepared to state categorically that they would not 
consent to any modification at all in the ratio, since he had not yet 
had an opportunity to discuss it with all the proper authorities in the 
British Government, but that the most that had been suggested by any- 
one here was that, as a compromise, they might possibly agree on a 
10-10-7 ratio provided certain other questions could be settled satis- 
factorily. I told him that, in my own personal opinion, the present 
ratio was fixed after considerable thought and negotiation and that 
the only basis for a modification would be that the present ratio is 
unfair, and that I did not think such a contention could be upheld 
because of the relative differences in the functions which the British 
and American navies have to perform in relation to that of Japan. I 
told him, furthermore, that as a matter of fact the present ratio 
is not actually 5-5-3 except as to battleships and battle cruisers, be- 
cause there is parity as to destroyers and submarines and that, if the 
question were ever opened up again there would be no limit to where 
it might go. He said he was inclined to agree entirely with this 
point of view and that his feeling is that, if England and the United 
States agree to oppose any increase in the Japanese ratio, the chances 
are that Japan would be more amenable to reason. 

He then said that he would like our two governments to reach an 
agreement not only as to a continuation of parity between them but 
also as to the particular categories of vessels. He said that, as a 
result of his talks with the Admiralty, he felt the only serious diffi- 
culty would be with regard to the size of new battleships and that the 
younger officers in the British navy believe that it- would be desirable 
in the future to build smaller and less expensive battleships. I told 
him that this was a matter, of course, which had been argued back- 
wards and forwards and that the difference in view was due to the 
difference in the problems that faced the respective navies due to the 
differences in bases, but that if some arrangement could be made 

whereby certain ports in the Pacific could be neutralized, or used by 
the American navy, it would probably facilitate an agreement as to 
the future tonnage of battleships. He said that this raised difficult 
questions but that it might well be explored. 

I then told him that, as a result of the talks between Admiral Hep- 
burn and Admiral Bellairs, over a year ago,”* we both got the impres- 
sion that it was not impossible for us to reach a mutually satisfactory 
naval agreement, contingent upon what Japan, France and Italy may 

* For correspondence concerning Anglo-American naval conversations, see 
Foreign Relations, 1932, vol. 1, pp. 528 ff,
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do. But, assuming now that we can agree as between ourselves on a 
maximum and minimum for battleships, such for instance as 15 of 
25,000 tons for Great Britain and 14 of 80,000 tons for the United 

States, this would become purely academic in case Japan refuses to 
renew the Treaty because, in such event, neither of us would be willing 
to reduce the size of our present battleships, or the calibre of guns. 
I expressed the view that we might agree upon a continuance of parity 
as between ourselves and provide for going up or down, depending 
upon what other naval powers do. He said this was in line with his 
ideas and that we would both have to have some provision, in respect 
of Japan, such as the present escalator clause with respect to France 
and Italy. 

The question was then raised as to the advisability of holding a 
Conference in 1935 in case Japan definitely informs us beforehand 
that she will not agree to a renewal of the Treaty without an increase 
in her ratio. He said he was concerned about this because,-under the 
Treaty, Great Britain is the Power to issue invitations and she would 
not want to put Japan in a position to claim afterwards that she 
was not invited to the Conference. I suggested that if our two coun- 
tries should agree beforehand as to the future makeup of our navies, 
and it should then be found impossible to reach an agreement with 
Japan, a naval treaty could be entered into by us without the neces- 
sity of a Conference with other Powers, unless it were found that 
France and Italy could be brought into the frame-work of a new 
treaty. 

He said another thing which concerned him was that, in case of a 
general naval Conference as contemplated, in 1935, Great Britain 
would have to invite Germany and that this would open the doors, 
necessitating invitations to Yugoslavia, Spain, Turkey, and perhaps 
Russia and other countries, which would greatly complicate the 
problem. 

Mr. MacDonald thought it essential that the preliminary discus- 
sions be most secret in order to avoid arousing prejudices and mis- 
understandings; and that, in order that such conversations may be 
carried on freely and without embarrassment to either government, 
it would be well to proceed as was done year before last, i. e. to have 
a representative from each of the navies, in conjunction with a repre- 
sentative of the Foreign Office and a corresponding representative 
of the United States, thresh out the details. He himself, and the 
principal representative of the United States should not at first take 
part in the conversations, although they should decide upon the scope 
of the work and keep in touch with what is going on, but in the back- 
ground. He said his idea was to designate Admiral Bellairs and 
Mr. Craigie of the Foreign [Office] for these preliminary negotia-
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tions. I asked if it was his idea for these to be held in Washington 

or London and he said he would like to think this over and talk about 
it further later on. 

There was some discussion of the possible appointment as naval 
attaché, in London or Washington as the case may be, of the person 
designated to deal with the naval aspects of the work proposed, but 
no definite view was expressed. 

Mr. MacDonald manifested considerable anxiety and concern about 
the attitude and activities of Japan and said, in effect, that he not 
only considered it of the greatest importance that the United States 
and England reconcile any differences in the point of view as to their 
respective navies but that, for the promotion of world peace and sta- 
bility, it was vitally important that they cooperate most closely. I 
told him I had always favored the most friendly cooperation between 
our two countries and was satisfied that President Roosevelt feels the 

same way. , 
I also said that I had been most hopeful about our ability to reach 

a mutually satisfactory agreement on the naval question but that I had 
been perplexed by the note his government sent to the United States 
last September,?’ with regard to our naval program, because there 
seemed to be no ground whatever for raising any objections about 
this. He insisted that they recognized we were acting within our 
treaty rights and that there was no resentment whatever on their part 
over our program, but said that they had hoped to avoid the expense 
involved in building new types of vessels and that their note to us was 
prompted by friendship but that our reply ?* had somewhat disturbed 
them. I told him I did not see how we could possibly have taken any 
other position and that the fact that someone from the Admiralty 
tipped off a Hearst representative about the ending of the note, had 
made the situation more difficult. Furthermore, if we had taken any 
other position it would, under the circumstances, have been construed 
as a surrender to the dictation of Great Britain. He said he 
had understood that the leak came from. Washington but I assured 
him that it had not. He then said he was going to look into that fur- 
ther but indicated that this was now a closed incident. He repeated 
that he was now satisfied from his talks with the Admiralty that the 
only difficult question between us would be with regard to the size of 
battleships for which we must find a solution. 

In conclusion I told him that I would be back here on my way from 
Sweden within two or three weeks and would then return home unless 

* Aide-mémoire of September 14, 1933, from the British Embassy, Foreign Rela- 
tions, 1933, vol. 1, p. 382. 

** Memorandum of September 22, 1933, to the British Embassy, ibid., p. 386.
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developments in disarmament require my presence. He said that 
during that time he would go into the matter discussed more fully 
with the different ones here with whom he must consult, and would be 
glad to have a further discussion with me upon my return. 

Norman] H. D[avis]| 

500.A15A5/45% | 

Memorandum by the Chief of the Division of Far Eastern Affairs 
(Hornbeck) to the Secretary of State 

[Wasuineton,] March 31, 1934. 

Mr. Secrerary: Referring further to the question of the (prob- 
lematical) Naval Conference: 

Right or wrong, like it or not, this country is at the head of the 
column and therefore must function within and according to the 
character imposed upon it by virtue of its being in that position. 
We ought, therefore, as I see it, to make up our minds definitely in 

regard to what action, positive or negative, we wish to see consum- 
mated: whether forward, backward, to left or right, or a standstill: 
and what position we wish to take in regard thereto. 

In my opinion, we should think first of our own interests, in terms of 
national security. Clearly, the security of this country would be best 
ensured if arrangements could be made which would ensure the peace 
of all countries. But, such arrangements could be made only if all 
countries wished and were determined that there be peace or if, being 
in a majority, those countries which wish peace were willing to pool 
their forces and efforts in order to coerce (toward maintenance of 
peace) those that are not adequately imbued with the ideal of peace. 
The attainment of either of these alternatives still lies far in the future. 
The nations are still under the necessity of providing in substantial 

measure each for its own security. China has been attacked and 
invaded by Japan in consequence of the two facts that, on the one 

hand, Japan is willing to use force, and, on the other hand, China was 

not and is not able to defend herself or to induce other powers to come 
to her defense. Russia would have been attacked by Japan before now 
were it not that the Russians have armed themselves to such an extent 

that the Japanese hesitate to make the attack. Had the United States 
been less adequately prepared to defend itself, if attacked by Japan, 
we would have had, in 1932, either to keep silent on the subject of the 
Pact of Paris ® and other treaties and the subject of peace or to have 
sustained an attack at the hands of Japan’s armed forces. 

* Foreign Relations, 1928, vol. 1, p. 153.
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The naval ratios as they now stand were designed, it 1s believed, on 
the principle of making it possible, on the one hand, for each of the 
powers concerned adequately to safeguard its own interests, on a de- 
fensive basis, and of making it impossible, on the other hand, for any 
one of the powers provided that each and all built up to and maintained 
its allotment of naval equipment, to indulge in aggression against one 
or more of the others. Assuming that the technical calculations have 
been sound, the existing ratios are the correct ratios for the purpose 
of maintaining the equilibrium thus sought. The situation has not 
changed, as regards the rightful interests of the various powers con- 
cerned, separately and collectively, from the point of view of problems 
of self-defense (as distinguished from possible contemplated programs 
of aggression), since these ratios were worked out and agreed upon. It 
would therefore seem that any alteration of the ratios in favor, upward, 
of any one power, would tend toward an upset of the equilibrium and 
would impair the principle on which the powers have proceeded in the 
formulating and concluding of naval limitation agreements. 

It therefore is believed that, although we might admit need for 
making readjustments in detail within the ratios, we should hold and 
adhere to the view that, insofar as any agreement to which we would 
be parties is concerned, the ratios themselves must continue to stand. 

It is believed that this should be our fixed position in relation to the 
agenda of any naval conference contemplated or held. The President 
has intimated recently, in his statement on the Vinson Act, that such 
is our idea and hope. 
We should be prepared to let it be known, at an opportune moment 

and ina carefully prepared statement, that such is our position. There- 
after we could await evidence of desire and intention on the part of 
other powers. And, no matter what appeared or failed to appear, we 
should make that position the fixed point from which, to which and 
around which any and all further consideration by the American Gov- 
ernment of the question of a naval conference and (if and when such 
conference is held) of agenda and action thereat must proceed. 

If action in the sense above suggested, by this Government, should 
result in there being held next year no conference, we could, it is be- 
lieved, view that development with equanimity. We would not be sub- 
ject to any military attack or formidable diplomatic assault because 
of it. 

There is perceived no reason why we should discuss or enter into 
any agreement by and under the provisions of which Japan would, 
with our assent, become relatively stronger and we become relatively 
weaker in naval armament. It is believed that no step that we might 
take would contribute more effectively toward rendering real in the 
long run likelihood of war between Japan and this country than would 
such a step.
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500.A15A5/40a : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain 
(Bingham) 

Wasuineton, April 28, 1934—6 p. m. 

168. Personal for the Ambassador from Norman Davis. Referring 
memorandum of our conversation of April 12° with Craigie and 
Admiral Little,** the procedure indicated for informal preliminary 
naval conversations would be acceptable here. My understanding was 
that as soon as British Cabinet approved, they would advise you 
so that we could then agree upon the time and details. I realize that 
intervening incidents may have delayed final decision but it may pos- 
sibly be that they are awaiting word from us as to whether the idea 
is acceptable here or not. Under the circumstances, I suggest that 
Atherton see Craigie to ascertain what the situation is, and if occasion 
warrants, he may let him know what our attitude is. If it 1s deemed de- 
sirable that the conversations should begin within the next 3 or 4 
weeks, it is important to know this as soon as possible in order that we 
may endeavor to get ready by that time. [Davis.] 

| Hoy. 

500.A15A5/42 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary 
of State 

Lonpon, May 2, 1934—3 p. m. 
[Received May 2—12:16 p. m.] 

219. Personal for Norman Davis. Your 168, April 28, 6 p. m. 
Craigie reports the Admiralty are studying their requirements and 
the whole question of preliminary [conversations ?]| 1s under consider- 
ation by British Cabinet Council who are expected any day to con- 
clude their discussions when he will advise me further. 

For your guidance I venture to point out that possibly since your 

departure an important section of British official opinion has crystal- 
lized very definite views in regard to the Japanese problem. As I 
understand these, I believe that until the menace of Japanese policy 
is more actually pressing than at present, when events in the Far 
East are overshadowed here by the threats inherent in the European 
situation, British would be against any appearance now of such Anglo- 
American cooperation and coercion vis-&-vis Japan as allegedly would 

* Not found in Department files. 
** Charles James Colebrooke Little, Deputy Chief of Naval Staff, British 

Admiralty.
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strengthen the hands of the militarists in Japan and weaken the civil- 
ian element which is reportedly recovering political strength. With 
this background I believe British policy in regard to the recent Japa- 
nese statement can be best understood and I feel certain that in con- 
templating the forthcoming naval conversations there is an element 
here that would prefer to abandon the idea of a subsequent conference 
than to attempt by Anglo-American coercion to force Japan into a 
ratio agreement that would arouse national resentment there. There is 
also a naval group here that deplore by us naval discussions on the 
lines of the London naval agreement. 

Craigie believes that German and Italian demands for parity have 
inspired Japanese naval officers to increase their demands, but that 
should Japan once realize the additional cost incumbent upon her if 
successful in her latest naval pretensions she would preferably accept 

any solution that did not destroy her amour propre rather than the 
burden of competitive cruiser building. 

. BINGHAM 

500.A15A5/43 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Japan (Grew) to the Secretary of State 

Toxyo, May 3, 19384—11 a. m. 
: [Received May 3—1: 30 a. m.| 

88. In an informal conversation last evening with the Vice Minister 
of Foreign Affairs ** at a dinner at his residence he said to me that 
he had been puzzling as to the best way to prepare the ground for the 
coming Naval Conference so that it will be successful. It seemed to 
him, he said, important to reduce the problems of the Conference to 
their simplest possible elements because its success will depend much 
upon its simplicity. The United States and Japan, he thought, could 
accept as axiomatic the hypothesis that the Navy of neither country 
will ever attack the territory or possession of the other. With this 
principle as a basis he thought that it would not be difficult to arrive at 
some mutually satisfactory limitation in ships which would result in 
real reduction. What Japan most feared, however, was that she might 
run into the same sort of situation which she had encountered last 
year in Geneva in facing a solid block of opponents resulting in her 
withdrawal from the League of Nations.** The Japanese people, he 
said, were now doubly fearful of international institutions and con- 
ferences. He developed this thought at considerable length but he 

added that they (the Foreign Office) were still “puzzling” and had 

2 Mamoru Shigemitsu. 
3 See Foreign Relations, 1938, vol. 1, pp. 16-34 passim. .
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formulated no plans although determined that the Naval Conference 
must be made successful. He seemed to be inviting suggestions from 
me and he asked how I thought the matter should be approached. I 
replied that I had no authorization to approach the subject but referred 
to your message to Hirota * to the effect that you would be glad to 
receive suggestions from the Minister for Foreign Affairs either 
through the Japanese Ambassador in Washington or the American 
Ambassador in Tokyo which might tend to increase our friendly 

relations. 
I have the impression that this was an initial feeler probably put 

out at Hirota’s suggestion. Unless otherwise instructed I shall con- 
tinue to take the position stated above, that of declining to be drawn 
into a discussion of plans or principles but reporting whatever may 

be said to me. 
Incidentally the Vice Minister spoke in very favorable terms of the 

substance and tone of your aide-mémoire of April 29th.® 
GREW 

500.A15A5/48 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Japan (Grew) 

Wasuineron, May 3, 1934—10 p. m. 

64. Your 88, May 3,11 a.m. The position you took in conversation 
with Vice Minister for Foreign Affairs is entirely satisfactory. 

) Huu 

500.A15A5/42 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) 

WasHineTon, May 4, 1934—6 p. m. 

180. Personal for the Ambassador from Norman Davis. Your 219, 
May2,3p.m. Your telegram indicates that there is considerable mis- 

conception in British circles as to the purposes for which we favor 
holding preliminary naval talks. The idea was originally suggested 
to Atherton by MacDonald and was welcomed by us as a distinctly 
advantageous step. Until the British and ourselves have smoothed 
out our own difficulties, the situation both with respect to the Far East 
and even with regard to Europe will remain obscure. ‘There is no 
question in our mind of any coercion of Japan. We merely desire as 

* Informal and personal message of March 3, 1934, Foreign Relations, Japan, 
1931-1941, vol. 1, p. 128. 

* Ibid., p. 231.
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a constructive step to clear away with the British our outstanding 
naval differences of opinion. 

Do you not feel that the time is ripe for you or Atherton again to 
remind MacDonald of his original suggestions and point out the 
considerations involved? If however you become convinced that 
opinion is definitely crystallizing against further advance along the 
lines indicated, and if you find that the British would favor holding 
such naval conversations at Geneva under cover of the May 29 meet- 
ing of the General Commission * without sending specific invitation 
or without formal announcement, the Secretary and I will gladly 
recommend to the President an acceptance of this procedure. [Davis.] 

Ho 

500.A15A5/45 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, May 7, 1984—11 a. m. 
[Received May 7—7: 30 a. m.] 

228. Personal for Norman Davis. Your 180, May 4,6 p.m. I have 
the strongest reasons which I will communicate to you by letter for 
not recommending any move by us in the present situation until we 
have heard the result of the discussions now going on by the British 
Cabinet Council reported in the first paragraph of my telegram 219, 
May 2, 3 p. m. 

BINGHAM 

500.A15A5/47 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary of State 

Lonvon, May 18, 19384—1 p. m. 
[Received May 18—9 a. m.] 

264. Personal for the Secretary and Norman Davis. My 228, May 
7,11 a.m. Foreign Office informed me today that the British Cabinet 
Council had only just concluded its deliberations and that in view of 
the forthcoming Naval Conference which it was hoped might take 
place early in 1935, it had been decided to ask the American and 
Japanese Ambassadors in London officially to inquire whether their 
Governments would be disposed to name representatives to carry on 
with as little publicity as possible preliminary and exploratory con- 
versations in London. The Foreign Office added that should the 
Japanese and American Governments accept this suggestion and 

** General Commission of the Disarmament Conference.
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agree to London for this purpose the Italian and French Governments 
would be informed of these proposed conversations for their strictly 
confidential information. The Foreign Office stated to me, and I 
understand to the Japanese Ambassador as well, that should Japan 
and the United States accept this invitation and have representatives 
in London at the same time the conversations would be bilateral rather 
than tripartite. 

Unofficially the Foreign Office added that they hoped these conver- 
sations with the Americans might begin in early June which is the 
earliest moment the British would be ready and this would yet be a 
time presumably before the Japanese would have time to complete 
their London preparations. The Foreign Office understand Mr. Davis 
would attend the Geneva meeting the end of May and suggested that if 
it appeared this meeting might drag on, if he could not leave himself, 
Mr. Davis possibly might like to consider authorizing his technical 
assistants to initiate preliminary and exploratory bilateral conversa- 
tion with the British in London pending his arrival. 

Today’s conversation in no way changes the opinion expressed in 
my 259, May 17, 5 p. m.® 

| BINGHAM 

500.A15A5/49 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) 

Wasuineron, May 18, 1984—7 p. m. 

203. Your 264, May 18,1 p.m. The proposal made to you this 
morning by the Foreign Office seems entirely in line with the arrange- 
ments talked over by Norman Davis and Craigie and referred to in 
our 168, April 28,6 p.m. Our instinct is to send an early acceptance 
and to arrange for Admiral Leigh ® and Commander Wilkinson ” to 
sail as soon as possible nominally for Geneva but later to join Norman 
Davisin London. The caution, however, which you suggested in your 
259, May 17, 5 p. m., and repeated in the last sentence of your 264, 
leads us before taking any action to ask you to specify more fully 
what youhadinmind. Please answer immediately as time is pressing. 

In pursuance of your recommendations Davis has given up all idea 
of proceeding to Geneva via London and will instead disembark at 
Cherbourg and proceed via Paris. 

Hui 

8 Ante, p. 65. | 
' “ Richard H. Leigh, Chairman of General Board, Navy Department. 

“ Theodore S. Wilkinson, Secretary of General Board, Navy Department.
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500.A15A5/51 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, May 22, 19834—5 p. m. 
[ Received May 22—1:45 p. m.| 

270. I am in full accord with the thought expressed in your 208, 
May 18, 7 p. m., for an early acceptance of this invitation of the 
British Government and concur in the suggested arrangements. 

At the present moment the British official mind is very much con- 
cerned with what Simon stated in his remarks, a portion of which is 
quoted in my 267, May 19, 1 p. m.,* “the limitations under which the 
United States Government is likely to act.” This is not confined to 
the sphere of disarmament and naval discussions but also, and above 
all at the present moment, it includes debts.” Since the British Cabi- 
net has this viewpoint, of which Simon’s speech is but an isolated in- 
stance, I feel initiative for the time being should come from them since, 
(1) in that case the burden of accomplishment rests primarily on 
London, and, (2) they invite us with the knowledge of the limitations 
under which we act therefore they must be prepared to consider pro- 
posals to meet this situation. 

BINGHAM 

500.A15A5/58 

Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State (Phillips) 

[Wasuineton,| May 24, 1934. 

During my conversation with the President this morning he said 
that he wanted Assistant Secretary Roosevelt,** Admiral Standley, 
Pierrepont Moffat ** and me to work together on the subject of naval 
disarmament; he thought that this Government should have some very 
simple platform on which to stand which would show our desire to 
cooperate in world naval disarmament; his thought was that we 
should be willing to reduce our naval force by 25%, provided others 

did the same, keeping, I believe, the present ratio; he mentioned, I 
think, a limited period; first by scrapping certain obsolete ships with- 
out replacement; second by a willingness to reduce by 25% our total 
treaty allowance by tonnage and by number. The President felt that 

this would be the original platform on which we might stand. I 

“Vol. m1, p. 186. 
“For correspondence relating to intergovernmental debts, see pp. 548 ff. 
“ Henry L. Roosevelt, Assistant Secretary of the Navy. 
“ William H. Standley, Chief of Naval Operations. 
* Chief of the Division of Western European Affairs.



938 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1934, VOLUME I 

pointed out that the Japanese would undoubtedly refuse to go along 
with us on any such lines. The President replied that the next and 
final position would be to stand on the present naval ratio as provided 
for by the terms of the Naval Conference. 

Wirtram PxHitwres 

500.A15A5/59 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in France (Straus) 

Wasurnaton, May 24, 19384—2 p. m. 

201. For Norman Davis from the Secretary. Our acceptance of the 
British invitation for preliminary naval talks at this juncture was 
based primarily on a feeling that we were committed to such a pro- 
cedure. Ever since you left, however, we have been receiving one 
indication after another of some form of rapprochement between 

Great Britain and Japan which taken in the aggregate become very 
significant. 

1. Sir John Simon in the House of Commons minimized the import- 
ance of the recent statement of Japan’s policy toward foreign assist- 
ance to China. 

2. Sir Roger Keyes “’ was reported on May 18 to have said that 
Japan is destined to play a great part in the future of the East and 
will go toward her destiny with unswerving determination. He is 
further reported to have advised the British Government to come to a 
good understanding with Japan. 

8. The British Naval Attaché in Tokyo * has recently said to several 
friends at the club that England sees no reason to oppose Japanese 
naval parity or to thwart Japan’s naval ambitions. 

4, I have good reason to believe that Sir Frederick Dreyer, in com- 
mand of the British Asiatic Fleet, stated to the Chief of the Bureau of 

Asiatic Affairs in Java, subsequent to the recent British Naval Con- 
ference in Singapore, that England would not oppose Japanese naval 
parity and sees no reason why a “crisis” should occur in 1935-86. 

5. Sir Robert Clive, the new British Ambassador to Japan, is re- 
ported to have said to the press before departing from London that in 
his opinion the interests of Great Britain and Japan in China are 
identical. 

6. Several days ago the Japanese press was full of vituperative com- 
ment on England’s proposed system of trade quotas which was held 

“The summary which follows was based primarily upon telegram No. 98, 
May 28, 1934, from the Ambassador in Japan; this telegram was repeated to the 
Ambassador in Great Britain as telegram No. 213, May 25, 1934; neither printed 
(793.94/6701). 

*" Admiral of the Fleet, inactive list; Member of Parliament. 
“Captain John Guy Protheroe Vivian.
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to be aimed against Japanese interests. This unfavorable comment 
suddenly ceased and has now taken a distinctly friendly tone. 

The foregoing evidences of Anglo-Japanese rapprochement leave 
us in considerable doubt as to whether British policy in respect to the 
forthcoming naval conversations in particular and to the Far Eastern 
problem in general have undergone a change in the past few weeks. 
The inference is at least possible that the British and Japanese are 
seeking an agreement on policy in China in return for England’s sup- 
port of or acquiescence in Japanese claims to naval parity. I think 
it of real importance that you have a full and frank discussion with 
Sir John Simon in Geneva early next week preliminary to the forth- 
coming naval conversations. I feel it only fair that Simon should 
realize our inability to gauge the present British approach to this 
problem and that we in turn should have the benefit of an unequivocal 

clarification of his views. * 
: Hoi 

500.A15A5/62 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in France (Straus) 

Wasuineton, May 24, 1934—3 p. m. 

202. For Norman Davis. Following telegram © sent to Bingham 

today: 

“You may inform the Foreign Office that we will accept their invi- 
tation to participate in preliminary and-exploratory conversations 
on naval problems arising from the forthcoming conference in 1935. 
Our idea is that in order to prevent any feeling that these conver- 
sations were in the nature of a ‘preliminary conference’, they should 
be carried on in the form at least of normal diplomatic interchanges 
heading up through the two Embassies and the Foreign Office in Lon- 
don. While we share the idea of the British Government to give as 
little publicity as possible to the conversations, we question whether 
they can be kept entirely secret and suggest some form of announce- 
ment by the British Government which will refer to the fact that 
diplomatic conversations will soon be held, but they will only deal 
with procedural questions and with the technical naval aspects of 
the problem. Mr. Davis will be prepared to proceed to London some 
time around mid-June, depending partly on developments in the Gen- 
eral Commission at Geneva. Rear Admiral Richard A. [H.] Leigh 
and Commander T. 8S. Wilkinson, both of whom are members of the 
Disarmament Commission, will be available for technical advice. 

“Please telegraph (a) if and when Japan accepts British invitation 
to preliminary conversations; (0) whether it is agreeable that the con- 
versations be held through diplomatic channels; (c) whether the 

*” See telegram ‘No. 389, May 26, from the Ambassador in France, p. 240; and 
telegrams Nos. 851 and 863, May 29 and June 2, from Mr. Davis, pp. 241 and 244. 

© No. 211, May 24, 3 p. m., to the Ambassador in Great Britain.
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British favor our suggestion of a brief announcement of the pur- 
poses of these conversations and if so, when the announcement will 
be made. Please send to Paris for the information of Norman Davis 
the texts of all pertinent telegrams to and from the Embassy since 
Friday May 18.” 

After considerable reflection, I have reached the conclusion that it 
would be a mistake to commence any talks with the British prior to 
June 15, the date of the next payment due. Feeling is running high 
on this subject and might color the approach to the unrelated subject 
of naval problems. I think it would be best accordingly for you to 
defer arrival in London until after June 15, which will be rendered 
easier by the fact that Leigh and Wilkinson cannot sail before June 6. 

Subject to your confirmation, Field ™ also stands ready to sail on 
June 6 to meet you in London. 

: Huy 

500.A15A5/60 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in France (Straus) to the Secretary of State 

Paris, May 26, 1934—5 p. m. 

[Received May 26—10: 35 a. m.] 

389. From Norman Davis. Your 201, May 24. In view of cumu- 
lative indications of a tendency at least for a British rapprochement 
with Japan I entirely concur in your views that it would be well for 
me to have a thoroughly frank talk with Simon. This will be neces- 
sary for our guidance in the naval discussions. I understand he is 
arriving in Geneva Monday morning and I will see him at the first 
opportune time. [Davis.] 

STRAUS 

500.A1545/67 

Memorandum by the Secretary of State 

[WasHineton,] May 26, 1934. 

The Japanese Ambassador * called and inquired as to the signifi- 
cance of the various news despatches back and forth between here 
and London relating to proposed preliminary conversations relative 
to the 1985 Naval Conference. He said that he would be much inter- 
ested to learn what had taken place thus far in the way of under- 
standings or plans or individual statements. I replied that nothing 
whatever had occurred, except that the British Government sent us 
an invitation—presumably the same sort of invitation sent to the 

Noel H. Field of the Division of Western European Affairs. 
” Hirosi Saito.
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Japanese Government—to participate in some preliminary conversa- 

tions at London at an early date with regard to the forthcoming 

Naval Conference in 1935; that my Government had accepted the 
invitation with the suggestion that any proposed conversations had 
better be conducted through the regular and usual diplomatic channels, 
and that this view had seemingly been concurred in by the British 
Government. I said that yesterday the State Department had given 
out to the press just what had occurred in this connection; that the 
preliminary discussions were to refer primarily to matters of proce- 
dure, but that if it should be deemed desirable also to discuss any 
of the technical side of existing naval questions, my government would 
be disposed to consider such step. This, I said, embraced the sum total 
of what had taken place so far as the United States Government was 

concerned. 
I then inquired of the Ambassador whether his government had any 

new or additional information with respect to the proposed conver- 
sations at London, and he replied in the negative. He agreed that it 
would not be feasible to have conversations elsewhere, as at Washing- 
ton, at the same time of the proposed conversations in London. 

The Ambassador then inquired whether we had organized a com- 
mittee of naval or military experts to attend the proposed London 
conversations. I replied that we had not had a meeting or con- 
ference of any kind with any experts here in Washington in con- 
nection with these proposed conversations. I added that one or two 
naval experts, who were connected with the Disarmament Conference 
proceedings at Geneva and who were expected to be over there, were 
being kept in mind by my government as suitable experts to drop back 
by London, if our government should so desire and decide, to furnish 
their services in any conversations relative to any technical naval 

phases, in the event conversations on that topic should be decided 
upon. The Ambassador then said that his government had both 
military and naval committees of experts in training. He seemed 
to have in mind the question of whether any other topics, possibly 
of a political nature, might be brought up for discussion. | 

C[orpett] H[ cL] 

500.A15A5/69 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation to the General Disarma- 
ment Conference (Davis) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, May 29, 1934—11 p. m. 
| [Received May 29—8:45 p. m. | 

851. Your 201, May 24, 2 p. m., to Paris. 
1. I have not deemed it advisable as yet to have the conversation 

with Simon suggested in the final paragraph. I have deferred doing 

7911183—51——22
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so because we have been immersed in Disarmament Conference 
problems. 

2. I did take occasion incidentally to tell him that I did not think 
much of his speech in the House of Commons in which he quoted from 
my declaration of May 22, 1933," as it appeared to be an effort to place 
upon us the failure of the British Government to go as far as France 
wants her to go in a disarmament convention. He was visibly em- 
barrassed and insisted that I had misunderstood and that he thought 
he had rendered full justice to the great value of our contribution and 
that the purpose he had in mind was primarily to explain to the British 
public that the imposition of economic sanctions is not such a simple 
matter. Later in the conversation with regard to the Disarmament 
Conference as to which he was rather despondent he remarked that 
he would be reconciled to a failure of the Disarmament Conference 
and even of the Naval Conference in 1935 and would in fact feel that 
they had been worthwhile if the result were a naval agreement and a 
closer cooperation between England and the United States. Although 
this was not said in a very serious way I could not but feel that it 
revealed a real desire on his part. 

Davis 

500.A15A5/68 : Telegram | 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, May 30, 1934—6 p. m. 
[Received May 30—3: 30 p. m.] 

287. Department’s 211, May 24,38 p.m.°* The Japanese Ambassador 
informed me today he was accepting the British invitation [along ? | 
very much the same lines as our reply. 

BINGHAM 

500.A15A5/70 : Telegram | 

The Ambassador in Japan (Grew) to the Secretary of State 

Toxyo, May 31, 1984—10 a. m. 
[ Received May 31—2: 30 a. m. | 

104. The Minister for Foreign Affairs told me last evening for my 
personal information that the Japanese Government welcomed the 
British proposal for bilateral preliminary naval conversations and had 

% Hor text of declaration, see Department of State, Press Releases, May 27, 

arte telegram No. 202, May 24, 3 p. m., to the Ambassador in France, p. 239.
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instructed Matsudaira on May 29th to accept the invitation on the 
understanding that the scope of the conversations would be limited to 
determining the time, place and procedure of the eventual conference, 
because the Japanese Navy is not yet ready to discuss technical ques- 
tions. Of [On?] the results of the Anglo-Japanese conversations, the 
Minister said, would depend the time and nature of the conversations 
to be held between Saito and yourself. Saito now plans to return to 

Japan on July 3rd in order to report on conditions and opinion in the 
United States. Hirota hopes to hold similar bilateral conversations 
with the French and Italians. 
Tam unaware whether the foregoing has already been communicated 

to you by Saito. 
GREW 

500.A15A5/72 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary 
of State 

| Lonpon, May 31, 1934—5 p. m. 
[Received May 31—2: 05 p. m.] 

292. Foreign Office advised me today in the sense of my 287, May 
30, 6 p. m., adding that Matsudaira would act as the representative of 
the Japanese Government in this matter. In accepting the British 
proposal the Japanese Ambassador made the general [/following?] 
comment in the strictest confidence on behalf of his Government. 

“(a) For a number of reasons the Japanese Government desired 
that the Naval Conference should be held about April of next year. 

(6) The Japanese Government had no objection to the opening of 
the preliminary conversations in London, but considered that the 
place at which the conference itself should be held should be decided 
in the preliminary conversations. 

(c) It seemed to the Japanese Government proper that, for the 
present, the following matters should, inter alia, be discussed in the 
preliminary conversations: (1) Agenda of the conference (2) par- 
ticipating powers to the conference (3) date and place of the con- 
ference and procedure for the summoning of the conference. 

While the Japanese Government agree that the preliminary con- 
versations should be confidential and bilateral in form they understood 
that the conversations in London would not preclude the Japanese 
Government from negotiating, if they deemed necessary, with the 
powers concerned in places other than London.” 

Foreign Office concurred in this last paragraph. 
Repeated by mail to weneva for Davis. 

BincHAM
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500.A15A5/72 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain 
(Bingham) 

| WasuHineTon, June 1, 1934—3 p. m. 

223. Your 292, May 31,5 p.m. The Japanese are obviously anx- 
ious to engage in preliminary naval conversations simultaneously 
or in rapid succession in different capitals. The Secretary has tried 
to discourage this, pointing out to Saito in a conversation on May 
26°° the disadvantages and opportunities of misunderstanding that 
would be caused by holding conversations in two places and empha- 
sizing the advisability of concentrating the preliminary conversations 
in London.® 

The Japanese attempt to overemphasize the question of time and 
place of the conference would seem inconsistent with a normal and 
orderly course of procedure. In our opinion, such purely procedural 
matters, while a proper subject of discussion, should not be finally 
determined until the preliminary talks have shown what measure of 
agreement, if any, exists or appears realizable between the Powers 
principally concerned on the basic technical naval issues. 

We do not, however, wish to make an issue of these two points at 
the present time though you may use them as guidance in informal 
talks with the British. We shall probably announce in the course 
of the next 2 or 3 days the decision to send Davis and Leigh to London | 
for these conversations. | 

Please repeat to Geneva as No. 419. 

PHILLIPS 

500.A15A5/75 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 

of State 

GENEVA, June 2, 1984—2 a. m. 
[Received June 2—12: 44 a. m.] 

863. My 862, June 2, 1 a. m.” 

1. In a second talk with Simon this afternoon he said that he hoped 
I could come to London soon to start the naval conversations and 
wanted to know when I would be there. I told him we could not well 
begin before the middle of the month because our naval experts could 
not sail until June 6th. 

°° For memorandum of conversation, see p. 240. 
* This paragraph was repeated to the Ambassador in Japan as telegram No. 84, 

June 1, 3 p. m. 
Ante, p. 94.
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2, As this seemed an opportune moment I asked if he had any par- 
ticular ideas in his mind with regard to the proposed conversations. 
He replied that while he had little to do with the matter himself it was 
his understanding that since the Japanese experts would not arrive 
very soon the British and Americans would first clear up all questions 
between themselves which should not be difficult. They would then be 
prepared to take the matter up with the Japanese. 

3. I then remarked that aside from discussing technical naval ques- 
tions as between ourselves there remained the question of determining 
what our attitude should be with regard to an increase in the Japanese 
ratio. As to this he said that he had recently told Matsudaira frankly 
that he had been somewhat disturbed about what he had read in the 
press with regard to Japanese pretensions and claims for an increase 
in ratio but that he had had no intimations from the Japanese Gov- 

ernment that it was making any claims and that he would like to know 
if the Japanese were making such claims officially as that would be a 
serious matter. Matsudaira had then cabled home and subsequently 
reported to him that the Japanese Government had not made any such 
claims. I told Simon I was glad to know that and that I judged by 
this that the British Government was still opposed to any increase in 

the Japanese ratio; which was reassuring because it had been some- 
what disturbing to read speeches like that of Admiral Keyes and to 
learn of statements by certain of the British naval officers advocating 
a close community of interest between England and Japan in naval 
matters or the granting of parity to Japan. Simon then said that 

Admiral Keyes was retired and a member of Parliament; that neither 
the Government nor the Admiralty had any control over him but that 
he could not believe that any naval officer on the active list could take 
such a position because it was positively not the attitude of either the 
Government or the Admiralty; that Great Britain has more seas to 
cover than Japan and that parity with Japan would be absurd. 

Davis 

500.A15A5/74: Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 
of State 

7 GENEvA, June 2, 1934—3 a. m. | 
[Received June 1—11: 80 p. m.] 

864. Referring to your 202, May 24, 3 p. m. to Paris, and London — 
Embassy’s 292, May 31, 5 p. m., to the Department. 

1. I am somewhat concerned about the British proposal that the 
naval discussions shall be bilateral instead of tripartite and also the 
Japanese stipulation that the bilateral London conversations shall not
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preclude the Japanese from negotiating with the powers concerned in 
places other than London. 

92. Asa matter of strategy, it is most important in my opinion that 
we adhere to the procedure envisaged in my talks in London; namely, 
that the British and ourselves informally have preliminary talks to 
agree upon questions relating to our two respective Navies and what 
we are willing to do with regard to the Japanese claims. Once the 

Japanese technical advisers arrive, which Simon indicated today he 
thought would be somewhat delayed, we can have a tripartite meeting 
which will inaugurate officially the conversation. Otherwise we may 
be jockeyed into a position where the British will be acting as a me- 
diator between the Japanese and ourselves, interpreting to the Jap- 
anese our position and to us the Japanese position, and thereby get- 
ting all the benefits of the “honest inaccuracies”. For this and other 
reasons I frankly doubt the advisability of carrying on naval discus- 
sions with the Japanese in Washington or Tokyo. I realize, of course, 
that if such a distinguished visitor as Prince Kanya [Konoye?| ® 
should visit Washington that you want to show him every courtesy but 
I think the serious endeavor must be concentrated in London, other- 
wise wires will be crossed. 

8. I am confirmed in this view because Saito, who called to see me 
here apparently on a fishing expedition, tried to engage me in con- 
versation on the Navy which I dealt with in a guarded manner. In 
the course of his talk he said that the Japanese could understand why 
the British with so much commerce and so many seas to cover were 
fully entitled to a naval ratio of 5 to 3 with Japan but that they could 
not understand why the United States needed such predominance. I 
merely remarked that we felt that in 1922 we had made considerable 
concessions in limiting ourselves to a 5 to 3 ratio because with the pro- 
gram that was then under way we would have soon had a Navy over- 
whelmingly greater than Japan and that I hoped that the Japanese 
would not take an unreasonable position on this matter because if they 
did we could only construe it as a desire not to have a naval agreement. 

4, I think it advisable for Field to sail for London on June 6th. 
Davis 

500.A15A5/81 : Telegram 

. The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary of State 

: Lonvon, June 8, 1984—noon. 

[Received June 8—8: 20 a. m.] 

308. The Japanese Ambassador confirmed to me this morning that 
although he will be prepared to discuss those subjects outlined by him 

*® President of the Japanese House of Peers.
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and reported in my 292, May 31, 5 p. m., he would not be prepared to 
begin technical conversations until the Japanese naval experts had 
reached London, sometime about the middle of July. 

Repeated to Davis. 
BiIncHAM 

500.A15A5/83 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 
of State 

GENEVA, June 12, 1934—1 p. m. 
[Received June 12—12:10p. m.] 

893. For the Secretary and the President. 
1. I am becoming concerned about the situation that has been cre- 

ated with regard to the naval conversations in having them head up 
through the Embassy. I understand the reasons for inaugurating the 
plan in this fashion but it is becoming increasingly clear to me that 
in a matter as delicate, difficult and technical as this the danger of 
crossing wires by having two responsible sources in Europe is so great 
as to outweigh the considerations which guided you in putting the 
plan on foot in this manner. 

2. There are indications that during the coming weeks I may be 
concerned from time to time with the broader aspects of the General 
Disarmament Conference and if the responsibility for the naval phases 
of disarmament rests upon me then I feel that it must rest upon me 
alone as it will be very difficult to draw the line with the Embassy as 
to what appertains to general disarmament and what to naval 
conversations. 

8. Matsudaira is chief of the Japanese Delegation to the Disarma- 
ment Conference, I am chief of the American Delegation and Mac- 
Donald is head of the British Delegation. It would, therefore, seem 
much simpler as well as much more palatable to the French if the naval 
conversations in London were consigned to the hands of the chief dele- 
gates to the Disarmament Conference. 

4. I would not of course under any circumstances want to go into 
Bingham’s jurisdiction without showing every possible consideration 
and without cooperating with him most closely. Indeed I should want 
to seek his cooperation and advice. If, however, the conversations 
were to head through the Embassy it would raise all sorts of complica- 

tions and difficulties as to official status and responsibility. I need 
only mention one difficulty to make my meaning clear and that is the 
risk of having another spokesman in London during any possible tem- 
porary absence on general disarmament work. 

5. I realize the delicacy and the possible embarrassment to you but 
as the task assigned to me is sufficiently difficult under the best of
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circumstances I feel that I must ask you to clarify my status and. 
responsibility in such a way that there can be no misunderstanding. 
After all I think there is a considerable strategic advantage in taking 
the position that these conversations are a part of the general disarma- 
ment problem. 

6. For instance, it is conceivable that there may be a conference 
limited to the three great naval powers but if it goes beyond that it 
is hardly conceivable that it could be limited to less than ten or twelve 
powers because France fearing the application of the equality of rights 
in Germany’s case would insist upon bringing in Germany, Russia, 
Turkey and Sweden. 

7. It would not be just to either Bingham or myself to have a divided 
responsibility in this matter. 

Davis 

500.A15A5/83 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American Delegation 
(Davis) 

WASHINGTON, June 13, 1934—noon. 

435. The President and I have talked over your 893, June 12, 1 
p.m. We fully appreciate the considerations you advance against 
having the forthcoming naval conversations head up through the 
Embassy at London. Nevertheless it is our considered judgment that 
these preliminary naval conversations should not be viewed as a part 
of the general disarmament negotiations. We feel that their chief 
chance of success lies in disassociating them from the Disarmament 
Conference at Geneva. As a corollary to this, we oppose enlarging 
the conference by the inclusion of other Naval Powers with their at- 
tendant problems and would not object if the preliminary conversation 
were limited to the United States, Great Britain and Japan. 

Not only have we laid stress on the informal character of these con- 
versations, but we consider it important not to give the impression that 
they are in any sense a preliminary conference. I base this in part 
on my talks with the representatives of the Naval Powers here and in 
part on the indications we are receiving from Japan of a distinct 
reluctance to come to grips on technical problems at this point. We 
foresee little probability of these conversations, either in substance or 
in time, going beyond the stage of an exploratory sounding out and 
hence do not feel that this Government would be warranted if only 
from a psychological point of view, in setting up under present cir- 
cumstances a separate delegation at London apart from normal diplo- 
matic channels.
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_If we did not know both Bingham and yourself so well, we should 
hesitate to ask you to work together with equal responsibility under 
such an arrangement, but the considerations we have outlined make it 
logical to head the talks up through the Embassy in such a way that 
we can profit both by the position of Bingham as Ambassador to Great 
Britain and of yourself as our primary authority on disarmament. 

For your information, Admiral Leigh is bringing the President’s 

instructions °° on technical naval matters. 
Hv. 

500.A15A5/85 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 
of State 

GENEVA, June 14, 1934—2 p. m. 
[ Received June 14—12: 35 p. m.] 

902. Personal for the Secretary. Your 435 June 13, noon. 
1. IJ understand your reasons for not wanting the preliminary naval 

conversations viewed as a part of the general disarmament negotia- 
tions and readily fall into line with that view. On the other hand, 
I am satisfied it is advisable to deal with the naval problem in a com- 
prehensive way and that this cannot be done without bringing France 
and Italy in. For instance, the London Conference © was almost 
wrecked because our Government proceeding on the theory that France 
and Italy did not count failed to have any preliminary conversations 
with them and then found that England could not sign a naval treaty 
that would not make a provision for dealing with the French and 
Italian Navies and it was only through a last superhuman effort that 
France and Italy were induced to participate to a sufficient extent 
to allow England to sign the treaty. _ 

2. I entirely agree with you that it would complicate the problem 
considerably if the conference were enlarged to include other naval 
powers. Certainly it is not necessary or advisable to bring them into 
the preliminary conversations with the possible exception of France 
and Italy. The British have already announced their intention of 
keeping France and Italy informed and they will unquestionably want 
eventually to bring them into the conversations. 

3. I fully concur in the advisability of stressing the informal char- 
acter of the proposed conversations. Nevertheless, I think it is possible 
and advisable for the conversations particularly with the British to 

* General Board memorandum of June 4, 1934; not found in Department files. 
® For correspondence on the London Naval Conference, see Foreign Relations, 

19380, vol. 1, pp. 1 ff.
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go beyond the exploratory stage. Notwithstanding the apparent re- 
luctance of the Japanese to come to grips with technical questions I 
think it is possible and advisable to get them to do so. I suspect that 
the Japanese strategy in this respect is for trading purposes. 

4. In spite of certain evidences to the contrary I am fully satisfied 
that the sentiment of Great Britain and the majority opinion in the 
British Government will favor cooperating closely with us and that 
they would only consider a rapprochement with Japan in case they 
feel that they cannot count on our cooperation sufficiently. 

5. I still believe that in case it is not possible to reach an agreement 
with Japan the British would be in favor of a treaty with us alone 
which would provide for parity on a sliding scale depending upon 
what Japan does on the one hand and what the continental European 

powers do on the other hand. 
6. I do not fully share your skepticism as to the possibility of what 

may be accomplished by the proposed conversations. 
7. They are unquestionably necessary at some time and no matter 

by whom or how they may be conducted it is not possible if they are 
to succeed to keep them from developing into real negotiations or to 
maintain for long the fiction that the conversations are casual and 

unimportant. 
8. I will communicate with you further with regard to the rela- 

tionship between the Embassy and myself. 
Davis 

500.A15A5/95 

Memorandum of Trans-Atlantic Telephone Conversation ™ 

[WasuincTon,] June 14, 1934. 

(Conversation already begun) .. . 
Ampassapor Davis: The statement expressed in my cable of day 

before yesterday was prompted by my keen interest in this naval 
question and my desire to do everything possible to make it a success. 

SrcreTArY Huu: We know how you feel, of course. 
Ampassapor Davis: I do not feel at all that there is any need for 

those conversations to fail and I do not believe they will unless we so 
restrict the scope. We are doomed to fail in this by placing too much 
limitation. Now of course there is no [need?] whatever to try to 

* Between Norman H. Davis, Chairman of the American delegation to the 
General Disarmament Conference, in Geneva and President Roosevelt and Secre- 
tary of State Hull in Washington, 11:45 a. m. 

* Telegram No. 893, June 12, 1 p. m., from the Chairman of the American dele- 
gation, p. 247.
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write any treaty, but unless we lay the ground for it that will make 
for a conference later, to call the conference without appropriate 
preparation we would be doomed to a lamentable failure. I entirely 

concur in your view, for psychological reasons if for nothing else. [It 
might not be] advisable to set up a separate delegation in London now 
with no relation to the Embassy. On the other hand, a considerable 
amount of work will necessarily be involved in the so-called explora- 
tory conversations. The naval advisers and myself have simply got - 
to have some space in which to work. I have been informed that there 
is no available space at the Embassy. Therefore it will be necessary 
to at least have a physical separation. As I also stated in my 893, 
I not only want to cooperate with Bingham, but our friendship is such 
that I know we can cooperate satisfactorily. 

Secretary: Yes, we know that. 
Ampassapor: It can be distinctly understood that these conversa- 

tions are to be carried on in connection with the Embassy, but as you 
know it is absolutely impossible for two people with joint responsi- 
bility actually to conduct negotiations. One or the other must take 
the lead and be primarily responsible. 

Secretary: Of course we know who would do most of the work in 
any event. 

Ampassabor: He is not conversant with naval problems. He would, 
I expect, as he did when I was there before, expect me to take the lead 
in carrying on the conversations, but.I think you have got to make a 
choice of either conducting this solely through diplomatic channels or 
to strike a happy medium here and have it done in connection with the 
Embassy,—but have it clearly understood that I have got the respon- 
sibility for carrying on the conversations. I mean I just did not want 
any misunderstanding about it. 

SECRETARY: Yes. 
Ampassapor: I do not think it is possible to play down these con- 

versations successfully. I wish it were. But the eyes of the whole 
world are right now turned on this thing and I do not think it is 
advisable to confine them to superficial exploration. If you feel that 
it is of such vital importance that this thing should be played down in 
every possible way, I am just a little afraid my presence in London 
would make that a little more difficult. 

SecreTary: Norman, are you ready for me to comment? 
Awpassapor: Yes. 

Secretary: What happened was that our Japanese friends were 
very suspicious and were insisting that they would not discuss any 
phase of even the technical side of things; that they were not in favor 
of any preliminary conference, but only informal conversations at 
London,—and we felt obliged to tell them that we were not organizing 
any systematic organization of any kind for this purpose and then is
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when we made that reference to handling these informal conversations 
by letting them head up through the Embassy. 'That is the way it came 
about. They were extremely suspicious and pressing us to the last 
degree. Now, with that situation, we felt that we could well get away 
from it for the time being and that since it really was not under the 
jurisdiction of either the Embassy or of your delegation that we might 
at least start out by asking you and Bingham jointly to take care of it, 
‘and if it should progress and expand and by degrees take the form of 
more of a preliminary conference and the Japanese have agreed so far 
that they would stand for the moment, then we could take up the ques- 
tion of responsibility. 
Ampassapor: I can clear that pretty quickly with the British, Cor- 

dell. I see your point. That is all right. I am perfectly in accord. 
I just didn’t want to have some experience of divided responsibility. 

SECRETARY: We appreciate that fully and we know that you will do 
all the work and that you are equipped, but we got into this situation 
with the Japanese. 

Ampassapor: We can work that out but if you and the President, 
if it is in accord with you, so that there will be no misunderstanding, 
if you would cable Bingham and say that because of my knowledge 
you want—that while we are associated together, because of my knowl- 
edge of the naval question you actually would expect me to take the 
lead in carrying on the conversations. 

SEecRETARY: I think he will recognize that just like he recognized 
your special qualifications when you were there before. 
Ampassapor: Yes, that is true, but 
Secrerary: We will be glad to say anything we can without getting 

into too much trouble with Bingham. I do not suppose we would get 
into any. We will want to say anything we can to facilitate the mat- 
ter, and if the proceedings take on the appearance of a preliminary 
conference or anything resembling it, then we can take up the question 
of responsibility. 

Ampassapor: You want this thing to succeed. 
Secrerary: Unquestionably. 
Ampassapor: I think right now at the very beginning is the time to 

get 1t headed down the road you want it to go on, and if I am taking 
the back seat I will not be worth anything to you. 

Secrerary: We would not have you take the back seat at all. It 
would be very foolish to do that. We want results and we know your 
equipment. On the other hand, we cannot tell you all that has been 
going on among our Japanese friends and how careful we have to be to 
get out of this embarrassing situation that they forced us into. 
Ampassapor: My information is that they are afraid we are both 

going to want to open up that Far Eastern situation with them. They
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do not understand that we don’t want to do that, and that is what I 
understand from the British is their understanding of it. Now I think 
that once we sit down with the British, after two or three conversa- 
tions, we can bring this right into line without any trouble. 

SecreTary: Yes. Well, I think we can adjust ourselves as we go 
along over there so as to conform to whatever course the thing takes, 
and we will be ready here to cooperate with you to that end. 
Ampassapor: You see, if you go into a place where we have an 

Ambassador, even if you go there, his rank is something that you can- 
not disregard, and I think if you would just send a personal cable to 
Bingham explaining to him that it should be for strategic reasons 
handled through the Embassy but that in view of my connection with 
this, my knowledge of it, you would want him to cooperate with me 
and assume responsibility to a limited degree. A divided responsi- 

bility is what is worrying me. 
Presipent Roosrvett: Norman, this is Franklin. Look, I am on 

the other phone. This whole thing is largely a question of time-table. 
Ampassapor: Yes. I want to play your game too. 
Preswwent: You see, between now and the time the Japs arrive in 

London on the 15th of July we want to keep, so far as any publicity 
goes, we want to keep the thing a purely diplomatic matter, and there- 
fore on the surface we want to keep it officially under the Ambassador. 
There is no reason at all why you cannot act during this preliminary 

period of informal conversations as informal adviser so far as the 
public knows, and then after the thing has gone on for two or three 
weeks it may develop into a more serious conference and in that case, 
of course, your participation in it will be much more widely known 
and recognized than it would be during the first two or three weeks. 
It is only a question of tiding this preliminary question over. 
Ampassapor: I am not wanting public recognition. I wish it could 

be done without anybody knowing it. But I just don’t think you are 
going to succeed in playing this thing down as there is too much 
excitement over it and the preliminary talks with the British are going 
to be of such importance. 

PRESIDENT: You will be in on those as adviser. 
Ampassapor: One of us has to take the lead. 
PresiDENT: You will be in on those. 
Ampassapor: If Bingham feels that his job is to take the lead on 

that, I really think it will be very embarrassing and I think it would 
cause you trouble. I am willing to play the game where I can. : 

PRESIDENT: He is not going to do anything except sign the things 
in the first instance from the public point of view. 

Ampassapor: Naturally I would expect him to do that. If we sit 
down one of us has to take the lead in conversations and in negotiations
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leading up to this thing, and I thought if Cordell would send him a 
cable just making that clear to him there would not be any trouble at 
all about it. 

PrEsmMENT: We can straighten that out with Bob Bingham easily. 
I can make it clear to him. 

Ampassapor: When I was here before that was the way it was 
worked. [If] done through the Embassy then he would think that I 
was coming over there to act as his assistant. 
Present: No, no. We can straighten that out with him all right. 

I will talk to him. Cordell will send him a wire on that. 
Ampassapor: I think this thing can be done. You have had a lot 

of bad news, but frankly I am much more confident than you seem 
to be over there. 
Present: I think there is a real possibility. 
Ampassapor: I think there is a tremendous possibility. 
Presipent: At Geneva were they all sore at the end? 
Ampassapor: No, they got over it. I am to see Barthou ® tomor- 

row. He is going to London right after the first of July and the 
Germans now are [coming?] around again today. They are very 
anxious to do something and wanted to know if they could come to see 
me in London. I said I would let them know but I said it would 
have to be done openly. Because they said they had an idea of these 
fellows going to Berlin tonight to talk it over. [Henderson ?] is more 
happy now, and I think that the situation improves very gradually. 
Of course it will all be decided in about the next two or three weeks. 
We can tell much better in three weeks. 

PresipENT: That is fine. Goodbye. 

500.A15A5/88a : Telegram as 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain 
(Bingham) 

WasHINGTON, June 14, 1934—6 p. m. 

239. Norman Davis will be reaching London in a few days for the 
preliminary naval conversations. Our idea is to play down their 
importance in the eyes of the public as much as possible at least until 

the arrival of the Japanese experts in Mid-July. Largely to meet 
Japanese susceptibilities we desired to head up the conversations 
through the Embassy so as not to give rise to the impression that they 
constituted in any sense a preliminary conference or that we are 
setting up a separate Delegation at London. We hope in this way to 
profit both by your position as Ambassador to Great Britain and by 
that of Davis as our primary authority on disarmament. If the 
President and I did not know both you and Davis so well, we should 

“French Minister for Foreign Affairs.
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have hesitated to ask you to work together under such an arrange- 
ment, but with your rank and special knowledge of British conditions 
as an adjunct to Davis’ technical preeminence in carrying through the 
conversations which he arranged for last spring, I am sure that this 
Government will be in a position to profit. I accordingly count on 
the whole-hearted cooperation of each of you and appreciate your help. 

Hui 

§500.A15A5/86 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation: (Davis) to the Secretary 
of State 

GENEVA, June 14, 1934—8 p. m. 
[Received 8:52 p. m.] 

903. For the President and Secretary. 
1. As a result of our telephone conversation I understand more 

clearly what was in your mind and appreciate your reasons for hav- 
ing the conversations ostensibly conducted through the Embassies 
until the Japanese arrive which will make it possible and expedient 
to institute the conversations in a more open way and eventually with 
a broader scope. My opinion is that what will determine the eventual 
success of the conversations with the Japanese will be the previous 
ironing out with the British of our differences on technical matters 
so that we can have a common viewpoint. It is, of course, difficult to 
tell just how much time will be required for this but perhaps not more 
than 2 weeks. It therefore seems to me that it would be advisable for 
me to proceed to London as planned and, after a talk with Leigh, 
get him started on technical discussions with Admiral Bellairs who, 
MacDonald told me, would represent the British. I could then absent 
myself on vacation somewhere near London where Leigh could get in 
touch with me at any time and more formally take up my job when 
the Japanese arrive or earlier if developments so warrant. 

2. I will have to remain near London to keep in touch with develop- 
ments on disarmament. The French have also expressed the hope that 
I will be in London when Barthou makes his visit in the early days of 
July. 

3. Leaving tonight for Paris, Please reply there. Davis 

500.41545/126 

The Ambassador in Japan (Grew) to the Secretary of State 

No. 838 Toxyo, June 14, 1934. 
[Received July 2.] 

Sir: As the moment for the preliminary naval conversations in 
London approaches, there has arisen a reported divergence of views
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between the Foreign Office and the Navy Department over the impor- 
tant question of what action Japan should take, if any, in abrogating 
the Washington Agreement of 1921 [7922]. This problem has been 

the subject of considerable discussion in the joint conference between 
the Foreign Office, the Navy Department and the War Department, 
and the Navy Department is pressing for abrogation at the earliest 
possible moment, that is on December 31, 1934, in order that Japan 
may lose no time in seeking liberation from the terms of that agree- 
ment. The War Department supports this view. On the other hand 
the Foreign Office opposes this policy on the ground that it would be 
undesirable and tactically unwise for Japan to take the initiative in 
abrogating the Treaty since it will lapse automatically when replaced 
by a further agreement if the Disarmament Conference in 1935 should 
prove successful. In the event that the Conference should fail, it is 
pointed out that Japan can then give notice of abrogation and that the 
delay of one year would not be of great importance. It is doubtful 
whether the question will be settled, however, until after the pre- 
liminary conversations shall have been concluded or at any rate until 
there has been an opportunity to obtain the views of Ambassador 
Saito, following his proposed visit to Tokyo next month. 

That the Navy Department appears to be of no mind to alter its 
policy may be deduced from its reported statement in the press that 
the Foreign Office views are harmful to the interests of the country 
because they give the impression that Japan’s views in the matter are 
not unified. 

The report that the Anglo-American preliminary conversations may 
begin before the Anglo-Japanese conversations has given rise to warn- 
ings in the press that Japan will oppose any agreement based upon a 
tacit arrangement previously agreed upon between the United States 
and Great Britain and has evoked reference to the alleged under- 
standing between Mr. Hoover and Mr. MacDonald ® before the Lon- 
don Conference as a result of which Japan felt that her interests had 
been neglected and her feelings injured. It is stated that a thorough 
understanding on this point has been reached, however, between the 
British Foreign Office and Ambassador Matsudaira in London and 
that the British Government has assured the Japanese Government 
that the conversations will be made as informal as possible, that con- 
fidences exchanged will be strictly honored and that all the conversa- 
tions will be conducted separately and in accordance with the prin- 

ciples of strict equality. It is understood here that the details of 
any previous conversations will be made known to Ambassador 
Matsudaira. 

“Treaty for the Limitation of Naval Armament, signed at Washington, Feb- 
ruary 6, 1922; for text, see Foreign Relations, 1922, vol. 1, p. 247. 

* For correspondence concerning the visit of the British Prime Minister to the 
United States, October 4-10, 1929, see ibid., 1929, vol. 111, pp. 1 ff. |
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Of considerable interest also is the fact reported in the Asahi Shim- 
bun of June 10 that despite the present political crisis in Japan, due 
in part to the scandal in which the Finance Ministry is involved, the 
Navy Department has decided to formulate plans for its 1935-36 
budget to meet its own requirements, regardless of what turn the pres- 
ent political situation may take. In the expectation that if the Fi- 
nance Minister, Mr. Takahashi, is forced to resign his successor will 
carry out his policies, Admiral Osumi, Minister of the Navy, has al- 
ready given instructions to each of the Department heads on the prep- 
aration of the budget. This is said to be drawn up with a view to 
demanding a considerable increase in the amount alloted for new con- 
struction, far exceeding the current year’s expenditures of ¥234,000,- 
000, on the grounds that at the Conference Japan will demand restora- 
tion of her independent rights in the question of determining the re- 

quirements of her national defense. 
The desire of Germany and Soviet Russia to participate in the pre- 

liminary naval conversations has also been discussed in the press and 
it is said that the German Ambassador, Dr. Von Dirksen, has infor- 
mally approached the Foreign Office in an attempt to secure Japan’s 
support of Germany’s wishes. While the Foreign Office has indicated 
that it will take no formal action on behalf of Germany or Soviet 
Russia it is the opinion of the press that Japan will maintain a sym- 
pathetic attitude toward Germany’s desire to participate. 

The policy of the United States with regard to the 1935 Conference 
is interpreted to the Japanese public by the press in the following 
terms: 

1. The status quo to be maintained. 
2. Maintenace of the present ratios. 
3. Opposition to abolition of capital ships. 
4, Maintenance of 10,000 ton cruisers. 

In addition the United States is reported in the Japanese press to 
be willing to acquiesce in a proposal to make London the seat of the 
Conference. As the Nichi Nichi Shimbun of June 7 states: “The 
American policy is very thoughtful and far-seeing.” 

Respectfully yours, JosEPH C. GREW 

500.A15A5/89 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in France (Straus) to the Secretary of State 

Paris, June 15, 1934—3 p. m. 
[Received June 15—12: 47 p. m.] 

449, From Norman Davis. As the Embassy in London has prob- 
ably advised you the British Government desires to begin the naval 
conversations next Monday and to have the first meeting at 10 Down- 
ing Street at 10 o’clock. Atherton informed me of this by telephone 

7911183 —51——-23
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this morning and that the Government had advised the Embassy 
that MacDonald, Sir Eyres-Monsell,® Admiral Little and Craigie 
would represent the British and wished to know what four persons 
would represent the United States. Atherton therefore asked me who 
should go besides the Ambassador, Admiral Leigh and myself. I 
suggested that Atherton himself also go since he will match Craigie. 
Atherton also told me it was the Ambassador’s intention to attend this 
first meeting and then to drop out of the picture and wanted to know 
if that would be all right with me. I told him we would discuss that 
after my arrival in London. 

As this meeting which the British are arranging will in spite of 
everything seem most formal and create considerable interest, I have 
decided after consultation with Bingham who agrees that it would 
be well for Pell * to go over Sunday so as to be there and then perhaps 
return here shortly. Unless you therefore see objection I shall instruct 
Pell accordingly. Ambassador Straus agrees. I go to London 
tomorrow. [Davis.] 

STRAUS 

500.A15A5/86 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in France (Straus) 

WASHINGTON, June 15, 1934—8 p. m. 
231. Personal for Norman Davis. Your 903, June 14, 8 p. m., 

from Geneva. It was always our understanding that the first purpose 
of the preliminary naval talks was to iron out with the British our 
differences on technical matters so as to achieve a common view- 
point. Whether this is to be done most effectively through direct 
naval talks between Leigh and Bellairs, or in the more orthodox 
manner through joint talks between you and responsible British offi- 
cials, with the naval officers acting as advisers, is a question we cannot 
judge here. I doubt if you yourself can make a final decision on this 
point until after talking the situation over with Leigh on the basis 

of the President’s technical instructions. We give you full latitude 
as to the tactics you choose to follow, but I want to make it perfectly 
clear that neither the President nor I wish you to run any risk of 
losing control of the talks you are guiding and that what we envisaged 
was a system of informal talks somewhat analogous to that you and 
Bingham had worked out last spring. I telegraphed Bingham last 
night explaining that I hoped that with his rank and special knowl- 
edge of British conditions as an adjunct to your technical preeminence 

* First Lord of the British Admiralty. 
inky nee oh press officer of the American delegation; attached to the Bmbassy
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in carrying through the conversations which you arranged for last 
spring, this Government would be in a position to profit by the 
suggested arrangement. 

To recapitulate: I am sure that Bingham will cheerfully cooperate 
with you in pursuing the course calculated to be most effective in 
carrying on these talks and I hope very much that you will not reach 
a decision as to the details of this course until you have thoroughly 
studied and sized up the situation after reaching London. 

Hoh 

500.A15A5/89 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in France (Straus) 

WASHINGTON, June 15, 1934—6 p. m. 

233. For Norman Davis. Your 442, June 14 [75], 3 p. m. para- 
graph2. Approved. 

Hou. 

Il. PRELIMINARY NAVAL CONVERSATIONS, FIRST SESSION (ANGLO- 
| AMERICAN), JUNE 18-JULY 19, 1934 

500.A15A5/94 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary 
of State 

Lonpon, June 18, 1934—10 p. m. 
[Received June 18—8: 20 p. m.] 

332. From Norman Davis.* The first naval conversation took place 
this morning at 10 Downing Street. The Prime Minister,” the First 
Lord of the Admiralty,” Admiral Little ™ and Craigie * representing 
the British; Ambassador Bingham, myself, Admiral Leigh” and 
Atherton “ representing the United States. Previous to this meeting 
we met in Ambassador Bingham’s office and decided that since the con- 
versations were taking place on British initiative we should listen to 
what the British had to propose before presenting any American con- 

siderations and avoid getting into technical discussions until we at 
least are in agreement on the major issues. The Prime Minister’s open- 

* Chairman of the American delegation to the General Disarmament Con- 
ference, temporarily in London for naval conversations. 

° J. Ramsay MacDonald. 
” Sir Bolton Meredith Eyres-Monsell. 
™ Charles James Colebrooke Little, Deputy Chief of Naval Staff. 
* Robert Leslie Craigie, Counselor in the British Foreign Office. 
Richard H. Leigh, Chairman of General Board, U. S. Navy Department. 

“Ray Atherton, Counselor of Embassy in Great Britain.
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ing approach to the question was far more penetrating, frank and 
sympathetic than we were. He referred to the developments in the 
Far East and in Europe since the London Naval Conference * which 
had made the situation more serious and raised problems which had 
to be taken into consideration now. He stated that although Italy had 
accepted to take part in these preliminary naval conversations, as yet 
no reply had been received from the French. Nevertheless, he con- 
tinued, it was realized that now one or more nations were considering 
a denunciation of the Washington Treaties. After a somewhat con- 
sidered exchange of views upon this point the conclusion was reached 
that the representatives there present would recommend to their re- 
spective Governments that it should be our joint policy to preserve the 
fundamentals of the Washington Treaty ™ and to discourage any 
denunciation of it. 

2. The Prime Minister then referred to the reported demand of the 
Japanese for the revision of the 5-5-8 naval ratio. MacDonald said 
that Matsudaira ” had informed the British Government that he had 

been informed by his Government that this was not an official demand. 
MacDonald stated in substance that the British Government saw no 
justification for any increase in the Japanese ratio and wished to 
know if that was our view. I told him that we not only saw no 
justification but that we could not consent to it and that I thought 
it was most important for us to know whether we both were opposed 
to such an increase. After some discussion it was agreed that we 

should each recommend to our respective Governments that, should 
the Japanese seek any modification of the existing ratio, we should 
as a matter of guide ask Japan to explain in writing the exact reasons 
for which they sought such a modification, but that our joint policy 
should be respectively to refuse to accept even a minor modification 
in the Japanese ratio without previous Anglo-American consultation. 

3. The Prime Minister then said that this naval problem involved a 
discussion of the Eastern situation generally which was a matter of 

vital importance and would be covered at length in a later conversa- 
tion. In the meantime he intimated, very definitely that the measure 
on which the two countries could coordinate their policies in this re- 
spect would bear decisively on the outlook England would take in the 
forthcoming naval discussions. 

It was agreed that the only statement to be made to the press was 
a report that the meeting took place at 10 Downing Street, who were 
present, also that the questions discussed were as to procedure. 

™ For correspondence on the London Naval Conference, see Foreign Relations, 
1930, vol. I, pp. 1 ff. 

** Treaty for the Limitation of Naval Armament, signed at Washington, Febru- 
ary 6, 1922; for text, see ibid., 1922, vol. 1, p. 247. 
"Tsuneo Matsudaira, Japanese Ambassador in Great Britain.
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The last part of the conversations were occupied with those Japanese 

comments set forth in Embassy’s telegram 292, May 31,5 p.m. As 
regards (a) MacDonald pointed out the King’s 25th anniversary to 
the throne would occur April next year in London and that if the 
holding of the Conference were postponed very long after that date it 
would interfere with the naval estimates to be presented in the budget 
some time the end of April. Accordingly he was in favor of calling the 
Naval Conference in January 1935. We explained that this was coin- 
cident with the reconvening of Congress and tentatively suggested 
June ist. We stated however that we thought it was premature to try 
to settle upon a place and time for the Conference until we had a clearer 
idea as to the possibilities of a successful meeting when the Conference 
was convened. We decided to adjourn this discussion for the present. 

As regards (6) we reached no definite decision beyond making it 
clear that the United States was inclined to favor London. 

As regards (c) we were in accord with the Japanese proposal. Mac- 
Donald suggested that before our next meeting which is fixed for 
Wednesday morning it would be advisable for the British to see Mat- 
sudaira and also for me likewise to see him. We agreed with Mac- 
Donald that we should both state that we had discussed procedural 
questions but take occasion to state to Matsudaira that we had not 
discussed political questions other than to ascertain that neither of 
us has any present intention of raising any political question. 

| Davis. ] BrncHam 

500.A15A5/99 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, June 19, 1934—5 p. m. 
| [Received June 19—2: 05 p. m.] 

335. From Norman Davis. We have been impressed by the emphasis 
placed by the British—in which we all fully concur—upon the neces- 
sity of the present naval conversations being kept most secret. To 
further this end, no notes were taken at yesterday’s meeting and none 
are to be taken in the further discussions for the time being. 

In this connection I have been greatly disturbed to learn that the 
Associated Press through some source in Washington has come into 
possession of the substance of the June 4 technical program,” including 
the proposal to abolish sub-categories, but that they are refraining 
from making use of it for the present. I need hardly emphasize how 
unfortunate any publicity in this matter would be. 

’ Not found in Department files.
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With reference to the Department’s telegram 234, June 9, 4 p. m.,” 
Bingham and I will forward confidential cables in secret code since 
we understand copy of all messages is on file in hands of Western Union 
in London and Western Union officials here are British subjects. 
[ Davis. ] 

BINGHAM 

§00.A15A5/100 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, June 19, 1934—6 p. m. 
[Received 7: 35 p. m. | 

336. For the Secretary and the President from Norman Davis. 
From what I have been able to learn since my arrival, and particularly 

as a result of yesterday’s conversation with British, I feel encouraged 
as does Ambassador Bingham in the possibility of reaching an under- 
standing with the British on the basis of certain common basic ob- 
jectives, namely, the avoidance of a naval race among the principal 
naval powers by multilateral agreement if possible, without, however, 

consenting to an increase in the Japanese ratio, and an understand- 
ing, if agreement with Japan on this basis proves impossible, that a 
race between the British and ourselves should at least be avoided. 

While I believe it is as yet too early to enter upon a serious discussion 
of technical details, I nevertheless desire to make certain at this time 
that I fully understand your views on the technical problems between 
the British and ourselves, in order that we may deal with them satis- 
factorily when they arise. 
My understanding of the President’s instructions, as outlined in 

conversations with me before my departure and subsequently with 
Admiral Leigh, is that we should try to pave the way for the conclu- 
sion, at the 1935 Conference, of an agreement among the principal 
naval powers for a percentage reduction if possible up to 20 per cent, 
in the total treaty tonnages of all categories (except we should keep 
the present tonnage in aircraft carriers) without modification of the 
treaty ratios, or failing such reduction, a prolongation of the Washing- 
ton and London Treaty limitations for as long a period as possible, 
say from 10 to 15 years.®° Should agreement with the Japanese on 
such a basis prove impossible we should strive for an understanding 
with the British for parity on a sliding scale depending on Japanese 
building on the one hand, and on Continental European building on 

the other. 

* Not printed. 
*° For message from President Roosevelt to Prime Minister MacDonald along 

these same lines, see telegram No. 270, June 26, 9 p. m., to the Ambassador in 
Great Britain, p. 277.
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I am restating my understanding of our basic position in view of the 
written technical program brought over by Admiral Leigh which he 
informs me was prepared by the Navy and approved in substance by 
the President (General Board memorandum of June 4"). Certain 
of the points of this program seem to be at variance with the objec- 
tives I have outlined above, notably the suggestion looking toward 

the abolition of cruiser sub-categories since they would involve a 
serious modification in the present treaty. From what Admiral Leigh 
tells me, however, I take it that this latter is not a mandatory instruc- 
tion designed to apply to the present treaty tonnages but only to such 
additional cruiser tonnage as might be agreed to in the event of a 
British demand for a larger cruiser allowance. On the basis of this 
interpretation, I foresee no difficulties, since this proposition would 
arise only in the event that the British take the initiative in asking 
for an increased cruiser allowance. I understand that the Navy would 
prefer a sooner or later abolition of the sub-categories but I believe 
that such a position would be too great a change from the London 
Treaty * provisions to warrant any hope of successful advocacy 

thereof. | 
A similar doubt arises in my mind with respect to the question of 

the unit tonnage of capital ships. In my talk with Admiral Leigh 
and Commander Wilkinson ® prior to the confidential preliminary 
conversations which we had here last spring at MacDonald’s sug- 

gestion, they stated that, while they had not quite completed their 
studies, they had reached the conclusion that the Navy would be 
opposed to reducing the caliber of guns on battleships to 12 inches, 
but would probably be willing to reduce maximum permitted guns 
on capital ships to 14 inches, and to accomplish some reduction in 
maximum displacement. In my subsequent talks with the British, 
I did not indicate what Admiral Leigh had told me other than to 
say that I was satisfied our Navy would not favor reducing guns 
below 14 inches. The British, as indicated in my memorandum * 
already referred to, intimated that they would be willing, in order. 
to reach an understanding with us, to agree to battleships of a maxi- 

mum tonnage of 30,000 and a maximum caliber of 14 inches. Admiral 
Leigh tells me that recent studies warrant acceptance if it should prove 
necessary in negotiations of a 32,800-ton size, which would permit a 
fully protected ship and would allow 18 vessels within a total tonnage 
of 420,000, a 20 per cent reduction. While I am opposed to granting 
of any concessions which would be prejudicial to our interests, I think 

*! Not found in Department files. 
2 Treaty for the Limitation and Reduction of Naval Armament, signed at Lon- 

don, April 22, 1980, Foreign Relations, 1930, vol. 1, p. 107. 
*® Theodore 8. Wilkinson, Secretary of General Board, Navy Department. 
“For memorandum of conversation between Prime Minister MacDonald and 

Mr. Davis, see p. 225.
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it would be a strategic mistake for us to attempt, particularly at the 
beginning of the conversations, to initiate any suggestions which 
might have the result of widening rather than narrowing the rela- 

tively unimportant gap still existing between ourselves and the 
British on technical questions. If I am correct in my assumption that 

_ the main problem facing us is the question of the Japanese ratio, and 
if our most fruitful path toward meeting this problem is to search 
for a common ground with the British, then it would seem that we 
should avoid as far as possible bringing up new technical problems 
at least until we have explored the broader issues at stake. Once 
we have come to an understanding on these latter the possibilities of 
a mutual give-and-take on technical questions become greatly in- 
creased and we will find it easier to obtain concessions from the 
British on matters of particular concern to us. 

I have little doubt but that the foregoing considerations are shared 
by all of us, both here and in Washington, but for the sake of enabling 
me to proceed with complete assurance of our common point of view, I 
should appreciate receiving your confirmation or approval of the 
delegation’s understanding as above outlined. [Davis. | 

BINGHAM 

500.A15A5/99 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) 

WASHINGTON, June 19, 1934—7 p. m. 

253. [For Davis.] Your 335, June 19,5 p.m. We fully concur with 
the emphasis you lay on the necessity of keeping the present naval 
conversations most secret. Phillips ® and Moffat * have talked with 
Admiral Standley * and have worked out a system which it is believed 
will prevent any possible leaks. 
We are playing down the conversations here telling the press that 

we anticipate they will be rather drawn out and undramatic. ‘There 
has been a good deal of publicity from London which we are watching 

closely. Is it not possible that the correspondents have some of our 
naval views prepared for the 1932 Geneva Conference ® and are en- 
deavoring to smoke out your position by pretending to have informa- 
tion of our present position? At any rate, you can count on the utmost 
care and cooperation at this end. 

Hui 

* William Phillips, Under Secretary of State. 
* Pierrepont Moffat, Chief of the Division of Western European Affairs. 
* William H. Standley, Chief of Naval Operations. 
* Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments; for correspond- 

ence, see Foreign Relations, 1932, vol. 1, pp. 1 ff.
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500.A15A5/101: Telegram. 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary 
of State 

| Lonvon, June 19, 1984—10 p. m. 
[ Received June 20—8: 06 a. m. | 

338. From Norman Davis. In a meeting with Ambassador Mat- 
sudaira this morning I told him of yesterday’s conversations, as 
anticipated in the Embassy’s telegram Number 332, June 18, 10 p. m. 
He told me that MacDonald had given him a similar account yester- 
day afternoon. He said that he was particularly gratified to learn 
that neither the British nor ourselves desired to bring up political 
questions and told me frankly and confidentially that they had been 
afraid we were going to try to raise the question of Manchukuo. He 
spoke of limitations which his Government had wanted to put upon 
the conversations but admitted that if we were to prepare properly 
for a conference it would be necessary to have more fundamental 
discussions, particularly with regard to technical questions. 

I told him that I was sorry at the delay in the arrival of their naval 
advisers and asked if it were true that they were appointing a lieuten- 
ant commander for this purpose. He said that they had appointed 
him as an assistant Naval Attaché and that he was probably the one 
in the Navy Department who was conversant with the naval studies, 
but intimated that he expected the appointment of an officer of higher 
rank for the conversations. 

He mentioned the question of ratio, and I expressed the hope that 
his Government had not definitely decided to raise such a question as 
that of a modification. He replied that although there was a strong 
sentiment in Japan, particularly in the Navy, in favor of an increase 
in ratio which was based, in part, on a question of national dignity and 
made it difficult for the Government not to press for it, the Government 
had not yet made a final decision as to the attitude it would take. 
While he could not assure me that they would not make the demand, 
he expressed the personal hope that no difficulty would arise over this. 
He remarked, however, that although the liberal element is gaining 
some ground in Japan he still felt that his views were not shared by 
public opinion. 

Matsudaira declared they did not want the conference in Tokyo. He 
had rather assumed we would want it in Washington. Although there 
was some objections to London he thought his Government would agree 
if the rest of us favor it. [Davis.] 

| | BINGHAM
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500.A15A5/100 : Telegram 

Lhe Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) 

WasuHineton, June 20, 1934—7 p. m. 
255. [For Davis.] Your 836, June 19, 6 p. m. 

1. Your telegram is most welcome in that it gives an opportunity to 
dispel at once any possible basis of misunderstanding. What you call 
the “written technical program” of June 4 was never intended as a 
program to be advanced by us zm toto. Parts of it, such as the two 
points to which you specifically referred, namely the abolition of 
cruiser sub-categories and the unit tonnage of capital ships, were in- 
tended to represent the ultimate limit of concession and not a state- 
ment of our first position. 

2. With regard to sub-categories, you are right in assuming that if 
the British do not too insistently demand additional cruiser tonnage, 
the problem need never arise. The Navy tells us that with the present 
tonnage in the two cruiser sub-categories built or laid down, there is 
no need as a practical matter to abolish sub-categories in a new treaty 
of 10 to 15 years duration unless additional tonnage is agreed to and 
even then only in respect to that additional tonnage. 

8. With regard to the unit tonnage of capital ships, we feel that the 
initiative for any change should come from the British, and the details 
of the “technical plan’ merely indicate the extent to which we could 
meet them in an effort to reach a common viewpoint. 

4. We entirely concur in your analysis of the President’s instruc- 
tions as outlined in your paragraph 3 and agree with you that we should 
not take the initiative in offering suggestions of a technical character 
at least until the general picture is clearer. | 

5. We have discussed your telegram with Admiral Standley who 
concurs in the substance of this reply. , 

| Hou 

500.A15A5/104 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary 
of State 

Lonpon, June 21, 1934—4 p. m. 
[Received June 21—11: 20 a. m.] 

343. From Norman Davis. In our meeting at 10 Downing Street 
today we reviewed somewhat the ground covered reported in my 
332, June 18, 10 p. m., and reached the following tentative proposals 
for submission to the respective Governments: 

(1) That any treaty negotiated in 1935 must run concurrently 
with the Washington Treaty.
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(2) That in the event of failure of general agreement in 1935 
the United States and Great Britain, who are in agreement as to the 
maintenance of parity as between them, will endeavor to conclude a 
treaty that would prevent a naval race as between us, the level of 
parity to be determined by world events. It was agreed however 
that no written record should be made of this. 

The Prime Minister said he was sorry to have to say that the situa- 
tion confronting the British Government which is very different and 
much more serious than when the London Treaty was signed, necessi- 
tating an increase in cruiser tonnage. Aside from the Far East they 
are particularly concerned over the increase in the French Navy and 
now over the Italian decision to build two 35,000-ton battleships. We 
expressed surprise and regret to learn that they are seriously consid- 
ering an increase over the London Treaty limit and said it would be 
a great shock to public opinion if the forthcoming Naval Conference 
were to result in substantial increases. 

MacDonald said they were prepared to explain fully and frankly 
the facts and reasons and believed they could satisfy us as to the need 
and justification for an increase. 

It was agreed that a technical subcommittee would be set up for the 
purpose of examining the facts after which we would have a full 
meeting for further discussions. [ Davis. ] 

BINGHAM 

500.A15A5/100: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) 

WASHINGTON, June 21, 1934—6 p. m. 

256. [For Davis.] Your 336, June 19, 6 p. m., paragraph 3. The 
Navy has called our attention to the fact that the wording of your 
parenthesis reading “except we should keep the present tonnage in 
aircraft carriers” omits mention of cruisers, which in the tables of 
percentage reduction accompanying General Board memorandum of 
June 4 are assimilated to aircraft carriers in this respect. 

Hou 

500.415A5/105 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary 
of State 

Lonpon, June 22, 1984—noon. 
[Received June 22—8:45 a. m.] 

344. My telegram No. 343, June 21,4 p.m. At a meeting of tech- 
nical experts this morning attended by Atherton, Leigh, Field ® and 

® Noel H. Field of the Division of Western European Affairs.
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Wilkinson, the British elaborated their proposals made yesterday as 
follows: 

Battleships to remain 15 in number, 12-inch guns, maximum dis- 
placement 25,000 tons, which they state will provide an 8-gun, 23-knot, 
maximum protected ship. 

Aircraft carrier tonnage to be reduced to 110,000, with maximum 
displacement 22,000 tons, permitting five such ships (or more of smaller 

size). Reduction to be accomplished on ultimate replacement of 
present vessels such as Lexington and Saratoga. Suggested reduce 
guns to 4.7 inches. 

Cruisers—present treaty allowance of 8-inch cruisers to be retained 
but no additional, and no replacements to be accomplished during 

life of treaty. 10,000-ton 6-inch cruisers to be limited in number to 
10, 10 and 6 for England, United States, Japan, respectively. Addi- 
tional cruiser tonnage of 250,000 to be utilized in ships not over 7,000 
tons. Total under-age cruiser tonnage 491,800. Also 10 over-age 
cruisers to be retained and to be replaced successively by other cruisers 
as they in turn become over-age; thus cruisers becoming over-age are 
(1) replaced by new cruisers built, (2) not scrapped but retained 
while still older ships are scrapped. 

Destroyers to be reduced to 100,000 tons if submarines are abolished. 
If submarines are reduced to 40,000 tons, destroyers to remain at 
150,000 tons. If submarine allowances are fixed above 40,000 tons, 
over-age destroyers to a total of 50,000 tons to be retained. 

Submarines to be abolished or maximum reduction of tonnage to be 
sought. Reduction in size to 250 tons desired but not insisted upon. 
Allowance of submarines to be held to 40,000 tons or below if prac- 
ticable and to a maximum number of 45. All five powers to have 
parity in submarines. 

For cruisers and destroyers necessary modifications to be made to 
London Treaty to permit retaining over-age ships and tonnage above 
noted, instead of scrapping down to treaty limits by 31 December 1936. 
Dominion quotas will be discussed later in major conversations 

rather than by experts. Indications are however that these quotas 
will be additional to tonnages cited above. 

Technical experts agreed to meet again at a date to be mutually 
fixed. 

BINGHAM 

§00.A15A5/107a : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) 

WASHINGTON, June 22, 1934—4 p. m. 

259. The American press has been filled for the last 2 or 3 days with 

information concerning the preliminary conversations which is ob-
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viously inspired from British sources. While to be sure many specific 
details have not been given, we have learned every day from the press 
in advance of your telegrams the nature of the discussions together 
with a full presentation of the British point of view. The general 
tenor of the stories coming out of London is to the effect that the 
British are going to enter the new Conference, if held, in the same 
spirit in which they went to Geneva in 1927 * but that this time they 
think the United States will be with them. I hope you will informally 
call to the attention of the British that they are in effect fighting their 
battle for increased tonnage in the press; that thus far in spite of 
considerable pressure, we have lived up to the spirit of the under- 
standing that there would be a minimum of publicity but that the 
pressure for authoritative American guidance as to our reaction to the 
British position is growing in direct proportion to the press despatches 
coming out of England. | 

Since dictating the foregoing, the following Associated Press des- 
patch has been published: 

“Negotiations between United States and British experts here were 
stopped temporarily today on receipt of instructions from Washing- 
ton. The nature of the note received by the American Delegation was 
not disclosed. It was indicated, however, that as a result of new 
directions from the United States there will be no more sessions of the 
Bilateral Conference until Monday.” ” 

We are at a loss to understand the basis of this despatch. 
Ho 

500.A15A5/106 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary 
of State 

Lonpon, June 22, 1934—7 p. m. 
[Received June 22—2:15 p. m.] 

349. From Davis. Embassy’s telegram 344, June 22, noon. Bing- 
ham and I feel that the program proposed by the British at the 
meeting of experts yesterday is so unacceptable from our point of view 
that we should tell the British we think it inadvisable to enter upon 
technical discussions on such a basis. We will, however, cable later our 
more considered views as to the course we should pursue. [Davis.] 

BINGHAM 

” Three-Power Conference for the Limitation of Naval Armament, Geneva, 
; ane “J-August 4, 1927; for correspondence, see Foreign Relations, 1927, vol. 1, 

* June 25.
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500.A15A5/107 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Japan (Grew) to the Secretary of State * 

Toxyo, June 22, 1934—8 p. m. 
[Received June 22—1 : 35 p. m.] 

1382. Captain Shimomura, attaché to naval general staff as head of 
American section, called today on Naval Attaché * to obtain pass- 
port visa to visit the United States. He plans to sail June 28 in 
order to have frank talks with naval authorities in Washington and 
London on the issues likely to come up at the Naval Conference and 
has asked Naval Attaché to arrange private very confidential inter- 
view with Admiral Standley. He requests that his visit abroad be 
kept confidential as very few Japanese naval officers know of it. In 
view of the fact that Captain Shimomura is a member of the Naval 
Committee working with the Foreign Office and the War Department 
on Japan’s policy at the coming Naval Conference, the Naval Attaché 
considers his remarks in their conversation today as the first authori- 
tative statement we have had with regard to Japan’s naval policy. 
I therefore believe it important at this juncture to cable the following 
summary : 

1, Captain Shimomura stated positively and firmly that no Japanese 
delegates who signed a treaty agreeing to the present ratio could re- 
turn to Japan and live and that no government which had so agreed 
could survive. If the United States insists in the preliminary con- 
versations on maintaining the present ratio it would be no use to hold 
the conference next year. This has now become a national issue in 
Japan. If parity with the United States and England is conceded in 
principle he did not believe that Japan would build up to it. Japan 
does desire more tonnage in submarines, destroyers and cruisers for 
adequate national defense. The principle of global tonnage not yet 
decided but might be acceptable. Abolition of carriers will probably 
not be asked. 

2. Japan does not desire political questions in discussion of the 
London Treaty as that treaty is purely naval. In the main conference 
Japan may propose that “Manchukuo be left as it is, unrecognized, 
the present status to stay”. Japan has no ambitions on the Continent 
of Asia or the Philippines and absolutely supports the open door 
policy. Would like to have the Nine Power Treaty ™ revised to leave 
Manchuria as it is and include the present provisions for equal rights 
to allin China. Japan will not start a war with Russia but of course 
will fight if attacked. The same is true of China. 

"2 Repeated to the Ambassador in Great Britain as telegram No. 260, June 22, 
6 p. m. 

* Capt. Fred F. Rogers. 
“Treaty between the United States, Belgium, the British Empire, China, 

France, Italy, Japan, the Netherlands, and Portugal, signed at Washington, 
February 6, 1922, Foreign Relations, 1922, vol. 1, p. 276.



* 

LONDON NAVAL CONFERENCE 271 

3. Japan is chiefly concerned with a naval agreement with the 
United States at the coming conference and is not so much concerned 
with England. He explained that “the British Empire is already an 
old man”. 

4. No,technical naval advisers are being sent to the preliminary 
conversations in London as Japan does not expect technical subjects 
to be discussed. No special instructions, at least by official messenger, 
have been sent to the Japanese Ambassador in London. 

5. Japan does not care where the next conference is held. 
6. Admiral Osumi, the Minister of the Navy, will be the chief naval 

delegate next year but this is still strictly confidential. 

The Naval Attaché gathered from the conversation that the prin- 
ciple of parity with the United States is all important and believes 
that if such a concession could be worked out Japan would accept 
approximately her present tonnage with the right to build whatever 
types she desires within that tonnage. 

Please communicate to office of Naval Intelligence as from the 
Naval Attaché. 

Grew 

500.A15A5/108 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary 
of State 

Lonpon, June 23, 1934—5 p. m. 
[Received June 23—2: 30 p. m.] 

351. From Davis. Your 259, June 22, 4 p.m. American news- 
papermen almost without exception believe that the British expected 
us to come to London with a plan or project which we would im- 
mediately table and when we failed to do this they determined to draw 
us out first by publicity and second by presenting the Admiralty’s 
maximum demands which are well known to newspapermen here. 
According to this view the British desire to obtain expositions of 
position successively from us, the Japanese, the French and the 
Italians in order that they may ascertain the maximum points of 
agreement and draw compromise terms of reference on which the 
Conference may be based. 

With regard to your last paragraph quoting an Associated Press 
despatch, the Associated Press office here has repeated to me its text 
which read “suspended” instead of “stopped” and “pending receipt 
of” instead of “on receipt of”. After the meeting between the tech- 
nical experts the British press office informed the correspondents that 
the British naval experts had explained their technical naval position 
to the Americans and that no time had been fixed for a further meeting.
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When newspapermen asked why no time had been set they were in- 
formed that presumably the Americans had to get instructions from 

Washington. 
The British Admiralty 2 weeks ago told our newspapermen what 

in effect was their technical position; consequently when they were 
later informed that the British had explained their technical position 
to us, our men obviously made use of the information that had been 
given them and wrote their despatches accordingly. We are in- 
formed, and circumstances bear this out, the Government has ordered 
the Daily Telegraph and the Morning Post the big navy papers to 
publish nothing about these conversations. The Daily Herald, an 
opposition paper, made one attack against the Government yesterday, 
but has not followed it up with information today. [Davis.] 

BINGHAM 

500.A15A5/109 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary 
of State 

Lonpon, June 25, 1934—noon. 
[Received June 25—11: 55 a. m.°*] 

852. From Davis. Embassy’s 349, June 22, 7 p.m. The position 
taken by the British last Thursday in submitting their naval program 
is so completely different from what they indicated it would be in 
their conversations with Bingham and me last April, and so un- 
acceptable from our point of view as a basis for a treaty, that we 
have all come to the conclusion after full consideration that we should 
tell MacDonald frankly that the possibility of agreement on such a 
basis as that indicated is so remote, that we feel it would serve no 
useful purpose to continue further with the discussions on such a 

basis. 
The program which they propose involves such a radical change 

from the London Treaty—which itself was a compromise arrived at 
to reconcile our divergent points of view—that we judged we should 
contemplate American public opinion, which strongly favors a further 
reduction in naval armaments international agreement, would 

never stand for a treaty providing for a large increase in the London 
Treaty limitations and that we would be unwilling to negotiate along 

such lines. Furthermore if we should agree to open the door so wide 
for the British it would make an agreement with Japan all the more 
dificult and give Japan an excuse to press for alteration in ratios. 

We think that it would be inadvisable now to counter with any tech- 
nical proposals of our own as the British are eager to have us do, and 

* Telegram in two sections.
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that we should take the position that, while there are certain technical 
modifications we would like to have, we would in general desire a 
renewal of the London Treaty for 10 to 15 years, preferably with such 
reductions in individual categories as can be agreed upon. Further- 
more we should say that while we would not presume to judge whether 
they actually require the cruiser tonnage indicated we are concerned 
about whether a fleet such as they envisage would provide a possible 
basis for a treaty. 

MacDonald had indicated at the meeting on Wednesday [7 hurs- 
day?| * that they would explain fully the reasons which had induced 
them to advance their new program. At the subsequent technical meet- 
ing,® however, they failed to present any real arguments justifying 
their change of front save to refer to the general “political deteriora- 
tion” which had taken place. Admiral Little frankly said that their 
present cruiser figures had always been the Admiralty program and 
that in 1930 they had been persuaded to accept a limit below 70 cruisers 
as a temporary measure for a briefer treaty period then was envisaged, 
in view of the large amount of cruiser tonnage which was due to be- 
come over age prior to 1936 and the replacement of which it was de- 
sirable to spread over a longer period of years. 

Craigie who asked to see me yesterday evidently to ascertain my 
reaction to their proposals was somewhat disconcerted when I told 
him that I had not yet sufficiently recovered from the shock to discuss 
it seriously. He then insisted that we must not consider it either as 
a definite proposal or as their final position. I told him that two alter- 
natives seemed to le before us: (1) either a treaty providing for 
reductions or at most the existing maximum tonnages with no change 
in ratios; or, (2) no treaty at all and no limitations. In the latter 
event we would have to consider what to do about the Washington 
Treaty and the limitations provided therein. He said that we must 
of course work for a treaty. 

It is evident that the Admiralty point of view is at present predom- 
inant and that it became so far [as?] a result of the French note of 
April 17 ® terminating diplomatic negotiations on disarmament and 
the subsequent outburst of Japan with regard to her Far Eastern 
policy. This confronted the British with two difficult situations with 
which they did not feel they were in a position to cope if force were : 
required. It is therefore probable that it will take some time for the 
British to crystallize their future policy which has such a bearing upon 
the naval question. 

“ June 21; see telegram No. 348, June 21, 4 p. m., from the Ambassador in Great 
Britain, p. 266. 

*® See telegram No. 344, June 22, noon, from the Ambassador in Great Britain, 

Do reat Britain, Cmd. 4559, Miscellaneous No. 5 (1934): Further Memoranda 
on Disarmament, February 14 to April 17, 1934, p. 20. 

791118—51——-24
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Craigie told me in the greatest confidence that there are three alter- 
natives to consider. First, a conciliatory policy towards Japan with 
a view of insuring against Japanese interference with British interests 
in the Far East on the assumption that this would enable the British 

to keep down their naval requirements. This he said, however, was 
held by a small minority, that it was not shared at all by the Ad- 
miralty which is opposed to any concessions to Japan and strongly in 
favor of the most friendly cooperation with the United States, and 
that he personally was satisfied that such a policy towards Japan 
was unwise and would not prevail as it would disrupt the British 
Empire. The second course would be for them to get an increase in 
their cruiser tonnage that would enable them to cope with Japan 
alone if necessary. Or, third, in case Japan refuses [to] make an 
agreement which is satisfactory to both of us for renewal of the 
treaty, to have an Anglo-American naval agreement for parity the 
level of which would be determined by events and that we would in 
case of necessity consult with regard to same. He hoped therefore 
that we would continue our discussions on the present frank and 
friendly basis with the Admiralty because he personally was satisfied 
that with the right spirit we would be able to reconcile our divergent 
points of view. 

This conversation with Craigie confirms our view that the proper 
strategy for us is to take a strong stand at the outset and thus face the 
British Government with the danger of an early break-down of the 
conversations over their demand for a large increase in cruiser tonnage. 
While it would be unfortunate if this should result in terminating 
the conversations, it would be even more unfortunate to pursue them 
indefinitely and ultimately fail to reach a sufficient understanding to 
insure subsequent agreement at a [later date?] at least between the 
British and ourselves. On the other hand, this strategy will leave 
the door open to a possible eventual reconsideration by the British 
of their program in the face of our unwillingness to bargain over 
their extreme demands. 

Please advise as soon as possible whether you agree. [Davis.] 
BIncHAM 

500.A15A5/111 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary 
of State 

Lonpon, June 25, 1934—6 p. m. 
[Received June 25—1: 42 p. m.] 

354, From Norman Davis. After an official luncheon at 10 Down- 
ing Street which we all attended MacDonald engaged me in conver- 
sation. He said that they were quite disturbed at the publicity in
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the American press about their program of requirements which had 
been submitted confidentially to us. I told him it was unfortunate, 
but that our press did not get it from us; that after the meeting of 
experts last Thursday, the British told the press they had stated 

their requirements to us and that on being asked by the press when 
the next meeting would be, they told them no time had been fixed; 
that the press then asked why and they replied they assumed the 
Americans wanted time in which to consult Washington, and that 
naturally it did not require much imagination after that to write 
the despatches which they did. 

I then told him that I was not so concerned about the press des- 
patches as I was about the actual fact of the submission of their pro- 
posals, which evidenced such a marked change in their attitude since 
last April in the talks with Bingham and me; and which had unques- 
tionably been a shock to Washington as it has been to us. He replied 
that as I must know, the situation in Europe and in the Far East had 
become more serious since that time, but that it was a mistake to con- 
strue their statement of requirements as a proposal which it was not 
intended to be. I said even so it would not seem to me to furnish a 
useful basis upon which to pursue discussions and that it would be 
very unfortunate if we should reach an impasse in the discussions, and 
that I thought it advisable to have a full meeting to discuss the matter 
thoroughly before considering the advisability of any further tech- 
nical discussions. He then said that we simply must not have an 
impasse; that this was a matter that concerned us almost as much as 
it did them, and that we simply must reach a common point of view 
because otherwise we would be playing into the hands of the Japanese. 

He said that he was terribly swamped planning to get away at the 
end of the week for a long vacation, and had to leave in a few minutes 
to attend Parliament but that we must clear this matter up before he 
leaves, and that he would have Hankey* arrange an early meeting, 
which the latter agreed to do. [Davis.] 

BINGHAM 

500.A15A45/118 _— | 

Memorandum by the Secretary of State 

[WasHINnGTON, | June 25, 1934. 
The Japanese Ambassador? called merely to say goodbye before 

leaving tomorrow for Japan. He showed no disposition to follow up 
any further the questions about increases of American tariffs against 
certain Japanese importations. 

* Sir Maurice Hankey, Secretary of the British Cabinet. 
* Hirosi Saito.
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He did inquire whether I had any special news about the British and __. 
American naval conversations in London. I stated that I had nothing 
new or materially different from what we saw in the press; that speak- 

ing in great confidence I was somewhat surprised at the British pro- 
posal, and that the United States was only interested in disarmament. 

C[orpett|] H[ vty] 

500.A15A5/114: Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, June 26, 1984—5 p. m. 
[Received June 26—1: 33 p. m.] 

360. From Davis. It is becoming increasingly evident that Russia 
wants to take part in the preliminary naval conversations and that the 
French will probably propose that an invitation be extended them. 
Efforts will likewise undoubtedly be made to force us to take a stand 
with regard to Russian participation. 

Kuh of the United Press who arrived yesterday from Moscow and 
who is very close to Russian officials, has already begun to agitate the 
question and to attempt to force a statement of our views, claiming that 
“our Embassy in Moscow is encouraging this move. I have declined 
to see Kuh and have authorized Pell to answer inquiries to the effect 
that we have come here on invitation from the British, that at the time 
we were invited we were informed that invitations would be extended 
to Japan, France and Italy; and that it is not therefore for us to 
extend invitations to any power or to take a position as to whom invi- 
tations will be extended. 

I assume from your 435, June 18, noon,’ that you would be opposed 
to the inclusion of Russia in these conversations were the question to 
be brought up. Al indications point to the fact that the question will 
not be raised as the British are opposed to the extension of the con- 
versations beyond the five naval powers. [Davis. | 

BINGHAM 

500.A15A5/111 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain 
(Bingham)* 

WASHINGTON, June 26, 19384—8 p. m. 

269. [For Davis.] Your 352, June 25, noon, and 354, June 26, 6 
p.m. We approve your recommendation in paragraph 8 to take a 
strong stand with the British delegates from the very outset, and feel 

* Ante, p. 248. 
‘Marginal notation in original: ‘‘Approved by the President. Copy initialled 

by Adm[iral] Standley.”
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that the arguments you set forth in the first three paragraphs of your 
telegram are well taken. 

For your guidance. Whether or not the British exposition is a 
statement of position or a proposal, it is wholly unacceptable to the 
United States even as a basis of discussion. It is obvious that we must 
still seek either a treaty providing for reductions or at most the exist- 
ing maximum tonnages with no change in ratios, but we should use 

every effort for the first. No counter American proposal should be 
made and no reconciling technical discussions should be entered into. 

The British position or proposal regarding a navy for the separate 
Dominions is wholly unacceptable. 

It is difficult to understand the subtle distinction made by Mac- 
Donald and Craigie between a “statement of position” and a “pro- 

posal” but this may well offer them a golden bridge for retreat and 
we for our part will facilitate it by indicating to the press, if neces- 
sary, that whatever increases the British technical experts may have 
indicated as their preference the British delegates have not committed 
themselves in any way, and that the conversations are still in an 
exploratory stage. 

We are just as anxious as MacDonald to reach a common viewpoint 
but could not justify a radical departure from the principle embodied 
in the London Treaty. 

As the immediate essential in procedure is to avoid any discrepancy 
in press reaction between London and Washington, please telegraph 
us at once, and in advance if possible, any explanation or guidance 
you plan to give to the American press as to our position. 

Hou 

500.A15A5/111 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) 

WASHINGTON, June 26, 1934—9 p. m. 

270. From the President for Davis. 

“Tell the Prime Minister confidentially from me that it is still my 
thought that the difficult situation of modern civilization throughout 
the world demands for the social and economic good of human beings 
a reduction in armaments and not an increase; that I am well aware 
of the pressure exercised by Navy Departments and Adnsiralties; that, 
nevertheless, I hope those in high authority in government will work 
with me for a new naval treaty calling for a reduction in navies and 
that to this end I have suggested a renewal of the Washington and 
London treaties for at least 10 years on a basis of a 20% reduction to 
be accomplished during that 10 year period. 

I am not going into technicalities of tonnage or classes or guns at 
this time, because these can be solved if the naval nations agree on the 
big basic principle.”
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The President says that the Prime Minister may communicate this 
message to the Cabinet, if he so desires, but he requests that no pub- 
licity be given to it at the present stage. 

Hot 

500.A15A5/114 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) 

WASHINGTON, June 27, 1934—1 p. m. 

271. [For Davis] Your 360, June 26,5 p.m. We agree with the 
British that it would be inadvisable to extend either the preliminary 
conversations or the 1935 Conference beyond the five principal Naval 
Powers. 

HULL 

500.A15A5/115 : Telegram 

The Chargé in France (Marriner) to the Secretary of State 

Paris, June 27, 1934—3 p. m. 
[Received June 27—11:10 a. m.] 

473. Piétri, Minister of Marine, who is accompanying Barthou * to 
London on July 8, asked me to call on him in order to let me know that 
he was approaching the naval conversations in London without having 
authorized any 35,000-ton battleship for France even though Italy had 
made such authorization. He felt that France had no necessity for a 
type of this size and said that they felt that they did not necessarily 
have to consider the sizes of ships used by Great Britain and America. 
He likewise said that France might be prepared if all went well to be 
more lenient in respect to limitation by categories than hitherto. He 
told me that he had pointed out to the British that the possibility of 
equality of rights might be raised on the subject of naval armaments 
but he agreed that the principal question to be settled was whether 
or not the five powers signatories to the existing treaties wished to 
prolong them in their general outline and he felt that Japan while 
endeavoring to obtain a change of ratio would be extremely reluctant 
to give up the advantages gained by the Washington Treaty. 

Text of memorandum of conversation® follows by pouch, cipher 
text mailed to London. 

Marriner 

* Jean Louis Barthou, French Minister for Foreign Affairs. 
* Not printed, |
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500.A15A5/116: Telegram . 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary 
of State 

Lonpon, June 27, 19834—5 p. m. 
[Received June 27—1: 46 p. m.] 

863. For President and the Secretary from Norman Davis. Your 
269 and 270 of June 26th are very helpful. We are having a meeting 
in MacDonald’s office at the House of Commons at 3: 80 this afternoon 
which we will report at once. 

In the meantime Bingham and I are impressed by the fact that while 
the British are showing disturbance over our reaction to their techni- 
cal proposals they are holding strongly to their position. They inti- 
mate that we have misconstrued the spirit and intention which ani- 
mates them and do not fully appreciate the difficulties they are facing. 
In substance they tell us that in 1980 England and America faced a 
single problem, namely, the Japanese; whereas today America still 
faces only this single problem, England now also faces the acute prob- 
lem of Europe which is relatively academic to the United States. Al- 
though they believe that real understanding between the United States, 
Great Britain is developing in spite of many differences, which in the 
long run will grow and improve, they feel that our policy in the Pacific 
is an uncertain factor, increasingly so on account of our withdrawal 
from the Philippines, and that, therefore, they must, themselves, be 
prepared for all eventualities. This opinion is predominant in the 
Baldwin group which is the dominant factor in British politics. They 
are thus confronted with the problem of dealing with the Japanese 
alone, for which they want to be prepared but which they do not wish 
to tackle until the European situation is eased. While they do not 
definitely say so they intimate that if they cannot count on our coopera- 
tion in the Pacific they must be prepared to deal with it alone but that 
if we could agree upon a policy of cooperation in the Far East—which 
they would like very much to do—our differences on technical naval 
questions would automatically solve themselves. They intimate how- 
ever that public opinion here would not approve of any understanding 
with us as to such a policy unless it were embodied in an agreement 
ratified by the Senate. 

I believe they would deplore with the utmost frankness the develop- 
ment of any impression that Anglo-American naval conversations were 
unsatisfactory. In their view it is not practicable to reach a more 
definite understanding on technical questions now as they must wait 
until the more imponderable questions clarify themselves to some ex- 
tent. Some of these imponderables will doubtless be somewhat clari-
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fied by the forthcoming bilateral conversations with the French and 
Japanese, and other imponderables as well as European and especially 
the German situation will probably diminish between now and next 
spring. So that even if conversations should shortly cease tempo- 
rarily, the British desire that they be adjourned on the understanding 

that we had examined not only the positions of the two Governments 
as to the date and place of the conference but the conditions under 
which the two Governments would be prepared to continue the naval 

treaties. In this manner we not only do not close the door to further 
discussions but also remove any impression of tension. The British 
state frankly that, if we fail to reach an agreement with Japan, they 
feel that the only wise course would be for the two of us to reach a 
naval agreement which would then automatically facilitate reconcile- 
ment of our views with regard to technical naval programs. They 
think, however, that it would be inadvisable and premature to consider 
this until such a contingency arises. 

We will agree with the British this afternoon as to the lead to give 
the press. [Davis.] 

BINGHAM 

500.A15A5/98 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in the Soviet Union (Bullitt) 

W 4sHINGTON, June 27, 1984—7 p. m. 

141. Your 142, June 15,1 p.m.” Norman Davis now at London has 
informed Department ® that the question of Soviet participation in 
the preliminary naval conversations is being agitated by Kuh of the 
United Press who has just arrived from Moscow and is endeavoring 

to force a statement of our views, claiming that the Embassy in Mos- 
cow is encouraging this move. Mr. Davis has authorized that inquiries 
with regard to our attitude be answered to the effect that we have come 
on invitation from the British, that at the time we were invited we 
were informed that invitations would be extended to Japan, France 
and Italy and that it is not therefore for us to extend invitation to any 
Power or to take a position as to whom invitations will be extended. 
Mr. Davis states that all indications point to the fact that the question 
of Soviet participation will not be raised as the British are opposed 
to the extension beyond the five naval Powers. 

The Department has informed Mr. Davis® that we agree with the 
British that it would be inadvisable to extend either the preliminary 

"Not printed. 
9 “een No. 360, June 26, 5 p. m., from the Ambassador in Great Britain, 

a Telegram No. 271, June 27, 1 p. m., to the Ambassador in Great Britain, p. 278.
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naval conversations or the 1935 naval conference beyond the five prin- 

cipal naval Powers. 
Department had previously informed Mr. Davis that we were op- 

posed to enlarging the 1935 naval conference by the inclusion of other 

naval Powers with their attendant naval problems. 
HULL 

500.A15A5/117 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, June 27, 1934—9 p. m. 
[Received June 28—1: 47 a. m.] 

364. From Norman Davis. At the meeting this afternoon Baldwin 
and Simon” were present in addition to MacDonald and the others 
who have been representing the British in these meetings. MacDonald 
began by stating that since he is now leaving on his vacation and others 
will have to take over in his place, he wished to have a further exchange 
of views. He then recited their difficulties and their attitude which 
was substantially as outlined in our number 863." He said he thought 
it of the utmost importance to prevent any impression that there is 
any irreconcilable difference between us because if the other naval 
powers think that the United States and England are unable to get 
together it will be impossible to negotiate successfully with them. He 
said that the British had stated their position in the utmost frankness 
and told us what they felt their naval requirements to be to enable them 
to cope with situations which now confront them, and they hoped 
that in the same spirit and frankness we would give them our figures 
and indicate how far we would be willing to go to meet them. I then 
handed to MacDonald the President’s message” and outlined our 
views and objections to entering upon technical discussions on the basis 
of their program which for us does not furnish an acceptable basis for 
discussion. 
MacDonald then asked me to say to the President that he realized 

the desirability of a further reduction in naval tonnage on which they 
would like very much to meet us, but that he did hope we would appre- 
ciate that they are facing greater difficulties than we are and until the 
situation is somewhat cleared it would be most difficult for them to 
agree to such reductions. He said, however, we ought to be able 
through a full discussion between the naval experts to agree upon 
substantial reductions in some categories that would more than coun- 

* Sir John Simon, British Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs. 
* June 27,5 p. m., p. 279. 

> 9 See telegram No. 270, June 26, 9 p. m., to the Ambassador in Great Britain,
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terbalance the increase in cruiser tonnage which they feel is of vital 
importance to them. He then asked if we would not submit our views 

on a technical program. We told him that while there are certain 
modifications we would like in the present treaty, we are willing to take 
it as 1t is with a total tonnage reduction of 20 per cent but that if they 
agree in principle that our primary concern should be a renewal of 
existing treaties, with such modifications as can be agreed upon that 
would give a net reduction in total tonnage, then we would be prepared 

to discuss it along that line. While he insisted that we should not 
consider their program as a critique proposal, we told him that the 
distinction he was drawing was too fine to obviate the difficulty which 
they are raising. We told them that while we sympathize with and 
appreciate their preoccupations it would be misleading and unfair to 
them to discuss a possible increase of 60 per cent in cruiser tonnage for 
we simply would not negotiate a treaty on such conditions. Mac- 
Donald then said that he must tell us that he must leave and before 
saying good-bye he wanted to urge upon us a patient and friendly 

continuance of effort to find a ground upon which we could meet 
because of the importance to the peace of the world and ourselves of 
developing Anglo-American friendship and cooperation. Baldwin 
then said that if England were to have trouble with Japan now it is 
simply not in a position to deal successfully with the situation and 
that is something we must bear in mind in our consideration of this 
problem. In adjourning the meeting it was agreed we would both 
tell the press that we had met at the request of the Prime Minister who 
wished to have a final meeting before his departure, that we had con- 
tinued our exploratory conversations and that we would have further 
discussions. But we all agreed that we should give the impression 
that conversations are progressing normally. A time was not fixed 
for the next meeting but it was agreed that we would have private 
discussions and later determine about a further meeting. Baldwin 
said he thought we ought to have time to digest what we have done 
today and then meet again and in saying good-bye he told me he would 
be glad for us to get together in a few days fora further talk. [Davis.] 

BINGHAM 

500.A15A5/118 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, June 28, 1934—5 p. m. 
[Received June 28—3 p. m.] 

367. For the President and Secretary from Norman Davis. As a 
result of the meeting with the British yesterday I got the distinct 
impression, which Ambassador Bingham shares, that they are not pre-
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pared now to agree upon a renewal of the London Treaty without 
important modifications. While insisting that the program submitted 
to us was not a proposal, and that Anglo-American cooperation was 
more important than anything else, they did not recede from their 
position but did urge us to have patience and continue our efforts in a 
friendly and accommodating spirit to reach a treaty agreement ulti- 
mately. My personal opinion is that their strategy is directed in the 
last analysis towards either having a navy that will enable them inde- 
pendently to take care of themselves in the various eventualities they 
envisage or to say at a given time that 1f we can agree upon a common 
policy in contractual form in the Far East which would give them 
advance assurance that they would not have to deal with Japan single 
handed, then they would not need so large a navy. 

While the British feel that the possibility of a conflict with us is too 

remote to be taken into their calculations and while the Admiralty is, 
I am persuaded, in favor of the closest possible friendship with our 
Navy and opposed to making concessions to Japan, they are neverthe- 
less concerned over our superiority in large cruisers and likewise over 

those of the Japanese. 
They are also concerned over the fact that the increase in the French 

naval tonnage has been, since the Washington Treaty only 10,000 tons 

less than the British. 
The preoccupation of the Admiralty is primarily a technical naval 

one but the preoccupation of the Cabinet over the political situation 
has won them around to a large extent to the Admiralty point of view. 
They admitted yesterday, however, that if they could reach an agree- 
ment with France it would help them to make some modifications in 
their program. But Baldwin even then expressed more concern about 

Japan. 
What the British would apparently like very much to do is to see 

just how close we could get together, primarily in the way of reducing 
battleship tonnage and caliber of guns and how much of an increase 
in cruiser tonnage would be allowed. If we are then not too far apart 
to make ultimate agreement seem impossible they would like to let the 
situation stand until they can see what they can do with France and 
then what we can both do with Japan, and failing in that what we 
could agree upon as between us. 

Since the British want a larger naval program they would be em- 
barrassed to have it publicly known that we are proposing a reduction. 
I am hoping Baldwin will realize that if the United States and Eng- 
land should both propose to Japan a renewal of the London Treaty 
with such modifications as will result in a net total tonnage reduction, 
we would be on better ground to refuse a change in ratio, [and?] adopt 

whatever course may be deemed desirable in case Japan refuses to 
sign. |
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As MacDonald is now out of it and Baldwin is taking over my judg- 
ment is that before taking any further steps I should have a frank 
and full private talk with Baldwin which he has told me he would 

like to have. [Davis. ] 
BINGHAM 

500.A15A5/118 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) 

WASHINGTON, June 29, 19384—6 p. m. 

277. For Norman Davis. We have gone over with the President in 
considerable detail your recent telegrams, particularly 364 and 367. 

Obviously there is no political possibility here of “an agreement in 
contractual form” to pursue a common policy with Great Britain in the 
Orient. Whatever the euphemism this would in effect constitute an 

alliance. 
The whole British approach to these conversations both political 

and technical has been intensely disappointing. We agree that the next 
step is for you to have a full and frank private talk with Baldwin to 
bring home to him the fact that our policy as outlined by the President 
to MacDonald does not represent a bargaining position but a deep con- 
viction that only on the basis of further reduction or at the very least 
extension of the present treaties for a further term can a new agree- 
ment on naval armaments usefully be reached. Within these limits 
it may be possible for the British to suggest minor readjustments but 
any increase would be definitely unacceptable. For the moment in 
order not to complicate your negotiations, we shall withhold a public 
statement of our position but cannot commit ourselves indefinitely 
irrespective of developments. 

For your information. In the course of the last few days, articles 
have appeared under London datelines: (a) implying that the Ameri- 
can Government had made public confidential British proposals; 
(6) accusing an unnamed member of the American Delegation of 
indiscretion, and (¢c) crediting you with taking the initiative in bring- 
ing up the question of the Japanese ratio (see your telegram 382, 
paragraph 2, June 18,10 p.m.). We have thus far scrupulously re- 
frained from giving any information to the press here in Washington. 
I hope you will find ways and means to check the propaganda emanat- 
ing from London which is putting both this Government and our 
Delegation in a false position. 

HULi
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500.A15A5/121: Telegram 

The Ambassador in the Soviet Union (Bullitt) to the Secretary 

of State 

Moscow, June 29, 1934—5 p. m. 
[Received June 30—4: 27 a. m.|] 

162. Your 141, June 27,7 p.m. Mr. Frederic Kuh recently visited 

Moscow and was received twice by me and Mr. Wiley.* Neither of 

us discussed with him any matter touching in any way on the pre- 

liminary naval conversations or on American policy. It is well known 

that Kuh for years has been in intimate contact with the Soviet 

Foreign Office and I suspect that the activities in London attributed 

to him have been at the behest of Litvinov ‘* whom he saw on the eve 

of his departure. 
BULLITY 

500.A15A5/130: Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary 

of State 

Lonpon, July 3, 1984—3 p. m. 
[Received July 3—2: 30 p. m.] 

378. From Norman Davis. In the light of our refusal to continue 
the discussions on the basis of the British proposals, which has caused 
them considerable concern, and of their unwillingness at least for the 
time being to recede from their present position, it is evident that 
they want to avoid a collision with us and hence would like to dis- 
continue temporarily the conversations between us in the hope that 
we may in time become more inclined to make concessions or that 
subsequent developments may justify them in receding. They accord- 
ingly argue that it would be advisable to drop the Anglo-American 
conversations until they have carried on bilateral talks with the 
French and the Japanese and have determined more definitely what 
positions the other naval powers will put forward. I feel there is 
danger in accepting this procedure unless we can previously agree 
upon a common objective, since otherwise we would not be prepared 
for useful discussions with the Japanese and 1t would open the way 
to playing off one power against another. 

In compliance with your instruction * I shall endeavor to clear up 
definitely with Baldwin, whom I am seeing at 4 o’clock tomorrow 

% John C. Wiley, Counselor of Embassy. . 
“Maxim Litvinov, Soviet Commissar for Foreign Affairs. 

» one telegram No. 277, June 29, 6 p. m., to the Ambassador in Great Britain,
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afternoon, first whether they are in favor of a renewal of the London 
Treaty, with only such modifications downward as can be agreed 
upon, or second whether they will only agree to a renewal conditional 
upon important modifications upward. If they agree to the first 
alternative then I feel that we are justified either in postponing for the 
time being, if they so desire, an effort to reconcile our differences as 
to figures or in proceeding with technical discussions. If we could in 
either event agree with the British upon the issuance of a statement 
of common objectives it would stop propaganda and injurious pub- 
licity and at the same time prepare the way for conversations with the 
Japanese and French. The kind of statement we have in mind would 
be along the following lines: 

1. The two Governments are in complete accord that the principle 
of naval parity as between themselves shall be maintained; 

2. They agree that the object of a new naval agreement should be 
to bring about the greatest possible reduction in naval armaments; 

3. To be in favor of the maintenance of the Washington Treaties 
of 1922, which established the bases and principles for the promotion 
of security and the limitation of naval armaments, together with the 
complementary London Naval Treaty of 1930, which they are in 
favor of renewing with only such modifications in detail as circum- 
stances may require. 

If the British should not be willing to go this far then it raises a 
grave question as to whether we should not definitely end the 
conversations. 

Please advise immediately if you have any objections to this pro- 
cedure. [Davis. | 

BrncHAM 

500.A15A5/131 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, July 3, 1934—5 p. m. 
[Received July 3—2:46 p. m.] 

3877. From Davis. Your 277, June 29,6 p.m. I fully share your 
disappointment over the attitude the British have taken and strongly 
favor standing by our position as outlined in your telegram. I hope 
it may be possible to get Baldwin to understand and appreciate the 
soundness of our position and the wisdom of accepting the President’s 
views. | 

In respect to the British desire for a bilateral contractual agreement 
with us establishing a common policy in the Orient, I have of course 
assumed that this would not be acceptable and have accordingly given 
the British no encouragement whatever.
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After my conversation with Baldwin late tomorrow afternoon I 
shall telegraph you fully. Until receipt of that message and the 
insight it will give you into the possible future of these conversations 
I venture to express the hope that the Department will not make any 
press statement. 

: BINGHAM 

500.A15A5/1380 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain 
(Bingham) 

| WAsHINGTON, July 3, 1934—8 p. m. 

283. [For Davis.] Your 378, July 3, 3 p. m. 
- (1) We approve the general approach you outlined for your talk 
with Baldwin tomorrow as well as the text of the formula you propose. 

(2) If the British agree to the general proposition of a renewal of 
the London Treaty with only such modifications downward as can 
be agreed upon, then we see no further necessity to pursue detailed 
technical discussions for the moment. 

(3) If, however, the British decline to agree to such a general prop- 
osition, we feel that you should still continue the conversations, but 
in desultory fashion and on broad general principles, at least until the 
arrival of the Japanese. The acid test of British intentions will then 
be faced. Prior to that time we should consider premature a termi- 
nation or even a public suspension of the conversations. _ 

(4) This line of action was approved by the President before his 
departure in a conference at which representatives of both State and 
Navy Departments were present. : 

(5) With reference to your telegram No. 377, we shall, of course, 
give out no press statement for the time being. 

| CaRR 

500.415A5/133 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, July 5, 1934—3 p. m. 
[Received July 5—2: 52 p. m. |] 

385. My 378, July 3, 38 p.m. From Norman Davis. When I called 
to see Baldwin yesterday afternoon, Simon was also present, which 
was a surprise to me but which had perhaps been arranged in order 
that Simon might inform me of what the Japanese Ambassador had 
just told him to the effect that the Japanese representatives would not 
arrive until October, at which time they would be prepared to discuss 
the naval question in all its aspects.
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Baldwin began by saying that in view of the Japanese delay, which 
caused him some concern as he felt we were going to have trouble with 
Japan, he did not feel that there was any hurry in attempting to reach 
any definite conclusions as between ourselves except as to broad general 
principles, and that in any event he would like first to find out what 
arrangements if any the British can arrive at with France next Mon- 
day and Tuesday, not only with regard to the navy, but with regard 
to Germany and the whole European situation, as this would have a 
definite bearing on Great Britain’s ability to conform more closely to 
the point of view of the United States. He felt, however, that our con- 
versations to date had been most beneficial in that while they have 
brought out a difference of view with regard to technical questions, 
they have helped to bring about a more friendly and frank under- 
standing as to the necessity for us to work in harmony, and that if 
we can only avoid the mistake of 1927* of allowing our technical 
differences to be aired in the press instead of between ourselves, there 
will be no difficulties which we will not be able to overcome. 

I then reviewed what had happened with regard to publicity and 
our justifiable complaints on this score. Simon showed real concern 
over this, insisting that the Foreign Office was in no way to blame and 
trying also to exculpate the Admiralty, which I am now satisfied has 
been the cause of the trouble. I believe Baldwin is determined to 
prevent a recurrence of such incidents in the future. Baldwin said 
he considered it of the utmost importance that there should be no 
statements given out by either Government, but that after they have 
talked with the French he would like for us to have some further con- 
versations. JI stated that in view of the postponed arrival of the 
Japanese I felt it was not necessary or quite right for me to remain 
here much longer after the departure of the French. He agreed that 
we should probably then discontinue for the present the conversations 
but that we should consider giving out a joint statement. Under the 
circumstances I thought it inopportune to discuss with him the draft 
statement cabled you in the telegram under reference. Baldwin said 
that in the meantime and in order to avoid any publicity it would be 
very easy for us to meet informally at dinner any time. 

Simon said that if we could only produce our figures as they had 

done, we could proceed with the technical discussions. I repeated 
that if we were to attempt such discussions before we have agreed 
upon a common objective, we would be floundering in the dark. At 
this point I placed categorically before Baldwin the two questions out- 
lined in the second paragraph of my cable under reference, but he 
evaded a definite answer, saying he would like to think that over 

7% For correspondence on the Three-Power Conference for the Limitation of 
Naval i ae Geneva, June 20-August 4, 1927, see Foreign Relations, 1927,
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although Simon said that they were of course in favor of a renewal 
of the treaty, but that they would like to discuss certain technical 
modifications which would make it more acceptable to themselves. I 
emphasized that if it should prove impossible to renew the London 
Treaty it was most important in my opinion that neither England 
nor the United States should be the cause of the failure, and that 
we at least ought to be wise enough to let some other power assume 
that onerous role. Baldwin said that he was impressed by that argu- 
ment and would like to think it over but that he considered Anglo- 
American cooperation aS more important now than anything else 
and that in spite of all the perplexing problems that are facing Great 
Britain now, he was satisfied that with the spirit that now animates 
us both we would reach a mutually satisfactory meeting of minds. | 
Throughout the talk Baldwin was exceedingly friendly and im- 

pressed me as not being so converted to the Admiralty point of view as 
MacDonald. [Davis. | 

BIncHAM 

500.A15A5/133 : Telegram . 

T he Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) 

WasuHineTon, July 6, 1934—7 p. m. 

287. For Davis. Your 385, July 5,3 p.m. The delay in arrival 
of the Japanese representatives puts a different light on the continu- 
ance of the preliminary naval conversations. As it is clearly not 
feasible to maintain the delegation in London for so prolonged a 
period, it is necessary to modify the instructions contained in para- 
graph 3 of the Department’s 283, July 3, 8 p. m. 

As soon as you are able to agree with Baldwin as to a joint state- 
ment conceived in general terms and setting forth a common objective, 
it would seem opportune to suspend the conversations until autumn. 
It might even prove that such a suspension would enable the British 
more gracefully to recede from their present position which holds 
out no hope of ultimate agreement. Before finally approving the 
text of a joint statement we should of course wish an opportunity 
to scrutinize it from the political angle. 

Both Zimes and Herald Tribune this morning carried stories that 
you would soon be leaving London, while a later press despatch 
stated that I had sent you instructions to break off the conversations 
and return home. I gave a categoric denial to this report. Ques- 
tioned further, I indicated that we are approaching the end of this 
first phase of our conversations and that in a few days you would 
probably be able to judge better what to do pending the resumption 
with other Powers of the preliminary talks. 

791118—51——25 |
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In view of this publicity and a feeling prevalent here that the con- 
versations may never be resumed, I think it important that you per- 
suade the British, if possible, to make public the plans of the Japanese 
to have representatives in London during October. 

Hoi 

500.415A5/136 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary 
of State 

Lonpon, July 7, 1934—noon. 
[Received July 7—8: 20 a. m.] 

390. In the absence of Norman Davis who has left London for 
a long week end I venture to express my full personal concurrence 
with the instructions contained in your 287, July 6,7 p.m. Even if 
no entirely mutually satisfactory statement can be conceived with 
Baldwin I believe the present negotiations should be terminated at 
as early a moment as we can break off without any open appearance 
of rupture or disagreement. 

BINGHAM 

500.A15A5/137 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary 
of State 

Lonpon, July 10, 1934—2 p. m. 
[Received July 10—11:55 a. m.] 

395. From Norman Davis. Your 287, July 6,7 p.m. In view of 
the delay in the arrival of the Japanese representative which alters 
the situation considerably I had thought it advisable to discontinue 
as soon as possible the preliminary talks with the British and accord- 
ingly made tentative reservations for the delegation to sail on the 
Washington, July 19th, hoping by that time to reach some more defi- 
nite understanding with Baldwin with regard to a joint statement. 
While I am satisfied that the British will welcome a suspension of 
the conversations with us and that they are desirous of issuing a 
joint statement the next few days will determine whether they will 
agree on a statement of common objectives that means very much. 
I shall of course not consider issuing any statement without previously 
obtaining your approval. 

While the British seemed irritated over the Japanese delay I sus- 
pect that upon reflection they will feel that this gives them still more 
time in which to determine what their policy shall be. 

In a talk with Matsudaira yesterday afternoon I told him what 
Simon had told me about the Japanese plans which he confirmed but
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with the explanation that he was authorized and prepared to discuss 

now questions of procedure as set forth in the Japanese acceptance ; 

that he had explained to his Government it would be futile to have 

such a limited discussion if there is to be any adequate preparation for 

the Naval Conference and that apparently the Government had finally 

accepted his views as they informed him last week—and he so in- 

formed the Foreign Office here—that they would have in London in 
October the necessary naval advisors and that he could then proceed 
to discuss naval questions fully. 

I asked him if his Government intended to make an announcement 
of this fact. He said they had not said anything about that but if 
we would like to have them do so he would communicate with his 
Government and was satisfied there would be no objection. I said I 
first preferred to talk with Simon as I felt this was rather a matter 
for the British to decide. 

He told me personally and confidentially that the Japanese Foreign 
Office is endeavoring to get the Admiralty to be more moderate and 
that in his opinion the chief reason for the delay in entering upon a 
full discussion of naval questions was to have more time for formulat- 
ing their policy and mollifying the present irreconcilable attitude. He 
also told me that the new Prime Minister” shares the views of the 
Foreign Office as to the importance of avoiding an impasse over the 
naval question and that he hopes the Prime Minister can in time bring 
the Admiralty around. | 

I asked Matsudaira about the report that the Japanese were now 
sending a junior naval officer to London via Washington in connec- 
tion with the naval conversations. He told me that all he knew was 
that Captain Iwashita, a former Naval Attaché and now on the Naval 
Board, was coming to London to attend the annual meeting of the 
Japanese Naval Attachés. He would probably go by Washington 
for a few days, spend 2 or 3 days in London, go to Paris and then 
return to Japan via Siberia. Matsudaira was satisfied the Japanese 

Government had not yet decided just what position it would take 
with regard to fundamental naval questions such as ratios and that 
for the technical discussions in October they would send higher 
ranking naval officials. 

_ After Barthou leaves I will see Simon and suggest the desirability 

of making public the plans of the Japanese. 

_ Please advise where the “later press despatch” referred to in second 
paragraph of your 287 originated as I have been unable to trace 
any such story originating here. [Davis.] 

BINGHAM 

* Admiral Keisuke Okada.



292 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1934, VOLUME I 

500.A15A5/138 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary 
of State 

Lonpon, July 10, 1934—5 p. m. 
[Received July 10—1: 55 p. m.] 

396. Foreign Office informed me today that Anglo-French con- 
versations in London from the British point of view had in the main 
proceeded very satisfactorily. Naturally no mention was made to 
me of alleged proposals for cooperation between the French and 
British general staffs but I was advised that Barthou had discussed 
the general European situation and particularly outlined his views 
on an Eastern Locarno. 

In the naval conversations the technical difference of opinion be- 
tween the French and British, as in the past, had been found to be 
very small. The French were very much occupied with the German 

situation and concurrently with the German-Italian situation, but 
Piétri* had informed the British that France was satisfied with 
the present ratio of French-German-Italian naval strength. British 
understand this means inclusion of French over-age ships but will 
endeavor to explore in conversations tomorrow exactly what the 
French statement means. Piétri had no definite reactions as to the 

place and time of the forthcoming Naval Conference. The French 
would prefer a conference of all naval powers rather than only limited 
to the five powers of the London Naval Treaty, but Foreign Office 
may be convinced this objection of Piétri’s could be overcome if the 
scheduled discussions for next year could be referred to as a “meet- 
ing” of the five powers of the London Naval Treaty to determine the 
extent of accord between these naval powers preliminary to any de- 
cision as to summoning a larger naval conference. Foreign Office 
felt that French views were far less pro-Russian than recently. 

BINGHAM 

500.A15A5/142 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary 
of State 

Lonpon, July 12, 1934—1 p. m. 
[Received July 12—11: 25 a. m.] 

403. From Davis. Piétri came to see me yesterday evening to 
tell me of his talks with the British Admiralty. 

*For correspondence concerning negotiations looking toward an “Eastern 
Locarno” Pact of Mutual Guarantee, see pp. 489 ff, 

* Francois Piétri, French Minister of Marine.
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He explained that aside from Germany, France’s primary concern 
at present lay in maintaining in fact their present relative naval supe- 
riority over Italy which conforms with their respective needs and said 
that their position in this respect was somewhat analogous to that of 
the United States vis-a-vis Japan. France was disturbed by the 
projected Italian 35,000-ton capital ships, the reasons for the size of 
which it was unable to comprehend. Piétri felt that if it were possible 
for the United States, France and Japan to agree upon limitation of 
unit tonnage somewhere between this figure and the proposed British 

reduction to 25,000 tons, a great step forward would have been achieved 
in making possible French adherence to any future convention which 
he was most anxious to achieve. Following my explanation of the 
American position, he said that he fully understood that it would be 
impossible for us to agree upon any substantial reduction in the unit 

: tonnage but that even a minor reduction would have a good effect 
and aid in a solution. : 

In so far as agreement with the British at the present time was con- 
cerned, Piétri explained that France and England were nearer an 
accord on the submarine question than ever before due primarily to the 
fact that France had been able to reconstitute and round out its fleet 
in part thus making it less dependent upon this particular weapon. 
While France could not accept the total abolition of submarines it was 
prepared to agree to some restrictions upon their construction and to 
reduce the size of future units. He agreed that it might be possible in 
time gradually to limit construction so as substantially to reduce 
numbers. | 

While he explained that there had been no detailed discussion of 
future building programs he felt that France and England were ap- 
proaching accord on the principle of limitation by categories as estab- 
lished by part ITI of the London Treaty, with the reservation that they 
must further study the British proposal to restrict future construction 
of cruisers of category A, since France requires cruisers with adequate 
armament and protection to answer the prospective menace of the 
Deutschland class. 

He also explained that while France was not unalterably opposed to 
a modification in the restrictions imposed upon Germany he felt there 
were certain objections to envisaging modifications at the present time 
or to bringing Germany into naval discussions, since this would result 
in other naval powers immediately putting forward their own claims 
for consideration and would render infinitely more difficult the present 
preliminary conversations. He stated that should the German status 
be modified the Russians would immediately put forward a claim 
for parity. 

- He agreed that the 1935 conference should be limited to the five 
powers, but thought that this might be considered as a preliminary con-
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ference and if successful to be followed by a more general meeting 
that would include smaller naval powers. 

Craigie who came to see me yesterday gave substantially the same 
account of these talks. He also told me that the British Government 
had requested Italy to hold up the proposed battleship plans but had 
received no encouragement. [Davis. | 

BINGHAM 

500.A1$A5/144 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, July 12, 19384—8 p. m. | 
[Received July 12—2:53 p. m.]| 

406. From Davis. The British have been entirely absorbed this 
week in their conversations with the French. They are, however, now 
considering the draft of a possible joint statement which they intend 
shortly to take up with us. Ihave, therefore, considered it inadvisable 
to show them as yet the draft ® we had prepared. 

I have no knowledge of the actual substance of the British draft but 
do not anticipate any material recessions at the present time from the 
basic position they have taken. It is possible that any joint statement 
acceptable to both parties will have to be couched in such vague terms 
as to amount to little more than a public indication that there has 
been no breakdown of the conversations and that they are later to be 
resumed. Although we shall press for a more substantial declaration, 
I think it would be a mistake for us to remain in London any longer 
in the hope of modifying the British attitude. I, therefore, propose to 
inform them that we intend to sail on the 19th. To leave by that date 
may entail certain difficulties, particularly because of time required for 
communicating with you and obtaining your approval to any state- 
ment, but the next American steamer does not leave until a week later; 
moreover, if the British really desire at this time a meeting of minds 
on a reasonable program we should be able to achieve it by the 19th. 
Failing this, we shall endeavor to discontinue the conversations until 
October with a statement in such general terms as can be mutually 
agreed upon. J am assuming, of course, that in the meantime a state- 
ment regarding the date of the conversations with Japan will have 
been issued which will give added justification for discontinuing our 
conversations here now. 

In this connection the British Foreign Office has agreed to ask Japan 
for authorization to announce that the Japanese Government is will- 
ing to discuss fully technical naval questions but that it will be unable 

° see telegram No. 378, July 3, 3 p. m., from the Ambassador in Great Britain, 
p. 285.
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to do so until October although in the meanwhile the Japanese Ambas- 
sador here is prepared to discuss procedural questions. 

Please instruct whether you approve of this course. [Davis.] 
BincHAM 

500.A15A5/144 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) 

WASHINGTON, July 13, 1934—5 p. m. 

299. For Norman Davis. Your 406, July 12,8 p.m. The course 
you propose seems to me the wisest one possible given all the circum- 
stances. Huy 

500.A15A5/147 : Telegram 

Lhe Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, July 16, 1934—7 p. m. 
| [Received July 16—2: 05 p. m. | 

418. From Norman Davis. The following communiqué is being 
issued here by the British Government at 10 p.m. London time tonight: 

“Discussions have been taking place in London between the Japanese 
Ambassador and British Ministers on matters of procedure and also 
between the Japanese Ambassador and representatives of the American 
Government. It is not anticipated that any talks on other naval ques- 
tions will take place with the Japanese representatives until about Oc- 
tober when the Japanese Government expect to send over technical 
experts for the purpose.” 

As originally drafted and cabled to Tokyo for release by the Jap- 
anese Foreign Office the communiqué made no reference to Japanese 
conversations with us. It was changed at my suggestion and Matsu- 
daira has cabled his Government accordingly. It may however al- 
ready have been released at Tokyo in its original form. I suggest that 
you release the text at Washington simultaneously. [Davis.] 

BiIncHAM 

500.A15A5/148: Telegram 

Lhe Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary 
| of State 

Lonpon, July 17, 1934—8 p. m. 
[Received July 17—3: 54 p. m.“] 

422. From Norman Davis. Subject to your approval Bingham and 
I have just agreed with Simon on the following joint statement to be 
issued by us: | 

* Telegram in two sections.
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“(1) In the conversations preparatory to the forthcoming Naval 
Conference, the representatives of the Governments of the United 
States and Great Britain have discussed their Governments’ views con- 
cerning the agenda at the Conference and the time and place at which 
it should be held, but without reaching any definite conclusions which 
must naturally await bilateral exchanges of views with the other 
powers parties to the naval treaties. 

(2) The American and British representatives have likewise ex- 
changed views with regard to the technical questions which fall within 
the framework of these treaties and examined possible ways by which 
future economies might be effected. No effort has been made to reach 
agreement on these technical points, which are necessarily matters to 
be dealt with by the 1935 Conference. 

(3) The two Governments are in agreement that parity as between 
the two Navies, which has been recognized as a basic principle, shall 
be maintained. They are also in agreement that every endeavor should 
be made to frame a new treaty to replace and to carry out the purposes 
of the London Naval Treaty of 19380, which expires on December 31, 
19386. 

(4) The conversations will be resumed in the autumn.” 

Paragraph 3 above represents the maximum agreement possible. 
Reference to the maintenance of the Washington Treaty was omitted 
at the insistence of the British who felt that specific reference now to 
its maintenance might be construed by Japan as evidence of the forma- 
tion of a united front against her and because the 1935 Conference is to 
deal primarily with the London Treaty. 'The British also argued that 
since our understanding with regard to the maintenance of the Wash- 
ington Treaty and any change in ratio is incorporated in the minutes 
of our conversations it is unnecessary to include it in a public state- 
ment. Inasmuch as the British were reluctant to agree specifically to 
a renewal of the London Treaty without substantial modifications 
we thought it better to use the actual wording of article 23 of that 
treaty,” which after all covers the objective we have in mind. 
We have agreed furthermore, in case you do not approve of para- 

graph 3 above, for each nation, in that event, to issue as a unilateral 
communiqué the above statement with paragraph 3 eliminated. 

Please advise immediately in order that we can agree upon the time 
for the issuance of the statement, which time we shall communicate to 
you as soon as fixed. [Davis.] BixcHam 

500.A15A5/148 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) 

| WasHineron, July 17, 1984—10 p. m. 

309. [For Davis.] Your 422 July 17 8 p.m. Our reaction to the 
text of the joint statement which you propose is that it would serve 

2 Foreign Relations, 1980, vol. 1, pp. 107, 123.
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no useful purpose and might even be disadvantageous in that (a) it 
gives an impression of differences of opinion between the British and 
ourselves, (6) it might arouse Japanese suspicion of a common front, 
(c) its omissions are so evident as to cause speculation, and (d) it 
commits us irrevocably to continuing negotiations irrespective of 
future developments. 

The statement contained in your 418 * coupled with my remarks in 
press conference to the effect that the preliminary conversations had 
not broken down but had merely been suspended and would be re- 
sumed when circumstances warranted, probably in the autumn, have 
definitely allayed public suspicion of pronounced disagreement. be- 
tween the British and ourselves, which I fear that any further com- 
muniqué would revive. 

Obviously this would hold true whether or not your communiqué 
is issued unilaterally by either delegation or jointly. I therefore hope 
that no further public statement will be made either by you or by the 
British. 7 

Hou 

500.A15A5/151 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary : 
of State 

Lonvon, July 18, 1934—5 p. m. 
[Received July 18—12:50 p. m.] 

424, From Norman Davis. Your 309, July 17,10 p.m. We had felt 
that the issuance of the statement that the Japanese would not arrive 
for conversations until October altered the situation making it un- 
necessary and probably inadvisable to issue an Anglo-American state- 
ment. Finding that the British were desirous of issuing a joint state- 
ment, on which we had worked with them for several days, and being 
under the impression from your previous cables that you also con- 
sidered it advisable to give out some sort of joint statement, we 
submitted to you the compromise which we considered better than we 
had expected, and at least harmless. Moreover, the compromise draft 
at least had the advantages of reaffirming parity and of making it more 

difficult for the British to make propaganda for a substantial increase 
of the Navy in the face of a public commitment to carry out the 
purposes of the London Treaty. 

In view of the fact, however, that the statement with regard to the 
Japanese and your press statement in connection therewith have dis- 

*® July 16, 7 p. m., p. 295.
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pelled suspicion we agree with you that silence is safer than any joint 
or public statement. 

I have informed the British that in view of the circumstances de- 
scribed, you think it inadvisable to issue any statement now, but unless 
you wish to have us do so, I prefer not to convey to him your specific 
criticisms of a statement which Bingham and I had accepted ad 
referendum. [Davis.] 

BINGHAM 

500.A15A5/151: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) 

WasHIneron, July 18, 1934—6 p. m. 

310. [For Davis.| I certainly had no intention of suggesting that 
you convey to the British any of the criticisms of the statement which 
you and Bingham submitted. These were included merely for your 
own confidential information to show you the possible effects which we 
feared from the statement. 

I am glad that you agree that silence is safer and that you have so 
informed the British. 

Best wishes for a good journey. | 

Ho 

500.4A15A5/152 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpvon, July 19, 1934—2 p. m. 
[Received July 19—9: 50 a. m.] 

426. From Norman Davis. The British have accepted gracefully 
our recommendations against the issuance of any public statement 
and apparently feel now as you do that the conversations are being 
discontinued in a satisfactory manner. I learn, however, that the 
Foreign Office in informing the press that Bingham and I were to see 

Simon Tuesday afternoon for a farewell visit gave the impression that 
we would then agree upon a statement. Since this has aroused some 
expectation I have found it advisable to hold a press conference this 
afternoon particularly since I have refrained from seeing any of the 
press while here. I will of course make no formal statement but 
reiterate substantially what you stated in your press conference as 
indicated in your 309, July 17, 10 p. m. 

BINGHAM
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III. PRELIMINARY NAVAL CONVERSATIONS, SECOND SESSION 

(GREAT BRITAIN, JAPAN, UNITED STATES) OCTOBER 1I17- 

DECEMBER 19, 1934 

500.A1545/160 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary 
of State * | 

No. 859 Lonpon, July 27, 1934. 
[Received August 3.] 

Sir: I have the honor to enclose copies of a self-explanatory per- 
sonal note and memorandum dealing with Great Britain’s position 
in the recent naval discussions. I venture to point out that this com- 
munication is marked “Secret”, and to ask that copies may be made 
available both to Mr. Norman H. Davis and Admiral Richard H. 
Leigh.” A day or so ago, when a member of the Embassy staff was 
informed that such a memorandum was in the course of preparation, 
it was stated that it was being prepared under aegis of both the For- 
eign Office and the Admiralty. 

Respectfully yours, For the Ambassador: 
Ray ATHERTON 

| Counselor of Embassy 

[Enclosure] 

The Counselor in the British Foreign Office (Craigie) to the Counselor 
of the American E'mbassy (Atherton) 

SECRET Lonvon, 26 July, 1934. 

My Dear Rar: On looking through the records of our naval meet- 
ings it has occurred to me that a short restatement of the British 
position and of the reasons for increases in one category might be use- 
ful to you. The Prime Minister,” before he left, stated the British 
case in broad outline but did not go into detail. At the experts’ meet- 
ing Admiral Little?’ gave a full and clear statement of our require- 
ments but this was done particularly from the technical and naval 
point of view. The enclosed memorandum is an effort to present the 
two aspects of the case—political and technical—in one document, and 
to do this as briefly and concisely as possible. 

It is our hope that this document, which I send to you privately and 
unofficially, may fill a gap in our records. 

Yours sincerely, R. L. Cratare 

* Marginal notation on the original : “Returned from the White House, 9/7/34.” 
* Former Chairman of General Board, U. 8S. Navy Department. 
7° J, Ramsay MacDonald. 
“Charles James Colebrooke Little, Deputy Chief of Naval Staff, British 

Admiralty.
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{Subenclosure] 

SECRET 

Note on Cruiser Tonnage 

I. PossIBLE DECREASE IN TOTAL TONNAGE UNDER METHOD PROPOSED BY 
GREAT BriTain 

Put very shortly the American desiderata are stated to be (a) a 
| reduction of 20 per cent. on the tonnage levels of existing naval treaties 

or (6) failing that, the maintenance of existing treaty levels. Sim- 
ilarly, the statement of British requirements put forward in the recent 
conversations, by reason of the limitations on the unit size of vessels 
and the abolition of the submarine which it suggests, would, if adopted . 
in its entirety, permit of a decrease of 10 per cent. on the tonnages 

provided for under existing treaties. Had the British representatives, 
paying no regard to the requirements of the United States, put for- 
ward a statement of the full qualitative reductions which Great 
Britain is prepared to advocate, they would have been able to propose 
an ultimate decrease of 22 per cent. on existing treaty tonnages. Any 
suggestion therefore that the United States stands in general for 

. naval reductions while Great Britain stands in general for naval in- 

creases would be incorrect and misleading, particularly when it is 
remembered that all naval Powers other than the United States are 
prepared to agree to considerable reductions in the unit size of most 
categories of ships. Both countries are, in fact, prepared for reduc- 
tions, but unfortunately only by methods which, for vital strategical 
reasons, would be unacceptable to the other. It is felt therefore that 
the only hope of reaching a solution satisfactory to both Powers is to 
approach this question from a strictly practical point of view, each 
country recognising the special difficulties and the strategical prob- 
lems with which the other is faced and attempting to reach an under- 

standing based upon the political situation as it exists to-day. In 
such circumstances there seems no reason why the resulting treaty 
should show more than a slight increase in the under-age tonnage for 
all categories, which would be a small price to pay for the resultant 
political appeasement and the prevention of unrestricted naval com- 
petition. Naval limitation cannot be said to serve its full purpose if 
it leaves behind it a genuine sense of insecurity on the part of one or 
other of the signatories of the treaty. 

TI. RELATIVE sizzs oF BRITISH AND OTHER CRUISERS 

It has been suggested that, because in the London Naval Treaty ” 
Great Britain agreed to the United States having 18 8”” gun cruisers 

* Treaty for Limitation and Reduction of Naval Armament, signed at London, 
April 22, 19380, Foreign Relations, 1930, vol. 1, p. 107.
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to 15 British 8’’ gun cruisers (the difference being made good by a 
larger 6’ gun cruiser allowance to Great Britain), Great Britain is 
prepared to agree in principle to construct cruisers for trade protec- 
tion purposes of a smaller displacement than those which are being 
constructed by other Powers. This is quite incorrect. The arrange- 
ment referred to affected the British and United States cruiser 

strengths only and, as has frequently been stated, a settlement of this 
cruiser difficulty would be simple enough were it one between the two 
countries only and were it not that the minimum size of cruiser ac- 
ceptable to the United States regulates automatically the average size 
of cruiser to be constructed by other Powers. There has never been 
any question of Great Britain agreeing to construct cruisers which, 
when placed upon the trade routes in isolated positions would, ship 
for ship, be outclassed by the cruisers of a potential adversary. Nor 
is 1t believed that the United States would wish to urge upon Great 
Britain the adoption of such a course. | 

Il. Wuy cRUISER TONNAGE FIGURES MUST AUTOMATICALLY INCREASE 
INDEPENDENTLY OF INCREASE IN NUMBER OF BRITISH CRUISERS 

If Great Britain was able in the London Naval Treaty to agree 

to the exceptionally low total cruiser tonnage figure of 339,000 tons 
this was because: 

(a) the figure was calculated on a basis of 50 cruisers; 
(5) it was hoped and believed that no other Power would build 

large 6’’ gun cruisers of 9,000 or 10,000 tons displacement, and that, 
in consequence, no such cruisers would be required by Great Britain, 
which has indeed since 1930 led the way with smaller ships of Leander — 
class ; 

(c) the international outlook permitted a steady replacement pro- 
gramme of about 3 ships a year, so that during the period of the 
treaty the small type of cruisers averaging 4,000 to 5,000 tons and 
designed for North Sea warfare would still be retained in considerable 
numbers. 

(6) and (c) no longer apply, so that even if the future cruiser figure 
for Great Britain were to be based on the number of 50 cruisers, it 
would have to be considerably larger than 339,000 tons. Great Britain 
cannot be expected to replace her existing small wartime cruisers by 
ships which will be outclassed from the start by those in other navies, 
nor 1s it believed that such a course is seriously suggested by the 
United States. From this it follows that there must be an automatic 
increase, without any increase in the number of 50 cruisers, from a 
tonnage of 339,000 tons to 408,600 tons, which is arrived at as 
follows :—
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15 8’ gun cruisers. . ....... . ~ 146,800 
10 ‘M’ class 6’’ gun cruisers . . . ... . . 95,000 

8 Leanders (7,030 to 7,250 tons) . . . . . . 57,000 
12 new7,000tons. . ......2. +... 84,000 
4 Arethusas (5,200 tons). . . .... . . 20,800 
1 new5,000tons. ........ =... ~ «265,000 

50 408, 600 tons. 

It will be seen that this figure of 408,600 tons for 50 cruisers is 
based on the general acceptance of a future limitation of 7,000 tons 
beyond a specified number of large 6’’ gun cruisers. If this limitation 
of 7,000 tons could not be accepted by other Powers, and the limit 
remained as at present at 10,000 tons, then the automatic increase of 

the London Naval Treaty figure would bring the British figure up 
: to 488,600 (in a period of 10 years). In estimating the total tonnage 

increase consequent on the increased number of cruisers that we re- 
quire, the figure of 408,600 tons—not the London Naval Treaty figure 
339,000 tons—should in all fairness be taken as the point of departure. 

IV. Wuy AN INCREASE IN THE NUMBER OF BRITISH CRUISERS IS NECESSARY 

In the London Naval Treaty Great Britain accepted a cruiser ton- 
nage figure based on the tonnage of 50 cruisers for the following 
reasons: 

(2) The Treaty was for 6 years only, and under the international _ 
conditions existing at that time there was a reasonable assurance that 
there would be more than 6 years of peace. 
_(6) It was accepted, subject to the Powers other than the three 

signatories to Part III of the London Naval Treaty agreeing to cor- 
responding reductions. This has not occurred; on the contrary the 
Naval Forces in Europe have greatly increased. If the “escalator” 
clause has not been invoked, this has not been because the building 
of other naval Powers did not justify such a step but because it was 
thought better to await the meeting of the 1985 Conference to explain 
the grounds on which the cruiser tonnages accepted by Great Britain 
in 1930 could no longer hold good. 

(c) In 1980 we were on the eve of the summoning of a general dis- 
armament conference from which much was hoped. 

(d) Owing to the small size and worn out condition of the 14 cruis- 
ers that have been, or are being, scrapped since the London Naval 
Treaty was signed, it would not have been possible to keep these ships 
as efficient cruisers. ‘Therefore, the number 50 could not in any case 
have been increased by December 1936 without departing from a steady 
building programme and providing more new ships. 

(e) In the process of the steady reconstruction of the Fleet after 
the war, a halt had been called in cruiser building for some years in 
the hope of inducing a corresponding halt in the building of foreign 
cruisers. Thus the curve indicating the number of British under-age 
cruisers was at its lowest during the period of the Treaty.
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It is unfortunately the case that, since the London Naval Treaty 
was concluded in 1930, a serious deterioration in the international and 
political outlook has occurred. Furthermore there are not present 
to-day any of the other conditions that rendered possible the acceptance 
in 1980 of a cruiser tonnage figure based on 50 ships. That this figure 
was an exceptional one was made clear during the 1930 Conference and 
by the Prime Minister and First Lord of the Admiralty in the House 
of Commons immediately afterwards. Moreover, an allusion to this 
fact was contained in Article 23 of the London Naval Treaty which 
states, with reference to the Naval Conference to be held in 1935, that 
“none of the provisions of the present Treaty should prejudice the 
attitude of any of the High Contracting Parties at the Conference 
agreed to.” 

25 Jury, 1934. 

500.A15A5/200 

Memorandum by the Naval Attaché in Japan (Rogers) 

Report No. 219 Toxyo, September 7, 1934. 

JAPANESE Ponicy at THE Navau Limrrations CoNFERENCE—LATEST 

DEVELOPMENTS 

Japan’s disarmament policy has been decided. The details of this 
policy, which has been the subject of so much speculation for the 
last few months, have been submitted informally to the Throne and 
today (7 September) will be laid before the Cabinet for formal 
approval. After the Cabinet has given its approval, in view of the 
important nature of the naval problem the Government will endeavor 
to secure the approval of the Privy Council. 

The details of this much discussed policy are a closely guarded secret, 
at least as far as the technical details are concerned. The broad points 
of the basic policy are probably as follows :— 

(a2) The naval ratio system, that is the assigning of an inferior ratio 
to any power, must be abolished. The principle of the right to equality 
In armaments must be recognized. 

(6) The Japanese Government will, prior to 31 December 1934, 
announce its abrogation of the Washington Treaty.*° 

(c) The new naval agreement must be concluded in a spirit of con- 
ciliation. The Japanese Government is willing to enter into a new 
treaty, provided Japan’s just claims are recognized. 

(d@) While the technical details must be worked out by the powers 
concerned, Japan favors the global tonnage system of limitation of 
naval armaments, and will insist on its adoption. 

” Treaty for the Limitation of Naval Armament, signed at Washington, Febru- 
ary 6, 1922, Foreign Relations, 1922, vol. 1, p. 247; for correspondence concerning 
Japan’s denunciation of the treaty, see pp. 405 ff.
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When this basic policy has been approved, it will be sent out to all . 
naval ships and stations in order that the personnel of the Fleets will 
know that the Government is supporting the Navy and thus remain 

quiet. 
The technical details of the Japanese proposal will be formally de- 

cided on at a meeting of the Supreme War Council to be held in the 
near future. Based on the above, it will not be necessary for them 
to be submitted to the Government. In case they are ready in time, the 
Minister of the Navy * will give them.to Rear Admiral I. Yamamoto 
to take to London with him. In case they are not complete by the 
time he leaves for London, they will be sent later. The Naval Attaché 
has learned nothing which leads him to believe, that in general, the 
previous reports on the subject of the Japanese plan are not correct. 

The decision to abrogate the Washington Treaty comes as another 
proof that the military still dominate the country, although they have 

| consented to allow the Foreign Minister * to determine the most 
appropriate time for the formal notification to the other signatories. 
There is no doubt some truth in the rumor that the Foreign Minister 
was warned that unless he gave his approval to the plan to abrogate 
the treaty before the end of the year he was in danger of being assas- _ 
sinated by some hot headed naval officer who resented his opposition 
to the Navy Minister’s views. 

Note by O.N. L.: 

Since above report was written the Japanese basic policy was unani- 
- mously approved by the Japanese Cabinet and by the Supreme War 

Council and Rear Admiral Yamamoto is enroute to London with 
: the plan in his possession. 

500.A15A5 Personnel/33 

Memorandum by the Chief of the Division of Western European 
Affairs (Moffat) 

[WasuHineton,| September 11, 1934. 

Norman Davis telephoned this morning to say that he had had a 
talk with the President over the telephone yesterday. The President 
told him that he wanted him to go to London before the arrival of 
the Japanese Admiral coming from Tokyo and that it would accord- 
ingly probably be necessary for him to sail on October 3. Mr. Davis 
again pressed on the President his idea that Admiral Standley * in 

* Admiral Mineo Osumi. 
* Koki Hirota. 
3 Addressed to the Secretary of State and Under Secretary of State. 
* William H. Standley, Chief of Naval Operations.
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person should accompany him saying that he thought the question 
of equivalent ranks between the Japanese and American naval repre- 
sentatives was of scant importance. He claimed that Admiral Stand- 
ley could learn more in this meeting which would be of help to him 
in the 1985 Conference than in any other possible way. In fact in 
many ways Mr. Davis thought this meeting would be fully as impor- 
tant as the 1985 Conference itself. The President said that he was 
rather impressed with this idea and that it would be a good plan for 
Admiral Standley to stand by to accompany Mr. Davis if the Presi- 
dent decided after further consideration that this was the right move. 

Mr. Davis asked if I would go down and call on Admiral Standley 
and sound him out as to his personal opinions in the matter.® 

Mr. Davis then went on and said that he was convinced we could 
reach a meeting of minds with the British if we would allow them to 
retain eight over-age cruisers. The President said that this sounded 
all right. Mr. Davis said that the Navy Department did not agree 
as we did not have any over-age cruisers to balance these. The Presi- 
dent said that this did not sound like an insuperable difficulty but that 
he would talk it over upon returning to Washington with Mr. Hull, 
Colonel Roosevelt,?* Mr. Davis and Admiral Standley. 

The President then asked Mr. Davis to come to Hyde Park on Fri- 

day, the 21st, for dinner after which he would have another long talk 
with him. Mr. Davis will come to Washington on Monday, September 
24th, and remain four days that week. 

With regard to the Genera] Disarmament Conference,*” he was not 
unduly depressed by Germany’s failure to join the Eastern Locarno. 
He said that if Germany did not get an increase in armaments before 
she committed herself to a political status quo she would never get it. 
I replied that I feared her refusal to join an Eastern Locarno would be 
taken as one more move showing a spirit of aggression and would 
fortify the determination of France and Britain not to allow any 
German rearmament. Mr. Davis said that perhaps a Franco-Italian 
rapprochement would give a sufficient feeling of security to France 
to enable her to be more reasonable but admitted that it was difficult 
to see a way out of the problem at the moment. 

Prerrerpont Morrat 

* Marginal notes in original: “Do you approve?” [Moffat.] “Sec[retary] 
approves & suggests Hornbeck go with you, if you think advisable. H. S. C.” 
[Hugh 8. Cumming, Jr., Executive Assistant to the Secretary of State.] 
“Telephoned Adm[iral] Standley Sept. 17th. He is away on leave & won't 

be back before next week. P.M.” 
* Henry L. Roosevelt, Assistant Secretary of the Navy. 
“For correspondence relating to the Conference for the Reduction and Limita- 

tion of Armaments, see pp. 1 ff. 
* For correspondence concerning negotiation of an “Eastern Locarno” Pact of 

Mutual Guarantee, see pp. 489 ff. 

791118—51——26
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500.A15A5/184: Telegram 

The Ambassador in Japan (Grew) to the Secretary of State 

Toxyo, September 11, 1984—noon. 
[Received September 11—5: 34 a. m.] 

200. Yoshida, former Vice Minister of Foreign Affairs and son-in- 

law of Count Makino, called on me this morning and told me in con- 
fidence that Hirota had yesterday authorized him to tell the British 

Ambassador ** and myself that he hoped we would not be misled by 

the intransigent tone of the Japanese press or by the unfavorable 

atmosphere now prevailing in Japan with regard to the coming Naval 

Conference. Hirota said that he could not tell me this himself be- 

cause his hands are tied until the Navy Ministry formulates its plans 

but he wished me to know that the Japanese position in the Conference 

would not necessarily be so rigid or inflexible as might be assumed 
from statements appearing in the press. 

Yoshida said that 2 weeks ago Hirota had seemed very downhearted 
and pessimistic concerning the outlook for the Conference but that 

yesterday he had appeared greatly encouraged as a result of the last 

meeting of the Cabinet. Yoshida added that Prince Saionji“ had 

selected Admiral Okada as Prime Minister owing to the Genro’s desire 

to make the Naval Conference a success and because Okada had been 
helpful and ingenious in Tokyo in helping the London Conference 

through an important crisis. Yoshida believes that the views of Okada 

and Hirota are much the same and that the Navy Minister himself 

is not very far apart from them although he has to placate a strong 

group intransigent Admirals. “But,” added Yoshida, “minorities 

have sometimes won out over majorities.” In concluding, Yoshida 

warned me against too great optimism but at the same time not to 

judge Japan’s final position by the unfavorable atmosphere now pre- 

vailing in the press. He advised me to see Hirota in a few days after 

the press reaction to the recent Cabinet meeting have quieted down. 

I shall take leave of Hirota next week before departing on leave of 

absence on September 19 and shall merely listen to and report any state- 

ment that he may make. 

Repeated to Peiping by mail. 
GREW 

® Sir Robert Henry Clive. 
“Kimmochi Saionji, last of the Genro (Japanese “Elder Statesmen”).
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500.A15A5/184: Telegram 

The Ambassador in Japan (Grew) to the Secretary of State 

Toxyo, September 13, 1934—noon. 

[Received September 18—6: 25 a. m.] 

201. My 200 September 11, noon. The following text of a letter 
which Yoshida addressed to me yesterday on Foreign Office stationery 
is cabled as possibly significant : 

“Following to our conversation of yesterday, I should like to add 
certain remarks which Mr. Hirota said and which I thought better 
to leave to your direct conversation with him. Our Navy, he said, 
strongly oppose the ratio system and limitation of shipbuilding on 
category. At the same time, it has been in a position in which it is 
forced to accept a fair and adequate disarmament. Difficulties are 
how to make a formula on the line of the idea. 

As I said, one cannot be too optimistic, nor, of [szc] too pessimistic. 
It is extremely unfortunate Tokyo newspapers, magnifying matters, 

mislead the public to extreme and create a disagreeable atmosphere. I 
hope our Minister’s inspiring efforts and cooperation with him of the 
foreign representatives, particularly yours, dear Ambassador, will 
finally bring out a happy result.” 

The Embassy interpretation of the third sentence in Yoshida’s 
letter, which seems to me significant, is as follows: 

The Navy cannot reasonably expect to receive progressive increase 

in funds for building purposes. The naval appropriations for last 

year were approximately one-third of the normal national revenues. 

This year the Navy has asked for over 200,000,000 yen more than last 

year’s naval budget (714,000,000 as against 487,000,000 appropriated 

last year or almost one-half of the normal revenue of the country). 

Notwithstanding the unusually large expenditures already, only ap- 
proximately one-half of the building programs have been completed. 

For Japan to continue such a large outlay for auxiliary vessels and 
in addition to embark on a capital ship replacement program not 

envisaged in the present estimates but which might be necessary after 

1936 would apparently be beyond the capacity of the national finances 

and the naval authorities may, therefore, be forced to compromise, 

especially if some method can be devised to solve the problem of ratios 
which has become a national issue of prime importance. 

Repeated to Peiping by mail. 

GREW
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500.A15A5/196a : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) 

WASHINGTON, September 28, 19384—7 p. m. 

370. You will recall that in our telegram 211 of May 24, 3 p. m.,* 
we suggested that the preliminary and exploratory naval conversations 
should be carried on in the form of normal diplomatic interchanges . 
heading up through the Embassies and the Foreign Office in London. 
Inasmuch as conditions have now changed and the October meeting 
will be far more in the nature of a preliminary negotiation than a mere 
exchange of views, it has become necessary to establish a special ma- 
chinery to deal with the situation. The President has accordingly 
decided to send a special mission to London for this purpose and 
has asked Mr. Davis to sail on October 10 which will enable the delega- 
tion to be set up approximately October 17. We have not yet deter- 
mined upon the naval and diplomatic advisers to the delegation but 

will telegraph you as soon as possible. 
Hoty 

500.A15A5/198a : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Brita (Bingham) 

Wasuineron, October 5, 1934—8 p. m. 

375. As indicated in previous cable, the President and I felt that 
there are controlling reasons which necessitate having a special mis- 
sion, headed by Norman Davis, to carry on the naval negotiations in 
the new phase in which they are developing and which it may not be 
possible to head up through the Embassy particularly in negotiations 
with the Japanese. This is reinforced by our belief that the conversa- 
tions should be made tripartite as soon as possible in view of the 
necessity of dealing with basic principles before approaching technical 
questions. It is our intention, however, to assign Atherton to the Mis- 
sion as an advisor and as liaison with the Embassy. This has seemed 

to us the best way to deal with the changed situation caused by the 
entry of the Japanese into the conversations but 1f you have any sug- 
gestions we will be glad to have them. 

The setting up of a special mission raises a question with regard 
to yourself. Mr. Davis particularly desires to have the benefit of 
your counsel and cooperation as in the past,—a desire which the Presi- 
dent and I fully share. Would you accordingly telegraph us (1) 
whether you would prefer us to designate you a member of the mission, 

“ See telegram No. 202, May 24, to the Ambassador in France, p. 289.
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or (2) whether you would prefer instead to keep in touch with the 
work taking part of course in any Anglo-American conversations or 
negotiations and acting in more of a consultative capacity in respect. 
to the general work of the mission. If you have any alternative sug- 
gestions to offer, please feel quite free to do so. 

Hou. 

500.A15A5/199 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, October 8, 1934—1 p. m. 
[Received October 8—10 a. m.] 

551. Thank you for your telegram 375, October 5, 8 p. m., and you 
may be assured of my full cooperation with the special mission under 
Mr. Davis. Atherton’s assignment as a liaison officer with the Km- 

bassy will permit me to keep in close touch with the process of the 
negotiations without my designation as a member of the mission or 
participation in the actual discussions. 

; BINGHAM 

500.A15A5/207 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Japan (Grew) to the Secretary of State” 

Toxyo, October 17, 1934—3 p. m. 
[Received October 17—10: 20 a. m.] 

230. Reference my telegram No. 201, September 18, noon. 
1. I have just received from an entirely different source information 

tending to support my interpretation of the third sentence in Yoshida’s 
letter to the effect that budgetary considerations may be the basic 
factor controlling the policy of the Japanese Government at the Lon- 
don Naval Preliminary Conversations. 

9. A highly placed Japanese official recently told one of my col- | 
leagues that the hope of escaping the intolerable financial burden 
which a prolongation of the naval construction programs permitted 
by existing agreements would impose upon Japan is at the root of the 
proposals to be made by Japan at London; that this consideration was 
even greater than the desire to abolish the ratio system which is so 
repugnant to the Japanese nation. | 

3. My colleague is informed that Japan intends at London to propose 
the abolition of the existing agreements and their replacement by a 
simple agreement fixing a maximum global tonnage for the United 

” Repeated as telegram No. 1, October 17, to the Chairman of the American 
delegation to the Preliminary Naval Conversations.
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States, Great Britain and Japan; that if such a proposal is accepted 
Japan would hope that the United States and Great Britain would 
conclude a “gentleman’s agreement” with Japan not to increase their 

| naval forces beyond reasonable limits necessary for the defense of 
each. Japan would declare the tonnage which she believes necessary 
for her own defense and would wish the others to do the same. 

4. Failing an agreement of this kind Japan would have no other 
recourse after denouncing the existing agreements than to seek by 
other means, such as non-aggression pacts, to discourage if not prevent 
a naval armament race. 

5. In asserting the value of this and other information which has 
been conveyed to the Embassy through intermediaries and other forms 
of so called “back stage play” it should be borne in mind that all the 
evidence from the days of Townsend Harris“ to the present time 
reveals the fact that these are the accepted methods employed by the 
Japanese in dealings of every sort, even among themselves, and are not 
restricted to use only when foreigners are involved. Information such 

as that contained in this and previous telegrams should not neces- 
sarily be discarded because of the method by which it was conveyed. 
The Japanese Government is a complicated organization which is not 
subject to control by any one person or single group of persons. All 
decisions of importance are reached through a series of discussions 
and compromises among different departments, in which different 
groups and points of view must be taken into account. The different 
groups treat with each other through intermediaries and seldom 
approve directly until the ground has been cleared by informal inter- 
changes of this sort. , 

6. While men such as Kabayama,“ Yoshida, Sugimura “ and others 
speak without authority to commit anyone they are nevertheless in 
close and constant touch with and even participate in the councils of 
those who are in fact shaping the country’s policies; when they speak 
they must be considered as accurately reflecting what has actually 
occurred during the discussions. 

¢. It is true that during the Manchurian venture in 1931 we were 
receiving assurances from the civil authorities which were rendered 
nugatory by the action of the military; the present situation is not 
however analogous. The military are not operating upon the battle- 
field but in the arena of diplomacy which by its very nature is more 
adapted to the employment of methods with which the civil authorities, 
some of whom represent the less chauvinistic elements, are more 

“ First Minister Resident in Japan, 1859-61. 
“Count Aisuke Kabayama, member of Japanese House of Peers. 
“Yotaro Sugimura, Japanese Ambassador to Italy.
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familiar and in which, therefore, they may hope in a measure to 
succeed. 

8. This does not necessarily mean that the liberal elements will have 
their way at London but they may well exert more influence on the final 
outcome than would be generally believed from a consideration only 
of the press and public announcements made by the military during 
the past 6 months. 

9. The foregoing observations are submitted in the hope that they 
may assist the Department in correctly evaluating the information 
transmitted in this and previous telegrams. 

GREW 

500.A15A5/208 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation to the Preliminary Naval . 
Conversations (Davis) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, October 19, 1934—1 p. m. 
[Received October 19—11: 40 a. m.] 

3. Simon,“ whom I saw late yesterday afternoon at his request, told 
me they do not know to what extent the Japanese are going to propose 

modifications in existing naval agreements; that we must wait until 
they show their hand before deciding how to deal with the questions 
raised; and that he thought we should as agreed last June and July, 
first listen to what they have to say and ask for full explanations. 

He said that Matsudaira had brought Yamamoto * to make a cour- 
tesy call but that the Japanese had told him they would not be ready 
before Monday or Tuesday to begin the talks, but that no definite time 
as yet been fixed. He assumed the Japanese would no doubt wish to 
begin conversations with us at about the same time or shortly there- 
after. 

I told Simon that if the Japanese were going to raise such funda- 
mental issues as a change in the ratio and an alteration in the basis 
upon which the navies had been reduced and limited, it seemed to me 
it would be advisable, if not necessary, to have trilateral conversa- 
tions. Simon replied that it was very possible that it would be better 

to have joint meetings shortly after the first preliminary talks. I 
approached it in this way because in a press conference the day before 
yesterday Yamamoto, on being asked if Japan would agree to tri- 
partite conversations, replied that Japan had been invited to London 
for bilateral conversations and that if the question arose he would have 

“ Sir John Simon, British Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs. 
*“Tsoroku Yamamoto, technical adviser to the J apanese delegation.
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to get fresh instructions from his Government. Under the cireum- 

stances I think it better that the three-cornered talks evolve in a 

natural way as soon as possible rather than to make an issue of the 

point. If Japanese think we are trying to force trilateral conversa- 

tions they will be suspicious and reluctant. Since the British Gov- 

ernment invited us for bilateral conversations it would be difficult for 

them to oppose the Japanese view, if the latter should be unwilling to 

enter trilateral talks. Simon told me that Matsudaira had called to 

see him after Yamamoto’s announcement “ in America of an intention 

to denounce the Washington treaty and had said that Yamamoto’s 

: statement must not be construed too literally; that the Japanese would 

wish to propose certain modifications but that only in case of a failure 
to arrive at some agreement would the question of denunciation arise. 

a, Davis 

500.A15A5/215 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 
of State 

Lonpon, October 25, 1934—4 p. m. 
[Received October 25—12 : 05 p. m. ] 

9. In company with Atherton I had an hour’s talk with MacDonald 

and Simon this morning. We exchanged views with regard to the 

Japanese general proposals * which the British apparently find as 

unacceptable as we do. MacDonald said they could under no cond1- 

tions accept the Japanese idea of a common maximum limit which 

would hold the larger navies by the throat while the others increase 

their strength. Simon said he hoped that when the Japanese find 

that neither one of us will agree to the fundamental changes which 

their proposals would involve they might become more reasonable and 

perhaps be satisfied with a general statement of the equality of sover- 

eign rights, et cetera, in a preamble to a treaty, and then in the body 

of the treaty, fix the respective relative limits, which would hold 

approximately to the existing ratios. MacDonald suggested that 

we allow the Japanese to develop further their ideas and explain 
more in detail their technical proposals and the reason for their stand 

on general principles, without coming as yet to grips on actual formal 

refusal. Simon inquired if after we have each had another meet- 

ing with the Japanese we thought it would be advisable to arrange a 
meeting of the entire British and American delegations, at which we 
might continue our discussions of last summer. We answered yes. 

Davis 

*® New York Times, October 11, 19834, p. 1. 
“or summary of the proposals, see telegram No. 182, October 25, 7 p. m., to 

the Ambassador in Japan, p. 314.
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500.A15A5/211 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American 
Delegation (Davis) 

Wasurneton, October 25, 1934—6 p. m. 

6. For Davis from the Secretary. Your 6, October 24, 7 p.m.° 
This and the recent public utterances of responsible exponents of Jap- 
anese official and unoflicial views indicate a rigid and uncompromising 
attitude on part of Japan. The scope and rigidity of the position 
which they take suggest that they are preparing the ground for a prob- | 
able walk-out. Their evident unwillingness to discuss anything 
except what suits their own national aspirations, without regard 
to world conditions, implies throwing off all restrictions and aban- 
doning all effort toward real cooperation in the field of interna- 
tional relations and machinery for peace. They offer no justification 
except the arguments of prestige and manifest destiny for their claim 
of paramount rights and responsibilities in the Far East and their 
demand for a change in the naval ratios and agreements entered 
into toward preservation of peace in the Far East. There is no 
sufficient reason why all the nations of the world cannot go along 
on the basis of peace and security agreed upon in the Washington 
Treaties, treaties for the principles and provisions of which this 
Government still stands. The Japanese plea of need of self-defense 
is similar to that which they made when beginning their military occu- 
pation of Manchuria and, in 1932, their attack upon the Chinese at 

Shanghai." There is no reason why the other countries of the world 
should accept the Japanese view of Japan’s rights and requirements 
or permit themselves to be represented as blocking the legitimate as- 
pirations of the Japanese people. The publicity which they are giving 
to their line of exposition suggests that, expecting to walk out, they 
hope to create with the public an impression, which may be developed 
further at the moment when they so move, that they are forced to that 
conclusive action by indifference on the part of other countries to 
Japan’s necessities in the field of self-defense. 
We will need to combat whatever efforts they may make to shift the 

responsibility for a break, if and when, from themselves to us and/or 
the British. 

It is believed that the above given line of reasoning should guide us 
in contacts with the British conferees and with the press. It should 
not be made the basis of any official statement but might be borne in 

” Foreign Relations, Japan, 1931-1941, vol. 1, p. 254; for summary, see telegram 
No. 182, October 25, 7 p. m., to the Ambassador in Japan, infra. 

“ For correspondence, see Foreign Relations, 1932, vol. 1v, pp. 464 ff.: see also 
Foreign Relations, Japan, 1931-1941, vol. 1, pp. 161 ff.
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mind in the course of discussions or conferences where comment is 
required. 

Following from Phillips _—_ Publicity here at present satisfactory 
| from American viewpoint.” 

PHILLIPS 

| 500.A15A5/211 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Japan (Grew) 

WasuHineton, October 25, 1934—7 p. m. 

182. The following is a summary of telegram No. 6 of October 24, 
- @p.m.,®? from Mr. Davis in London: 

The American and Japanese Delegations met on the morning of 
October 24. 

Matsudaira and Yamamoto read statements substance as follows: 

Possession of armaments necessary for national safety is the right 
of all nations. In considering disarmament due regard must be given 
that right to avoid impairing a sense of national security. Any dis- 
armament agreement must be based on the principle of non-aggression 
and non-menace. To that end the leading naval Powers should fix 
a “common upper limit” which may not be exceeded but within which 
each power may equip itself as it sees fit. The upper limit should 
be as low as possible and “offensive arms” should be reduced or abol- 
ished in favor of “essentially defensive arms”. 

The Americans raised questions as to the meaning of “common 
upper limit” and “offensive arms”. Yamamoto said the “upper limit” 
should be the same for all Powers and should be as low as possible. 

While Japan would not necessarily build up to the maximum it would 
be free to do so if security demanded. Any agreement not to build 
to the maximum would be interpreted by the Japanese people as a 
perpetuation of naval inferiority. 

Regarding “offensive weapons”, Yamamoto felt it was a question of __ 
determining which vessels were peculiarly offensive. They regarded 
as such, in the order mentioned, aircraft carriers, capital ships, and 
8-inch gun cruisers. The Japanese Navy considered submarines as 
defensive and their offensive character against merchant vessels would 

| be ended by making universal and effective the London Treaty provi- 
sions in this respect. 

Davis then summarized the American position of favoring continued 
adherence to the principles and bases on which the Navies had already 
been limited and reduced, plus a reduction in total treaty tonnages. 
Matsudaira said his Delegation was instructed to propose a new basis 
and could not accept a continuance of the present system. Davis in- 

"This paragraph appears in ink in Phillips’ handwriting. 
8 Foreign Relations, Japan, 1931-1941, vol. 1, p. 254.
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quired what had happened to change the relative equality agreed on 
in 1922. Yamamoto replied that the Washington Treaty established 
equality of defense for Japanese waters but not for the mid-Pacific. 
Since 1922 naval construction and technique and aviation had upset 
the equilibrium in favor of an attacking fleet and the old figures would 
not satisfy the Japanese people today. Also the inferior ratio caused 
“a certain country” to look on Japan with contempt, producing com- 
plications in the Orient. Matsudaira referred to the troubled political 
situation in the Far East and the rest of the world, declaring European 
events psychologically disturbed Japan and increased Japanese public 
unwillingness to accept present treaty principles. 

Davis said that certain phrases used by the Japanese Delegation 
were susceptible of different meanings and it would be necessary to 
determine their exact meaning before considering whether the Japanese 
proposals could serve as a basis for future discussion. He added that 
it seemed that the Japanese suggestions might involve such funda- 
mental changes as to require reopening all matters on which the exist- 
ing treaties were based. He doubted the practicability and advis- 
ability of this now. The Americans had hoped it would be unneces- 
sary to raise political questions, at least in the preliminary conversa- 
tions. Matsudaira said that the Japanese proposals did not contem- 
plate a change in existing political agreements or non-fortification 
provisions in the Pacific. The two Delegations then agreed to dis- 
continue discussions until they had considered what had been said and 
until a further elucidation, promised by Matsudaira, had been made; 
also that the conversations were to be confidential. 

| PHILLIPS 

500.A15A5/215 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American 
Delegation (Davis) 

WasHINeTON, October 26, 1934—5 p. m. 
9. Your 9, October 25, 4 p. m. is distinctly encouraging. Asa clear 

cut understanding between the British and ourselves in opposition to 
the Japanese demands seems to offer the only visible chance of effect- 
ing their modification, we agree with you that a well-staged, full 
dress meeting between the two delegations should prove of real value. 
We assume, however, that when you specify in the last sentence your 
purpose of “continuing the discussions of last summer” you refer to 
questions of general principle dealt with in the earlier meetings, 
notably on June 18 and June 21, and will not allow the discussions 

** See telegram No. 332, June 18, 10 p. m., from the Ambassador in Great Britain, 
P. 568 ; telegram No. 343, June 21, 4 p. m., from the Ambassador in Great Britain, | .
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(at this stage at least) to become deflected to technical problems, where 
existing differences of opinion might be emphasized anew. This could 
only confuse the picture and encourage the Japanese in their present 

demands. 
PHILLIPS 

500.A15A5/221 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 
of State 

Lonpon, October 26, 1934—9 p. m. 
[Received October 26—5 : 40 p. m.] 

12. 1. Your telegram No. 6, October 25, 6 p. m., is very helpful 
for my guidance. Unquestionably the rigidity of the Japanese posi- 
tion and the publicity which they are giving to their proposals are 

diminishing the possibilities of agreement. This is having a marked 
effect on the British as evidenced by the attitude of MacDonald and 
Simon reported in my 9, October 25, 4 p. m., and as reflected in 

: today’s press. After agreeing that my visit to MacDonald yesterday 
should be treated as personal the British reported it to the press as 
formal and official and the Z7mes in reporting it makes the suggestion 
that three-cornered conversations will soon become useful. 

2. In reply to a report published here yesterday from Tokyo that 
Sir Charles Seligman of the British trade mission in Japan had 
indicated that England might renew the Anglo-Japanese alliance, the 
principal papers here this morning suggest that utterances of this 
sort are leading the United States to doubt England’s good faith, 
deny that the Federation of British Industries mission is in any 
sense official and take the occasion to emphasize a community of views 
in the naval conversations of England with the United States. 

8. I am informed in confidence from the Foreign Office Press Sec- 
tion that the Seligman statement was grasped as an opportunity to 
dispel any illusions as to an Anglo-Japanese alliance and to affirm 
a close approximation of British and American naval policies. In 
this manner a direct attack on the British Industries mission was 
avoided. Moreover, this was done with a view of conveying the im- 
pression of a solidarity of Anglo-American position, without a direct 

declaration thereof, in order to spare the Japanese feelings. 
4, MacDonald told me yesterday that, in view of the Japanese atti- 

tude they have decided not to outline to them as fully and frankly 
as they did to us their own views as to naval requirements.
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5. If the Japanese remain irreconcilable and the British hold to 
the same position as we can do I think it is well to defer for the present 
preparing the stage for publicity of the President’s letter to me*® 
since it might cause a public divergence with the British and would 
not in any event lose any of its vigor through delay. 

Davis 

500.A15A5 /222 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 

of State 

| Lonvon, October 27, 1984—8 p. m. 
[Received October 27—4: 53 p. m.] 

14. Your 9, October 26,5 p.m. I agree entirely with you that the 
unity of view between the British and ourselves with relation to the 
Japanese question should not be prejudiced by the injection at this 
time of a discussion with the British on technical questions on which : 
there are differences. The meeting between the British and ourselves, 
which is now fixed for 3:30 Monday afternoon, is mainly for a discus- 
sion of the issues raised by Japan but is also staged for its possible 
effect on Japan. 

I told MacDonald frankly that we still favored a net reduction in 
total tonnage and that we would not be willing to agree to an increase 
in total tonnage. Recognizing, however, the importance of keeping 
the British in line and at the same time avoiding a dangerous technical 
discussion I told MacDonald, in agreement with Standley, that if we 
could agree upon a common position with regards to the issues raised 
by Japan there was a possibility of reaching an agreement, within the 
limits imposed upon us, for an increase in cruiser tonnage provided 
any such increase could be offset by an equal if not greater decrease in 
other categories. 

| Davis 

500.A15A5/224 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 
of State 

Lonpbon, October 29, 1934—8 p. m. 
[Received October 29—5 : 30 p. m.] 

15. At a further meeting with the Japanese this morning Matsudaira 
definitely stated that the Japanese would denounce the Washington 

* Mr. Davis incorporated President Roosevelt’s letter of guidance in his speech 
before the first plenary session of the London Nava] Conference, December 9, 1935 ; 
for text of letter, see Foreign Relations, Japan, 1931-1941, vol. 1, p. 282.
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Treaty before the end of the year. He alsostated that in the Japanese 
plan France and Italy would be entitled to the same common upper 
limit as the three principal naval powers although there would be no 
objection to their making a separate arrangement among themselves 
for a smaller total. 

In discussing the question of whether or not. there should be a meet- 
ing of the technical experts of the two delegations similar to the one 
which had taken place between the British and Japanese experts last 
Friday we made it plain that we were only willing to have the Japanese 
present to us their views with regard to technical questions on the 
understanding that neither party would be making any commitment as 
to principle. Admiral Yamamoto felt that there would be little value 
in a technical meeting unless the American experts were also prepared 
to submit the technical details of the American program. He pointed 
out in this connection that at the meeting with the British experts the 
latter had submitted the technical details of the British program, a 

| point which the British confirmed this afternoon. I replied that we 
have no technical details to present, since our program consisted of 
favoring a percentage reduction within the existing treaty system and 
that once this general principle were accepted we would be open- 
minded as to the method of carrying it into effect in the individual 
categories. We did not come to any definite conclusion on the ques- 
tion of the technical details but decided to take up the matter again 
at another meeting of the two delegations. | 

Davis 

500.A15A5/225 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 
of State | 

Lonpon, October 29, 1934—9 p. m. 
| [Received 9:20 p. m.] 

16. We met today with the British Prime Minister, Sir John Simon, 
First Lord of the Admiralty,” and First Sea Lord.*® MacDonald 
began by referring to our conversations of last June and July. He 
mentioned the personal message from President Roosevelt °° which he 
had appreciated and to which he had replied © explaining the reasons 
that made an increase in cruisers a vital necessity for them. He said 
that we had agreed to defer further discussions at the time but that 

Sir Bolton Meredith Eyres-Monsell. 
* Admiral Sir Ernle Chatfield. 
‘oe telegram No. 270, June 26, 9 p. m., to the Ambassador in Great Britain, 

” ° See telegram No. 364, June 27, 9 p. m., from the Ambassador in Great Britain, 
p. 281.
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he wondered if we had any new thoughts on the subject. I reiterated 
what I had stated to him, as reported in my 14, October 27, 8 p. m., 
and said it seemed to me that in view of the vital and fundamental 
issues raised by Japan we would not be facing realities if we were to 
enter into technical discussions over a treaty that would never be 
signed unless there is a change in the Japanese attitude. I added that 
this was particularly true in view of the fact that Hirota had informed 
the American Ambassador in Tokyo September 18th [77th] @ that 
Japan intended to abrogate the Washington Treaty at the end of this 
year and that this statement had since been confirmed to me in private 
by Matsudaira and at a meeting with the Japanese this morning when 
Matsudaira had openly repeated his previous assertion. Simon here 
interjected that he had reached the conviction that the Japanese in- 
tended to abrogate the Washington Treaty. 

We then put each other up to date with regard to our discussions 
with the Japanese. The Prime Minister stated that the British in their 
several meetings with the Japanese had endeavored to obtain an accu- 
rate picture of the Japanese position which he said the British had 
come to realize was an even more serious problem to Great Britain 
than to the United States; but that, cost what it may, Great Britain 
was determined to meet the situation in view of its far-flung responsi- 
bilities with a fleet adequate for defense in the Pacific and a fleet for 
home defense. He had come to the conclusion that either this fleet 
must be built of sufficient size for the purposes outlined or they must 
seek a political agreement covering the Pacific which would give them 
the security that they needed there. He said the Japanese had indi- 
cated to the British as they had to us this morning that their common 
upper limit included Italy and France and anybody else, which the 
Prime Minister said might one day include Germany and even Russia 

‘and create an even more impossible situation, and to which he had 
told the Japanese they could not agree. 

The Prime Minister then explained that he felt we must continue 
a most sympathetic and patient attitude with the Japanese, that the 
matter was so profoundly important that we must explore every pos- 
sible path. The Prime Minister however said that in the event that a 
three-cornered agreement was impossible he never questioned, and 
indeed welcomed, parity with the United States, but that that parity 
must be based upon Great Britain’s conception of the risks they had 
to face and not on an arbitrary figure imposed upon Great Britain 
by the United States. 

I replied that the last thing the United States desired to do was to 
impose upon any nation and particularly upon Great Britain, a 

Porson Hseion, apa seo a pease Ambassador 8 Jaan,
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treaty incompatible with her national safety, but that we must both 
consider, in the event that Japan walked out, how we can both adopt a 
course which will not invite a naval race with Japan. We must leave 
on Japan the onus of a race if it should come. 

I pointed out, however, that I was somewhat at a loss to know how 
to continue the conversations with the Japanese particularly in a re- 
turn courtesy call which the American delegation was paying in the 
near future. The Prime Minister and Sir John Simon both made 
the suggestion that I should urge the Japanese to contemplate the 
situation that would be created if no treaty were reached. They 
added that if we both continued separately to impress upon the 
Japanese in all friendship and in patience that we could not con- 
template acceptance of fundamental changes in the existing treaties 
and if they were made really aware of the unfortunate situation that 
would result for all concerned, including themselves, if the treaty 
were abrogated, the Japanese would eventually realize that we have 
a common point of view and this might give some hope of their chang- 
ing their attitude. It 1s evident to me that the Japanese delegation 
had made a point to the British that they had not raised in their dis- 
cussions with us, namely, that their desire for increased armaments 
in the Pacific was due to their fear of the American Fleet. The Prime 
Minister stated that they had proposed to the Japanese that a face- 
saving device be devised coupled with a limitation as to building pro- 
grams over a period of years; that this suggestion had not at first 
been repulsed but that later in the discussions the Japanese had 
adopted the same rigid attitude that they had taken with us. 

At the conclusion of the conversation I again sounded out the Brit- 
ish position on tripartite meetings and found an almost unanimous 
opinion that such an eventuality must be considered when the Japa- 
nese position was definitely cleared up but that for the moment nothing 
would be gained by it particularly as it might be construed as an 
Anglo-American attempt to coerce Japan. 

There is no question in my mind as to the deep concern with which 
England views the Japanese policy. No solution has been reached 
in their minds. ‘They desire that there should be further bilateral 
talks with the Japanese and another meeting between the British and 
American delegations, possibly the latter part of this week. By that 
time I hope we will be in a position to go into more positive attitudes. 

In order that there should be no misunderstanding I asked the First 
Sea Lord whether in view of the importance of the Japanese situation 
he did not think that at present any technical discussion between the 
Admiralty and Admiral Standley would be unnecessary and inadvis- 
able and he replied emphatically, yes.
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MacDonald said that if the Japanese definitely refused to recede 
from their position, as seemed most probable, it would then be neces- 
sary and desirable for us to sit down together and discuss how we 
should deal with the resultant situation, particularly with regard to 
our own navies. He thought it, however, inadvisable for the United 
States and Great Britain to attempt to do this until all hope of a 
tripartite agreement is exhausted. 

Davis 

500.A15A5/229a: Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American 
| Delegation (Davis) 

WasuHineoTon, October 31, 1934—5 p. m. 

12. (1) The press today devotes considerable space to interview 
given by Ambassador Saito yesterday on his return from Tokyo. 
The gist of his remarks was that Japan would be satisfied with achiev- 
ing naval equality with America and Great Britain over a period of 

years instead of immediately, but that it must be a real, not a theoretic 

equality. 
(2) Press despatches from England during the past few days have 

progressively stressed the role of England as mediator between the 
American and Japanese positions. For instance, Kuhn in Vew York 
Times today writes “The British standing between the two sides can 
claim credit for bringing the Japanese and the Americans together 
again. It is understood that Prime Minister MacDonald suggested 
a further effort after yesterday’s talks had failed. . . .°* The prospects 
of a new naval treaty are remote but if a breakup come[s] the British 
naturally want as little irritation as possible between the Japanese 
and the Americans.” There have been few indications in the press 
that Great Britain is as unwilling as we to accept the Japanese 
demands. 

(3) Grew reports from Tokyo ® as follows: 

“Since the opening of the naval conversations in London the Japa- 
nese press has constantly given the impression that the alleged lack of 
harmony in the proceedings is caused by American opposition to other 
points of view. The headlines stress American intransigence and 
little is published to indicate that any obstacles of importance have 
arisen beyond American unwillingness to agree to Japan’s reasonable 
proposals. The English are reported to be more willing to consider 
Japan’s claim for parity. It is not clear whether this is due to the 
character of the news reports sent out from London or whether the 
Japanese press is acting on hints from the authorities here. In any 

® Omission indicated in the original. 
*® Telegram No. 239, October 31, 11 a. m.; not printed. 

791118—51——-27
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event, it seems likely that in case the meetings prove fruitless or 
do not end to the satisfaction of Japan, the blame in Japan will be 
thrown squarely and probably exclusively on the United States.” 

(4) Yesterday’s press despatches from London featured an alleged 
warning by the American Delegation that if the Japanese scrapped 
the Washington Treaty, the United States might be forced to fortify 
its possessions in the Pacific. This was attributed to “reliable Ameri- 
can quarters”. Other references to future American plans have been 
attributed to an “American spokesman”. We incline to the belief 
that in any comment or guidance that is given to the press, it would be 
good tactics not to discuss our future policies in the event of failure, 
particularly if they could be construed in any way as an implied 
threat. I fear anything of this sort would be seized upon by the 
Japanese press and serve further to particularize animosity against 

the United States. 
PHILiirs 

500.A15A5/229 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Japan (Grew) to the Secretary of State“ 

Toxyo, November 1, 1934—11 a. m. 
[Received November 1—1: 52 a. m.] 

240. The Naval Attaché © has had a confidential conversation with 
Captain Shimomura, Chief of the American Section of the Japanese 
Navy Department here, who said that the Japanese Navy has given 
up hope of any agreement being reached at London; that everything 
depends upon the attitude of the United States, and that he knew from 
his conversations in Washington that the United States would be 
unwilling to accept the Japanese proposals. Shimomura also stated 
that Great Britain would follow the lead of the United States which 
would add to the difficulty. He then asked our Naval Attaché if 
the United States would be willing to give Japan 90 per cent of our 
strength, and inquired about the retention by the United States of 
naval bases in the Philippines after their independence. The Naval 
Attaché pointed out that in the absence of a treaty capital ships could 
be replaced when over age, to which Shimomura significantly replied 
that this would be a difficult question for Japan. 

The Naval Attaché considers that it might be inferred from this 
conversation that Japan may later bring forward compromise pro- 
posals, even during the 2 years after notice of abrogation of the 
Washington Treaty has been given. 

“ Repeated as telegram No. 14, November 1, to the Chairman of the American 
delegation. 

* Capt. Fred F. Rogers.
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I feel strongly that the United States should make no material 
concessions at the present time. 

GREW 

500.A15A5/231 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 
of State 

| Lonpon, November 1, 1934—9 p. m. 
[Received November 1—8:20 p. m.]| 

18. My 17, October 31, 8 p. m.* I initiated the discussion with 

the Japanese by stating that their explanation indicated that their 
proposals were based on two reasons: first, that technical improve- 
ments have modified relative security established by the Washington 
and London Treaties; and second, that the present treaties are detri- 
mental to Japan’s national prestige in its relations with China. 

In regard to the first, I said that we did not feel that there has 
been any technical improvement which has altered relative security. 

As to prestige: since the war the nations of the world have devel- 
oped the concept of adjustment of problems of international concern 
through cooperation. We sincerely hoped that Japan would continue 
to associate itself with this movement, and that it would not revert 
to the obsolete theory of independent action. ‘T’o do so might be help- 
ful to Japan in dealing with China, but it would not be helpful to 
Japan’s prestige throughout the world. I said that we recognized 
that Japan’s relations with China presented difficult problems; that we 
desired to work in the most friendly way with Japan in meeting prob- 
lems disturbing to the Japanese people; but that the Japanese pro- 
posals could not be dealt with intelligently without reopening related 
political questions. I then asked whether the Japanese had weighed 
carefully what the effects would be of an abrogation of the Washington 
Treaty; however, I thought it would be difficult to prove that the 
security of Japan had in any way been prejudiced by the naval 
treaties. 

Matsudaira explained, to our surprise, that Japan’s preoccupation 
with the problem of prestige has nothing to do with China and that 

he had no intention of giving such [impression?]. We reminded 
Matsudaira of Yamamoto’s reference to “certain country”. Yama- 
moto nodded assent. Matsudaira proceeded to say that he associated 
himself completely with the view that the three principal naval powers 
should work together to promote peace. However, Japan desires to 
cooperate on an equal footing with the other powers, which the Japa- 

“Not printed.



324 | FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1934, VOLUME 1 

nese people believe it cannot do so long as Japan is bound by an 
inferior ratio. 
Admiral Yamamoto gave an extended explanation of his statement 

made at a previous meeting, that technical improvements have modi- 
fied the relative security established by the Washington Treaties. 
Briefly, his arguments were that tremendous increases in radius of 

action and of speed of vessels and improvements in naval aviation 
had operated to give greater advantages to an attacking fleet than to 

a defending fleet; that the Washington and London Treaties had in 
each case created dissatisfaction in the Japanese Navy; that Japan 
had endeavored to make good the deficiency in restricted vessels by 
constructing vessels in unrestricted categories, thus occasioning simi- 
lar construction by other nations; and that it was necessary to proceed 
on the basis of new principles. 

Admiral Standley disposed effectively of these arguments by point- 
ing out that the Japanese Navy has kept pace with other powers in 
the matter of technical improvements and that Japan has more new 
vessels than has the United States, for the reason that the United 
States refrained for 10 years from new construction in the hope that 
the other nations would follow its lead. 

I observed that we are unable to appreciate the contention that 
a smaller navy affects a nation’s prestige, and that it would be as 
logical for us to argue that we were not on an equal footing with 
Japan because she has an army vastly larger than ours, as for them 

to argue that they are not on an equal footing with us because we 
have a larger navy. I jokingly asked if their proposal to bring their 
navy up to ours included the bringing of their army down to ours. 
Matsudaira replied that that was another matter. 

I concluded the discussion by urging the Japanese delegation to give 
further consideration to the problems which their proposals would 
raise. Matsudaira suggested that it would be advisable to proceed 
slowly, in which thought we concurred. 

It was understood that we would meet again but no arrangement was 
made for the next meeting. 

Davis 

500.A15A5/232 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 
of State | 

Lonpon, November 2, 1934—7 p. m. 
[Received November 2—3: 59 p. m.] 

20. Your No. 12, October 31,5 p.m. I have carefully avoided say- 
ing anything that could be construed as a threat of what we would do 
in case of abrogation of the Washington Treaty. The intimation that
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the United States might fortify its possessions in the Pacific if the 
Japanese scrapped the treaty was first contained in a Reuter’s despatch 

as coming from Washington official circles. 
| Davis 

500.A15A5/236 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 
of State 

Lonpon, November 6, 1934—9 p. m. 
[Received November 6—5:15 p. m.| 

94, At Simon’s request I called this afternoon with Atherton to talk 
with him and Craigie. Simon said that while he was skeptical of the 
possibility of reaching an agreement with the Japanese he thought we 
ought to exhaust every possibility to achieve it. With that in view, he 
and the Prime Minister were going to have another talk with Matsu- 
daira and see if the Japanese would be satisfied with a face-saving 
preamble to a treaty that does not alter the actual status. This pre- 
amble would acknowledge inherent equality of sovereign rights, of 
self-defense, et cetera, but that naval needs are not necessarily equal 
but depend upon circumstances. The treaty would then establish the 
respective maximum programs which in practice would work out at 
the present relative strengths. Simon said that they did not wish 
to do this without consulting us. 

I told Simon that before committing myself it would be necessary to 
consider very carefully the formula and to consult Washington but 
that my personal opinion was that if it were purely a face-saving for- 
mula which did not alter the actual relative strength or the basis upon 
which the present naval limitation rests, there would be no inherent 
objection. I further stated that I thought it most important to avoid 
any misunderstanding and to make it distinctly clear to the Japanese 
that if the maintenance of the present status could be made more 
palatable to them we would be glad to consider a method of doing so 
but if Japan could not be satisfied short of change in the status which 
would require a reopening of all the questions involved, there seemed 
to be no basis for agreement. I told Simon that the proposals of the 

Japanese indicated that they had adopted a basic change of policy 
and that therefore I did not believe they would accept a face-saving 

| device. I also reminded him that the experience in trying to find a 
formula to satisfy Germany’s demand for equality of status * had 
not been very fortunate and that it was essential to avoid a repetition 
with Japan. 

“ See Foreign Relations, 1982, vol. 1, pp. 416 ff.
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Simon said that he entirely agreed and that, while the Japanese 
would probably not accept it, he thought it well to raise the question 
to find out definitely where we stand. 

Davis 

500.A15A5/246 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 

of State 

Lonpon, November 9, 1934—6 p. m. 
[Received November 9—3:31 p. m.] 

26. Yesterday Craigie called to inform us about the meeting with 
the Japanese on the previous day. In substance the British had 
stated that the idea of a common upper level was unacceptable to them 
for the reasons that they had already outlined to the Japanese. They 
desired, however, to give Japan such comfort in regard to prestige 
as might be practical and to this end had been thinking that a possible 
solution might be worked out somewhat as follows: There should be 
a formula recognizing the equality of status of the contracting powers. 
This formula would add, however, that because of their difference in 
needs each nation would not consider it necessary to build up to the 
point to which the other or others might have reached and the fact 
that they might not have built up was by no means to be considered as 
a denial of the right of parity. This formula should be followed by a 
“voluntary” declaration whereby each nation after agreement with 
the others sets forth its building program which should be a con- 
tractual obligation as a part of the treaty. 

In order to make it doubly certain that any reference to the building 
program should be of a contractual nature I recalled to Craigie the 
fact that in my recent conversation with Simon (see my 24, November 
6, 9 p.m.) I had insisted upon the fact that a contractual agreement 
on building programs was indispensable and that there should be no 
change in the relative strength if the agreement was to have any 
value. 

In reply to a question as to whether it was true, as reported in the 
press, that the British had also discussed with the Japanese a rear- 
rangement of categories in order more effectively to hide the ratio, 
Craigie replied that they had not discussed this. 

Craigie explained that Yamamoto had subsequently called on the 
First Sea Lord. While Craigie had not seen the minutes of the 
meeting, he understood that Yamamoto has merely desired to clear 
up certain points of the British suggestion in regard to which he had 
been in doubt and had given the First Sea Lord to understand that 
the proposals were unacceptable to the Japanese. 

Davis
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500.A15A5/254a : Telegram 

Lhe Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American Delegation 
(Davis) 

Wasuinaton, November 13, 1984—3 p. m. 

17. (1) During my absence I have carefully followed all your 
telegrams and entirely approve your methods of handling a very 
difficult situation. The following observations may be useful to you 
as showing the way our minds are running here. 

(2) As to immediate tactics. We agree with you that pending 
the Japanese answer to the British proposals, we should make no 
move. If the Japanese reject them, it will convince the British pub- 
lic more effectively of Japanese intransigence than if we had in the 
meanwhile expressed an opinion or shown concern. If, on the other 
hand, the Japanese accept the British proposals or give an ambiguous 
reply, we shall still have plenty of time to meet the situation thereby 
created. 

(3) American public opinion has been frankly suspicious, not to 
say resentful, of the recent British compromise proposals, and the 
fact that the newspaper accounts attributed without contradiction to 
“authoritative sources” do not tally with the explanations given you 
by Craigie, have caused us some worry. 

(4) The conversations of the past 3 weeks have convinced us that 
there is virtually no chance of bridging the definite disagreement be- 
tween the Japanese on the one hand and ourselves and the British on 
the other as to the fundamentals of future naval limitation. We 
have given the Japanese every chance to explain and justify their de- 
mands; we have not forced the pace nor have we refused them a chance 
to “save face”. I feel we should continue to emphasize our thesis 
that maintaining the treaties as a basis for future limitation rests on 
the equality of self-defense, equality of security, and a united purpose 
to avoid rivalry in armaments. The Japanese thesis can only be con- 
strued as a desire to substitute overwhelming supremacy in the Orient 
which would open the way to preferential rights and privileges and 
to a destruction of the delicate balance in Asia, both political and eco- 
nomic, represented by the other basic principles and policies con- 
tained in the Washington and other treaties. 

(5) If the Japanese position remains unmodified, we feel that the 
next move is for you to ask the British what they think should be 
done. You might preface your inquiry with the simple statement that 
you are willing to stay as long as they may be willing to give you an 
assurance that in their opinion a useful purpose in the interest of all 
concerned is to be served by your doing so. In other words, the situa- 
tion seems to warrant a real effort to compel the British to assume a
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responsibility, if they seek to prolong the naval conversations and to 
keep you in London indefinitely, in connection therewith. 

Hv 

500.A15A5/258 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 

of State 

Lonpon, November 13, 1934—9 p. m. 
[Received November 18—6: 15 p. m.] 

31. In a conversation with Simon today he told me he assumed 
Craigie had told me about the two inquiries which the British put to 
the Japanese at their last meeting. I replied that Craigie had merely 
told us about one inquiry which is reported in my 26, November 9, 
6p.m. Simon then said the second inquiry was a very important one 
and he wished to tell me about it. He had told Matsudaira that Hirota 
had on several occasions made reference to the possibility of a pact 
of non-aggression, and that he would like to know just what Hirota 
had in mind; that he assumed he did not mean an Anglo-Japanese 
pact of non-aggression or expect Great Britain to enter into anything 
of the kind without the United States which she would not do; that 
he furthermore assumed Hirota would not expect anyone to enter into 
a pact of non-aggression without knowing definitely whether the poli- 
cies to be pursued by the respective participants were such as not to 
provoke aggression ; that England, for instance, was vitally interested 
in the independence of China and in the open door and that he would 
like to know whether Hirota contemplated full assurance with regard 
to that in any proposed pact of non-aggression. 

Simon said they had not received any answer and he imagined the 
Japanese would find it difficult to give a satisfactory answer, but that 
he thought it advisable to let them know what they must expect in 
anticipation of the possibility of their proposing something of the 
kind. He also added that notwithstanding rumors to the contrary 
he could assure me that the British Government had had no negotia- 
tions whatever with the Japanese with regard to any political 
agreement. 

Davis 

500.A15A5/252 : Telegram - 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 

of State 

Lonvon, November 13, 1984—10 p. m. 

[Received 10:20 p. m.] 

32. For the President and the Secretary. Although the Japanese 
proposals were unacceptable to both the British and ourselves, the
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British, as I have reported, favored continuing the discussions in the 
hope of persuading the Japanese to agree to accept a new treaty em- 
bodying the essence of the Washington Treaty, with some face-saving 
formula, or minor changes, which would not substantially alter the 
relative ratio. The British proposals to the Japanese in this connection 
were reported in my 26, November 9, 6 p. m., and a reply from Tokyo 
is daily awaited. It now seems evident that the Japanese will not be 
satisfied with anything of the kind. Hence, it is probable that within a 
few days we will have to decide whether the conversations shall be 
continued, and if so, upon what basis and to what end, or whether to 
discontinue them for the time being, and if so, how this should be done. 

The fundamental situation which confronts both the British and 
ourselves is that Japan has officially informed us ® that she will in any 
event denounce the Washington Treaty before the end of the year and 

that she is determined not to continue naval limitation on the present 
principles. The basis on which the present conversations began thus 
no longer exists and to attempt to press Japan just now to alter her 
decision as to ratio would, in my opinion, be unreal and perhaps un- 
wise. It tends to weaken our position vis-a-vis the Japanese by giving 
the impression that we are afraid to face the situation created by their 
stand and that we desire by all means to keep the discussions alive. 
Moreover, it tends to confuse the issues in the public mind and to give 
free play to the imagination of the press, particularly as to purported 
Anglo-American differences. 

If we continue to hold conversations in the face of the Japanese de- 

nunciation of the Washington Treaty it would mean in essence that 
we concentrate on an attempt to find a new treaty to replace the old. 
In other words, we would seek to salvage what we could from the 
wreck of the Washington Treaty in the hope of getting Japan to define 
and limit her policy in such a way as to avoid a complete break and 
keep the militarists within reasonable bounds. While I question the 
wisdom of this course, I may point out that the British, anxious to pla- 
cate a group here which favors conciliating Japan, now hold a different 
view. 

When I reached London early in October a minority and extreme 
Tory group here were the only elements of the Cabinet with definite 
views as to a solution of the problem and they were prepared to pro- 
pose that, particularly in view of the troubled European situation, an 
agreement must be concluded with Japan on the best terms possible in 
order to define and limit her course of action in the Far East during 
the ensuing years. Such a policy was also supported by commercial 
elements seeking favorable trade promotion. However, this policy has 

See Foreign Relations, Japan, 1931-1941, vol. 1, pp. 258 ff.; see also telegram 
No, 214, September 25, 7 p. m., from the Chargé in Japan, post, p. 405.
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not gained any fresh adherents and mature considerations have 
crystallized the judgment of other elements in the Cabinet as well as 
political and Empire opinion, to maintain that cooperation with the 
United States even without a treaty must be a basic policy and negotia- 
tions with Japan must only be carried to a point where they do not run 
contrary to complete accord with the United States. This, together 
with the recent elections which are construed as an overwhelming man- 
date from the American people to the President, has given renewed 
faith in the power of an American Government to adopt and pursue 
a definite policy, all of which has strengthened the hand of the saner 

element here. 
The chief benefit that has come from the conversations has been 

to crystallize British opinion in our favor. The reaction in the Liberal 
and Labor section of the press today to the recent despatches from 

Washington showing suspicion of British activities, and from Mac- 
Donald’s denial, is distinctly favorable and helpful. Otherwise, 
speech last night was most timely and I am satisfied will have a very 
far-reaching effect. Finally, the adamant stand of the Japanese them- 
selves has discouraged those elements which favor placating the 
Japanese. 

In spite of the present desire of the British to go on with the con- 
versations, there is a possibility that the Japanese reply to the in- 

quiries the British have made in an effort to smoke out the Japanese 
position, will be unsatisfactory, and that the British will be forced 
to the conclusion that the conversations cannot be carried on usefully 
much longer, and that it would be advisable to terminate them for 
the present either through British initiative, as hosts, or in agreement 
with us, and possibly the Japanese. A substantial consideration in 
support of such determination is that Japan may be more inclined 
to be reasonable if conversations should be resumed some time sub- 
sequent to formal denunciation. Thus, Matsudaira told Wilson 
yesterday that he and Yamamoto had been discussing whether or not 
it was wise to continue the conversations or to resume at a later stage. 
In this connection, Matsudaira indicated to me in a talk some days 
ago, that once Japan had denounced the treaty it might have a calm- 
ing effect in Japan and make it possible to meet later under more 
auspicious conditions. 

If the conversations are thus to be ended, it should be done in such 
a way as not to give cause for recrimination in the press, to avoid 
the appearance of a complete termination of negotiations and leave 
the way open for future negotiations. 

°Tondon Times, November 138, 1984, p. 14. 
” Hugh R. Wilson, member of American delegation ; Minister to Switzerland.
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If, however, events do not develop as we anticipate, and there is 

no desire on the part of the others to terminate the conversations, 

then it becomes necessary for us to consider what we shall do under 

the circumstances. 
It would be helpful for me to have your views. 

Davis 

500.A15A5/254 : Telegram o 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 
of State 

Lonpon, November 14, 1934—2 p. m. 
[Received November 14—11: 25 a. m.] 

34. Supplementing my 31, November 18, 9 p. m., I told Simon I 
was inclined to believe that if there were to be a pact of non-aggression 
for the Pacific and the Far East we would come to the conclusion, 
in examining the matter, that if it were limited to the United States, 
England and Japan, it would create suspicion and resentment on the 
part of other powers interested in the Far East and that in my per- 
sonal opinion if there is to be a proper basis for a pact of non-aggres- 
sion, all of the signatures to the Nine-Power Treaty ™ and also Russia 
should be included. He replied that he had not thought of that but 
that it was a most interesting and excellent suggestion to which his 
first impression was favorable. We both agreed that the crux of such 
a problem would depend upon the extent to which Japan would bind 
herself not to pursue a policy that would provoke aggression. 

Davis 

500.A15A5/255 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 
of State 

Lonpon, November 14, 1934—3 p. m. 
[ Received November 14—11: 45 a. m.] 

35. LT appreciate your 17, November 13, 3 p. m. which crossed my 382, 

November 18, 10 p. m., and see that we are thinking along the same 
lines. I have been taking with the British the exact line suggested 
by you. 

In my talk with Simon yesterday I felt him out as to what their 
attitude would be in case, as is most probable, the Japanese reply is 

"Treaty between the United States, Belgium, the British Empire, China, 
France, Italy, Japan, the Netherlands, and Portugal, signed at Washington, 
February 6, 1922, Foreign Relations, 1922, vol, 1, p. 276, .
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unsatisfactory and I indicated some of the dangers and disadvantages 
with the impending Japanese denunciation, of continuing the con- 
versations after there is no longer hope for a satisfactory compre- 
hensive agreement. He said he was impressed by the reasons ad- 
vanced and would without committing his Government wish to think 
it over. He said however that since it had been so difficult to get the 
Japanese here at all there is a rather strong feeling in British Govern- 
ment circles that if the Japanese once get away they will not come 
again and that by keeping them here now we may ultimately get some- 
thing worth while from them or at least ascertain conclusively that the 
Japanese are unwilling to cooperate along constructive and reasonable 
lines and thus clarify our own minds as to how to deal with the 
situation. 

Davis 

500.A15A5/256 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 
of State 

Lonpon, November 14, 1984—4 p. m. 
[Received November 14—12: 55 p. m.] 

36. Personal for the President and the Secretary. One of the 
arguments heard frequently in Parliamentary circles, particularly 
among a younger Tory group who are really not conversant with the 
present naval problems and discussions, but have a none too friendly 
bias towards the United States, is that while they recognize the value 
of Anglo-American cooperation, every time American press reporters 
telegraph that the British are not in full support of United States 
policies, “the string is pulled from Washington” and some member 
of the British Cabinet gets up and on a public occasion repeats as a 
fundamental British thesis the desirability of Anglo-American co- 
operation, to which there is no response from America. I should not 
refer to this if it were not a trouble of somewhat long standing, more 
especially since there rarely comes back here from America a state- 
ment by a correspondingly high official of the United States Govern- 
ment recognizing the importance of Anglo-American cooperation in 
seeking world stability. 
Any utterance from the President or high Administration official 

in a public address at this time that might be considered as an indi- 
cation of the lines upon which the Administration is in favor of 
cooperation with Great Britain would do a great deal to remove all 
grievances and to obtain new friends. The recent speech of Smuts 7 

™ Speech before Royal Institute of International Affairs, November 12, 1934; 
for text, see London Times, November 13, 1934, p. 15.
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or the broadcast by Simon * to the United States might give an oppor- 

tunity for some statement if you should think it advisable that some- 

thing be done along the lines indicated. 
Davis 

500.A15A5/254 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American Delegation 

: (Davis) 

Wasuineton, November 14, 1984—6 p. m. 

20. Your 31, November 13, 9 p. m. and 34, November 14, 2 p. m. 

While we approve the line taken by you as reported in No. 34, we feel 

that toward any further discussion of such project, you should adopt 

an attitude receptive only, with no indication of particular interest in 

the proposal, but expressing, whenever approached, a view that bilat- 

eral pacts of this type with Japan would become obstacles to the prin- 

ciples for which the British and the American Governments stand in 

regard to situations in the Far East; that any multilateral treaty of 

this type should include at least the five most concerned powers, among 

them China; and would probably need to include more; and that any 

proposal for the conclusion of such a treaty should envisage the in- 

clusion of some kind of definition of aggression and prescription of 

limitations upon use of force by any power against or on the territory 

of another. 
Hum 

500.A15A5/258% | | 

President Roosevelt to the Secretary of State 

Wasuineton, November 14, 1934—6 p. m. ™ 

I have just read Norman Davis’ No. 32 of November 18th—10 p. m. 

It seems that matters may come to a head shortly requiring us to take 

a position as a result of Japanese intention to denounce the Treaty in 

December. | 

I think it might be a good idea to telegraph Davis that in the event 

the conferences break up he should consider : 

(a) Giving out my original letter of instructions to him and Admiral 
Standley.” 

(b) Seeking at least a gentleman’s agreement from the Japanese and 

the British that they will lay down no ships over and above the num- 

7 Delivered November 11, 1934, for the radio symposium of Carnegie Endow- 

ment for International Peace; for summary comment, see New York Times, 

November 12, p. 2. 
™ Received by the Secretary of State, November 15, 3 p. m. 
% For text of letter of guidance dated October 5, 1934, and released at inaugural 

session of the London Naval Conference, December 9, 1985, see Foreign Relations, 

Japan, 1931-1941, vol. 1, p. 282.
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bers provided in existing Washington and London Treaties until 
after the actual expiration date of those treaties. 

(c) To obtain from them some kind of definite agreement that after 
the Washington and London Treaties completely terminate none of 
the three nations will lay down any ship without formal notice to tne 
other nations—this to apply to any and all vessels of more than five 
hundred tons and to all submarines of any tonnage.”® 

Tam suggesting this with the belief that full publicity of construction 
will be conducive to some future limitation and also that it will per- 
haps make unnecessary the expenditures of large sums for Naval In- 
telligence purposes. 

F[ranxuin] D. R[ ooseverr] 

Turn this over to W[illiam] P[hillips]. Don’t miss the train! ” 

500.A16A5/287 

Minutes of Meeting Between British and American Delegations in 
the Prime Minister's Office at the House of Commons on November 

L4, 1934, 3 p.m." 

Present: 

For rue Untrrep Strarss: For tue Unrrep Kinepom: 
Mr. Norman Davis The Prime Minister 

Admiral Standley (For about an hour) 
Mr. Atherton Sir John Simon 

Commander Schuirmann 7 Admiral Chatfield 

Mr. Reber *° Mr. Craigie 
Mr. Field Sir Warren Fisher * 

Commander Clarke ® 

Commander Hodsoll * 

The Prime Minister stated that as he was not feeling well as a result 
of just having a tooth pulled, he would ask Sir John Simon to take 
charge of the meeting. 

* Points (a), (0), and (c) of this memorandum were transmitted to the Chair- 
man of the American delegation as telegram No. 27, November 17, 1934, 8 p. m. 

" This notation appears in ink in Roosevelt’s handwriting. 
* Transmitted to the Department by Noel H. Field, secretary of the American 

delegation, in his despatch of November 21; received November 28. In his 
despatch Mr. Field stressed the fact “that no formal record agreed to by the 
Delegations has been made, but that each Delegation took its own notes. The en- 
closures were prepared on the basis of the American Delegation’s notes and have 
not been submitted to or approved by the British Delegation.” 

™ Commander Roscoe E. Schuirmann, member of the General Board, U. S. 
Navy Department. 

* Samuel Reber, secretary to the American delegation. 
** Sir Warren Fisher, Secretary of the British Treasury. 
* Commander A. W. Clarke, secretary to the Committee of Imperial Defence. 
* Commander Eric John Hodsoll, acting secretary to the Committee of 

Imperial Defence.
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Sir JoHN Srmuon: We have not seen the American Delegation for a 
fortnight. I am sure you will understand the reasons. We have had 
a great deal of work on our hands. Of course we have had informal 
talks between individual members, and so there has been no real gap. 
We saw the Japanese Delegation on the 7th and you were told of the 
sort of inquiry we intended to make of them.*%* We made an inquiry 
in the sense indicated. We were very careful not to allow ourselves 
to be put in the position that we were making a concrete proposal. We 
merely asked them if they had thought of a definite form in which the 
treaty could be cast to meet their obligations; we were also careful not 
to imply that the new form would give Japan the right to do anything 
she liked without our being concerned. The position we submitted to 
them was that we, like the United States, could not see our way to 
approve the common upper limit, but we were anxious to see if there 
were no way by which to meet them on the question of prestige. It is, 
as far as the substance is concerned, possible to envisage unilateral 
declarations, setting out programs which would be negotiated and 
agreed to by the parties concerned and form a sort of annex to the 
arrangement. These programs would continue as far as possible the 
existing ratios. The only answer we got to our inquiry was that these 
matters would be considered and we presume they are being considered 
because we have had no answer. 

Mr. Davis: I understand this would not involve a change in the 
existing relative strengths. | 

Sir Joun: Our understanding was that the present status should be 
maintained in substance. , 

Mr. MacDonatp: You have not seen the Japanese any more? 
Mr. Davis: No, not as a Delegation. I asked Wilson to see Matsu- 

daira in connection with the traffic in arms. They did not discuss the 
naval matter except that Matsudaira said they had not yet had a reply 
from Tokyo, and he wanted to know whether I had formed any 
definite ideas as to a continuance of the conversations. 

Sir Jonn: In today’s conversations, we must make certain assump- 
tions and try to determine what is likely to be our decision on these 
assumptions. The first assumption we must make is that Japan may 
carry out before the end of the year her intention to give notice to de- 
nounce the Washington Treaty, which, amongst other things, means 
that the prospect of continuing the London Treaty might also be vitally 
affected. Assuming therefore that the Washington Treaty is being 
denounced, let us also see how it would work out if we assumed that we 
could get an understanding by which Japan would continue to observe 
in practice the existing ratios, that is to say if she would be free theo- 

“See telegrams Nos. 26 and 31, November 9 and 13, from the Chairman 
of the American delegation, pp. 326 and 328.
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retically to change them but did not in fact do so. In that case the 
United Kingdom Government would still feel that we should want it 
possible to have the good will of the United States for certain adjust- 
ments which we were telling you about in the summer.® What we 
would therefore appreciate is to have an indication from you of just 
what your position would be. In the summer you told us that the 
United States Government appreciated the reasons for the United 
Kingdom’s needs but that there would be great difficulties, especially 
in connection with that part of the American Constitution which calls 
into play the Senate. You have been home in the meantime. You 
had at an earlier interview said that you thought British needs might 
be met by getting some compensation elsewhere in the whole range. 

We should like to know a little more what you have in view. That is 
on the quantitative side. 

The other thing we would very much like to have some information 
on is regarding the qualitative side. You appreciate how important it 
is for us to secure an agreement on the qualitative limit even if we 
should fail to get an agreement on the quantitative limit. What we 
would like to know is are you able to tell us now anything about the 
view of your Government on those two important points. It is always 
possible in this difficulty to state that we might be able to get an agree- 
ment on some qualitative matters even though Japan fails to come to 
an agreement with us both about the quantitative totals. 

Mr. Davis: You are raising two very distinct questions. (1) An 
agreed naval program between Great Britain and the United States 
in case there is no agreement with Japan, and (2) the question of what 
we should do in case we do get an agreement with Japan. 

Sir JoHn: I did not really mean to raise the question of Anglo- 
American agreement on a program without Japan. What I mean is 
this: If we want to secure from Japan not the continuance of the 
Washington Treaty but in some other form assurances which satisfied 
both of us that Japan was not going beyond the existing proportions, 
would that be sufficient to enable you to help us to an agreement—a 
general agreement of course—for instance by meeting us on the 
number of cruisers that we need. 

Mr. Davis: We had thought that if we could not get an agreement 
to continue the general principles of the existing treaty there would 
not be any treaty at all. In that case we thought that at least the 

United States and Great Britain could agree upon the maintenance of 
the principles of parity and upon a naval program that would meet 
their requirements, thus avoiding a naval race not only between them- 

* See telegrams Nos. 343, 344, 364, 367, and 385, June 21, 22, 27, 28, July 5, and 
despatch No. 859, July 27, from the Ambassador in Great Britain, pp. 266, 
267, 281, 282, 287, and 299.
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selves but, if possible, avoiding a naval race in general. But we have 
really not envisaged such a thing as an agreement with Japan just 
for qualitative limitation. 

As I told you at the last meeting, we had gone over Mr. Craigie’s 
memorandum of last July ** and were impressed by some of the argu- 
ments for an increase in your tonnage through replacements, which 
in the course of time would amount to 70,000 additional tons. We 
had thought it would be just to meet you in this respect provided we 
could come to a general agreement that did not increase the total 
treaty tonnage. Admiral Standley was of the opinion that when the 
time came to do so the two admiralties could sit down and work out a 
program that would carry this into effect, but the First Sea Lord 

agreed with us that until we knew just where we were going with the 
Japanese it would be futile and rather difficult to work out this idea. 

Sir Jonn: What you talked about then was on the assumption of 
the Washington Treaty remaining. What will you do if it does not 
remain ¢ 

Mr. Davis: If the Washington Treaty does not remain, I feel that 
as far as our mutual technical problems are concerned, it would be a 
purely academic question. We might have to act very differently than 
if we were going to renew the treaty. If we are in agreement that we 
are going to maintain parity between us, it would seem logical to agree 
upon naval programs. 

Mr. MacDonatp: Put parity out of your mind altogether. There 
is no quarrel about that. 

Mr. Davis: Oh, I know that. I fully appreciate that. 
Mr. MacDonatp: But this is our position: We gave you a figure in 

June of I believe 70 cruisers and we told you we were quite willing to 
compose it in such a way that it would not mean all new ships.” But 
we want 70. Now our requirements consist of two types of needs: 
(1) a certain number to cover the surface of the seas and (2) a certain 
capacity to do those things that they must be able to do to carry out 
their job. Now if the individual item of the 70 had only to do a sort 
of police job and the minor work of communications each one of the 
70 would only require to be of a certain small tonnage which multi- 
plied by 70 would give a certain total which would enable both of us 
to say we had reduced the total tonnage. But suppose Japan and you 
had decided to put a fleet of cruisers with a certain tonnage and gun 
superiority on the seas, what is the use of our sending forth ships which 
would be blown out of the seas at once? For the double function we 
must give the 70 a certain tonnage corresponding to that of others. I 

° Ante, p. 299. 
* See telegrams Nos. 344 and 352, June 22 and 25, from the Ambassador in 

Great Britain, pp. 267 and 272. 
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don’t see that there is any trouble about your building; we are not inter- 

ested in your building. 
Mr. Davis: Oh, I know that. 

Mr. MacDonatp: We are interested in the political situation in the 

Pacific which imposes certain risks on us that we did not have at the 

time of the London Treaty and we had hoped would not occur; we 

hoped that our cooperation with you would prevent it. But it did not 

work out that way. What I want you to face is this, that we have got 

a minimum requirement, a minimum requirement of the number of 

ships and a minimum requirement of capacity to carry out their job. 

If we can get an agreement to permit us to carry out those require- 

ments, we are in the game. 

Mr. Davis: On the assumption that the two of us will want to do 

what we can to avoid a competition between us, and since we both 

accept the principle of parity, we ought to be able to get together 

on a program that meets our requirements. As far as Great Britain 

is concerned, the matter issimple. But what I am not so sure about is 

as to what we can do in the case of Japan if she refuses to come to an 

agreement. It is not just a naval question, that is mere camouflage. 

We have set up a collective system for cooperating in the Far East 

to maintain peace and now what Japan is trying to say is that she 

won't have anything more to do with that collective system. We 

simply cannot agree with that. 

Mr. MacDonatp: I entirely concur. But I would like to get back 

to the point at which we left last summer. You never quite told us 

what you thought about our program. The Craigie memorandum was 

sent you so that you would know exactly where we stood. As long as I 

am here there has got to be no competition between us and when I am 

gone I am sure the same position will be taken. We want, if I may 

use this expression, to use our cooperation to terrorize the rest of the 

world into giving great moral answers to great moral issues, rather 

than to use guns. Your President in his message to me* proposed 

a reduction. That is all very well. I would like to go to half if my 

risks are reduced to half. We have a sliding scale based on our 

risks. It would not be much use discussing a limitation which is no 

good for our purposes. If we get to the real facts that face us in this 

case, we shall very soon come to an agreement. 

Mr. Davis: At the last meeting we all agreed that it was inad- 

visable to take up technical discussions because we did not know where 

we were going. When Mr. Craigie raised the point the other day 

I again said that we should not go into technical details because we 

did not know where we are standing with Japan. But if you want 

5 See telegram No. 270, June 26, 9 p. m., to the Ambassador in Great Britain, 

Dp. .
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to explore what can be done on the assumption that we can get a 
general treaty which does not increase present totals (we do not 
think we can get such a treaty now but it is possible we might next 
year) we feel that our experts could sit down and study the problem. 
Instead of the First Sea Lord and Admiral Standley sitting down 
together which is a little too formal, we could have Commander 

Schuirmann and a corresponding British expert explore the matter. 
This suggestion was accepted and I understand that such talks began 
this morning. 

Mr. MacDonatp: What is in my mind is to make sure at this point 
that the necessities of Great Britain should be fully appreciated. 

Mr. Davis: We appreciate them thoroughly and we want to do 
everything to meet you; but we do not want to come to an agreement 
if we have doubts of getting it adopted. There is a general feeling 
among the American people in favor of reduction and President 
Roosevelt thinks it most inadvisable to conclude an agreement for a 
treaty which would provide for total increases. 

Sir Joun: Did I understand correctly that your view is that if the 
Washington Treaty were continued, nevertheless you felt there would 
be great difficulty in making such a change in its present terms as 
would increase the total treaty tonnage? I gather, first, that there is 
strong sentiment in favor of reducing naval armaments and, second, 
that you have your historical difficulty with the Senate. 

Mr. Davis: Well, that is one and the same thing. Our whole theory 
is that there is a maximum tonnage laid down in the existing treaty 
and to increase that tonnage would change the whole basis. 

Sir Joun: Now still on the assumption of the continuance of the 
present treaty, I do think that there should be some way of giving . 
the British what they need within the treaty totals. Merely asa lay- 
man I should find it most useful to actually see how this could be 
worked out. Now on the other assumption of no treaty, I understand 
that you have not considered a middle position. You have considered 
what you would do if the treaty continued and if there were no treaty 
at all, in which latter case the two of us should do all in our power not 
to engage in a naval race. But is there not a middle ground, namely, 
that we might secure from Japan such assurances as to what her build- 
ing program would be as not to involve a fundamental departure from 

the existing ratios. In that case we want to know what the two of us 
could agree upon. 

Mr. Atuerton: The first and third points raised by Sir John Simon 
we have answered. As tothe second assumption in which Japan, after 
denouncing the treaty, may or may not agree to make a voluntary 
statement contractual or otherwise as to future building programs, in
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considering that contingency, we do not wish to make any engagement 
beforehand until Japan defines her position. 

Mr. Davis: At our first meeting with the Prime Minister in the 
summer we all agreed that we were in favor of maintaining the spe- 
cific treaty principles. Now you are taking the position that it 1s all 
over and that Japan is unwilling to continue the treaty principles. A 
mere discussion of programs to avoid competition is such a tremendous 
comedown that it requires considerable thought. If both treaties are 
gone and there is no new treaty to take their place with Japan, is it 
advisable to seek an agreement with Japan just so as not to compete? 
I don’t think that is the problem. That is not a realistic approach. 
It ignores that we are faced with more than a technical issue. It ig- 
nores the fundamental question of naval bases. If the Washington 
Treaty goes, the whole system goes, and I think that is more important 
than the question of avoiding competition in certain types. 

Sir JoHn: But might it not be one of the proposals of the middle 
course that there should be renewal of the non-fortification question ? 
I quite agree that it would be a comedown. But what we have to con- 
sider is what the best thing is that we can do if a renewal of the treaty 
isimpossible. Is the next best thing to have nothing at all? 

Mr. Davis: No; let me make myself a little clearer. We had not 
envisaged a possibility of a middle course. Instead we desired to 
find out just what Japan wanted; we have been doing that patiently, 
hoping Japan might be willing to agree to some basis that would solve 
the situation. We are still waiting. I have never put up to my Gov- 
ernment the question of a very limited program. I have felt this 
question premature. I don’t know what my Government’s reactions 

‘“ would be because it raises, as I have said, very fundamental ques- 
tions. For instance, besides the matter of fortifications, it brings up 
the whole question of naval predominance in the Pacific. We accepted 
the Washington Treaty, in return for an agreement by Japan to respect 
our interests, to observe the open door and to follow a policy of peace. 
After all this has gone by the board, I gravely question the advisability 
of going along on such a limited basis. 

Sir Joun: Have you considered on your side whether you would 
wish to continue the fortification provision in the Washington Treaty ? 
Is it to your interest to let it go? 

Mr. Davis: My position is that if Japan does not make a move that 
way, we should not. Iam all in favor of salvaging what we can out 
of this, but I just don’t feel like making any commitment as to this 
middle course. It is something that must be explored very carefully. 

Sir JoHN: You see, we consider the middle course consists of more 
than merely qualitative limitation. In my thought it includes three 
things: (1) Non-fortification; (2) qualitative limitation; (3) pro-
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grams as to future construction. I think this would be very much 
better than nothing. 

Mr. Davis: Would you favor such a compromise even if there is no 
agreement as to the open door in China and as to what is going to 
happen out there, which means that you might have to use your navy ? 

Sir JoHN: Well, what would be the position if there is no agree- 
ment ? 

Mr. Davis: I realize that, but it is not an easy question. We are in 
a ridiculous position. Japan has told us both that she is going to 
denounce the Washington Treaty. That impending denunciation 
imposes on us the necessity of dealing with a hypothetical question. I 
personally am beginning to feel that once it is denounced we will be in 
a much better position. Now we are in the situation that Japan will 
denounce the Treaty whatever we may do or not do. To negotiate 
under these circumstances is an inducement for Japan to put up her 
price; after all we have two years time following denunciation. Dur- 
ing that time we may have to negotiate. 

Mr. MacDonatp: My personal view is that we all together ought to 
consider what the denunciation really means. It is not a denunciation 
of the 5.5.3 only, there are a lot of other things. 

Mr. Davis: I quite agree, and that is why we have followed ths 
present course, namely, to be patient and make every effort to try to 
find a solution ; only by continuing in this manner could we really find 
out what Japan’s ultimate position is, and crystallize our own views. 

Mr. MacDonaxp: I doubt if Japan really knows her ultimate posi- 
tion, but we ought to try to get her to determine it and not to wait. 
Won’t it in that case be necessary for us to have, not an agreement, but 
a kind of understanding as to how our minds are working. If there 
is going to be any trouble in the Pacific, it is going to involve both of 
us, that 1s certain. 

Mr. Davis: No doubt. 
Mr. MacDonatp: Our eyes are primarily on the Pacific. What we 

want primarily is that we should both understand what is in our minds, 
that we are not in for aggression, but for defense, and then quietly 
continue to bring pressure on Japan as to what she purposes to do, 
making it plain to them that both of us regard this as a very serious 
thing. This pressure should be separate, of course, and not give the 
impression of concerted action. But let us understand each other’s 
minds. You have questions to ask us, for instance, about our seventy 
cruisers; and we have questions to ask you. Iam not in favor of wait- 

ing a fortnight and forgetting each other, with Craigie coming around 
and asking, “Well, what shall we do about the American Delegation”. 
That is no way to proceed. We should get down to seeing each other 
on a definite basis.
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(At this point Mr. MacDonald had to leave for the floor of the House. 
The formal meeting was suspended for about fifteen minutes while 
tea was served. During this period, the members of each delegation 
consulted among each other. Following the tea, Sir John resumed 

as follows:) . 
Sir JoHN: I wish I knew what is the proper strategic view as to 

whether the non-fortification clause is valuable to preserve in both our 
interests. 

Mr. Davis: I honestly don’t know. We have not discussed that in 
detail at home. It might be a good thing for our navies to talk it over. 

Sir Jonn: As long as it lasts, none of us, including Japan, can for- 
tify. If it ends, who would fortify? I am not sure but that the 
Japanese might not be the first. 

ADMIRAL CHATFIELD: There is no doubt that this clause was supposed 
to be to the advantage of Japan; it was an inducement totheratio. At 
that time we were just going to put up some fortifications near their 
country. Whether that still remains the same is a big question. 

Sir Joun: Idon’t know. Itisa purely strategic conundrum. 
Mr. Davis: I think Japan is proceeding on the theory that if she 

gets rid of that provision, neither one of us would fortify—neither 
‘Hongkong nor the Philippines. 

Sir Warren: The Japanese the other day on this precise point did 
not at all exclude the possibility of an arrangement to continue the 
fortifications provision. 

Sir JoHn: They rather indicated that this was one of the things 
that could be saved out of the wreckage. 

Mr. Davis: But that agreement was to make Japan feel secure; the 
other provisions were to make us feel secure and to assure us that we 
would not have to use our navies in the Far East. 

I have been trying to find out just exactly what you have in mind as 
to your “middle course” proposal. This is something we have not con- 
sidered. I have no authority whatever to negotiate on that basis, and 
don’t know what the attitude of the Government might be. 
| Sir Joun: The matter we were talking about during tea and which 
we want to put before you is this: We all want to be very plain with 
one another, and I am not sure that I, at any rate, have ever conveyed to 
you the reasons why, in the view of ourselves and our advisers, quali- 
tative limitations have such extreme importance. I will state it very 
briefly, as though acting as lawyer before a court and then call my 
principal witness, (turning to Chatfield) and you can cross-examine 
him. Historically, unrestricted naval races begin because of the com- 
plete want of limitation as to sizes. The increased expenditures in 
our own history arose in that way. The dreadnought, for instance, 

started an entirely new level which went around the world. Another
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example is the eight inch cruiser; I can mention that now, since it is 
past history. It is evident that the eight inch cruiser has led to 
increased competition allaround. A third example is the Deutschland 
type, which has thrown the French program into confusion. Once 
somebody chooses to bring out a new type, he is extremely likely 
either to make the complete program of the other cockeyed or to set 
a new standard which everybody must follow. 

Therefore, if you were to assume that in the Pacific we don’t get 

all the agreements we like, it is going to be very serious for us if there 
is going to be complete freedom of new types. It may be that Japan 
would proceed to a new type of vessel which would make us feel that 
the money we had spent in the past was wasted. That is why we 
cannot treat the qualitative side as a small matter or as unworthy of 
bothering about, if we can’t get the whole thing. I now ask Admiral 

Chatfield to supplement my views. 
Apmirau Cyatrietp: What we feel is that really when you Ameri- 

cans started the Washington Conference, it was not because of a race 
in numbers, but because of a race in sizes. You had the six inch gun 
ship which the Japanese were applying to a certain type. ‘Then later 
came the eight inch ship, etc. At Geneva, one of your delegates, I 
believe it was Gibson, sponsored the idea of the importance of qualita- 

tive limitation. 
Suppose we are in for a new race. It is not so much a question of 

numbers. It is very difficult to upset the fellow ahead of you 
numerically. Japan would have a hard time increasing her battleship 
numbers compared to yours. Her ships are old, she has got to start 
replacing them; she cannot keep up. But suppose she starts to build 
a very different type of battleship from anything we have, such as 
a rapid battle cruiser, light in armament, but with a speed of, say, 
forty knots. It would have repercussions for all of us, perhaps even 
on the continent. Suppose she does the same thing with cruisers. It 
would at once start an extremely serious qualitative race. 

Therefore, we feel that if we cannot have a complete limitation, it is 
extremely important to have, at least, a qualitative limitation. It is 
very easy for a fellow to come out and design a new ship about which 
others know nothing. There was the French battleship Dunkerque. 
Italy is answering with new 35,000 ton ships. 

Sir JoHnN: I want you to understand we are not saying all this be- 
cause we want to get an additional lever for reducing the tonnage of a 
particular unit. All we want is some kind of limit. 
ApmiraL CuHatrietD: We feel it is better to have any kind of limit 

than none at all. 
Mr. Davis: What bothers me is that we were only able to get the 

agreements we did because we were able to obtain a general settlement
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of political questions. What I am trying to clear up is whether you 
think it advisable to have qualitative limitation without any political 
agreements; because that is what it really gets down to. 

Sir Joun: The more we can have in the way of agreement, the more 
we will like it. We feel bound to envisage the situation when the 
choice is between nothing and something, and if that choice were put up 
to us, we would feel that qualitative limits would be worth something. 

Mr. Davis: Well, I don’t say that we cannot consider that at all; 
but, as I said, it raises very serious questions of a political nature. 
After all, the navy is an arm of a nation’s foreign policy, and we cannot 
disregard that aspect. 
ADMIRAL STANDLEY: There is no disagreement between us as to the 

seriousness of qualitative competition. 
Mr. Davis: We are ready to go to the limit of our ability to get a 

comprehensive limitation agreement, but that possibility seems to be 
disappearing. Don’t you see how much easier it is, psychologically, 
politically and otherwise, to proceed with this question, once denunci- 
ation is out of the way; it is too hypothetical now. We did not come 
here to negotiate an entirely new arrangement. It was in neither of 
our minds. We wanted to find means of continuing the existing treat- 
ies and principles. 

Sir Joun: I should like, if I may be permitted, to go back to a 
remark of yours, namely, to the effect that the fundamental fact is 
political. That of course is true, and is the reason why the Foreign 
Office wants to have a certain Say in this naval matter. But don’t 
let us be under any delusion; the Nine-Power Treaty ® is not coming 
to an end. 

Mr. Davis: What there is left of it. 
Sir JoHn: Well, I agree it has been weakened, but it is not termina- 

ble. The Four-Power Treaty ® is terminable by some notice. We 
have always assumed that if ever we could get anything agreed with 
the Japanese, we would include in it a stipulation that, during the 
period agreed, the parties to the Four-Power Treaty would not give 
any notice of denunciation; it would amount to renewing the Four- 
Power Treaty for the period of the naval agreement. The political 
agreements would thus not be altered. We may not like the political 
developments, but the relation of the political side to the naval side is 
that the latter can be terminated and the former cannot. 

Me. Davis: All right, but assuming that we want to save what we 

can, the question arises as to the best method. The two of us don’t want 

° Treaty between the United States, Belgium, the British Empire, China, France, 
Italy, Japan, the Netherlands, and Portugal, signed at Washington, February 6, 
1922, Foreign Relations, 1922, vol. 1, p. 276. 

” Treaty between the United States, the British Empire, France, and Japan, 
signed at Washington, December 13, 1921, ibid., p. 33.
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any competition, we don’t want new types, and we could easily agree 
on types for the future. But it might be better—I am just thinking 
aloud—for us to say to the Japanese “This is what the two of us 
would be willing to do ourselves” rather than to attempt a binding 
agreement with anybody else. Japan is upsetting the present system 
because she does not wish to be bound by the restrictions that were 
imposed. It is a question in my mind whether we might not more 
effectively get Japan to agree to a limitation as to types by going ahead 
as between our two countries, and then inviting Japan to come in if 
she cares to. 

Sir Joun: May Ialso think aloud? We both feel that very shortly, 
perhaps within a few days, we may get the notice terminating the 
treaty. What we ought to consider is how we can best use that situa- 
tion. Japan will be a little apologetic about the whole thing. After 
all, we have been very patient. We have made inquiries and had no 
answer. It strikes me that this would be the moment when we could 
say to Japan “If that is what you are going to do, may we not ask 
whether you are not at least willing to sit down and see what we can 

do in a qualitative way?” People cannot always expect to continue 
to be asked and to say no, and it will be very difficult for the Japanese 
to say no again. Of course we do not want to do that, except on the 
basis of agreement with the United States. You say you have no 
instructions. Would it not be worthwhile for you to report ™ to your 
Government that both sides of the table feel that Japan is really going 
to give us notice; that we feel Japan will be a little apologetic about 
it; and that it might be a good moment to tackle the Japanese with the 
general question as to whether they were planning to abandon every- 
thing, including qualitative limitation. Then if you get instructions ” 
from your government to do that, we can proceed on that basis. If 
you don’t, we will, I fear, have very much less chance of saving 
something later. 
ADMIRAL CHATFIELD: I should like to bring up another point which 

has not been mentioned, namely, that each country must notify the 
other about its plans in accordance with the Washington Treaty. 
This is a very important provision, since it avoids the necessity of . 
each country having to learn about the other’s plans through the 
press, and having to wonder what kind of ship is in prospect. Don’t 
you feel we ought to keep that provision ? 

ADMIRAL STANDLEY: I believe it would be a good thing if you could 
get Japan to accept that. 

* Telegram No. 37, November 15, 8 a. m., from the Chairman of the American 
delegation; not printed. 

* See telegram No. 25, November 17, 3 p. m., to the Chairman of the American 
delegation, p. 353.
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Sir Warren: I trust you appreciate, from our point of view, that 
if we can get a qualitative agreement, it is most important for us that 
it be general, that we get it in Europe, too. 

Mr. Davis: Of course, that is most important. What I want you to 
think over is whether it is better to try this idea out now, or to ad- 
journ the conversations until later. At that time the ghost will have 
been laid that is prancing up and down in front of us all the time. 
We may have to have a conference in any case within a year of de- 
nunciation. I have had intimations from the Japanese that once they 
are rid of the treaty, it would have a very calming effect on their 
people. My idea is that we should not show so much concern about 
this, but all part in a very friendly way, with the understanding that 
we will think it over and take this matter up again ina few months. I 
feel that our very eagerness to get Japan into an agreement now will 
give her the impression that we are unduly anxious, and thus induce 
her to stiffen her attitude. 

Sir Joun: Of course it is a question of opinion. I appreciate the 
considerations you have advanced, but I think there are two argu- 
ments on the other side. In the first place, once people have had a 
treaty relation of some kind and get away from it, it is very hard to 
get them back again. They will say “The other fellow wants me back, 
and I will increase my price”. In the second place, the treaty does not 
say exactly when the conference is to be called. It will need some 
preparation. We cannot just say goodby, and not deal with the 
problem until the actual conference. Would it not be worthwhile, 
therefore, for us to begin to prepare for the conference while we are 
here? 

Mr. Davis: I quite agree as far as our two countries are concerned, 
but I have grave doubts as to the wisdom of going quite that far with 
Japan. The primary purpose of Japan now is to pave the way for 
denunciation in such manner as not to leave any feeling of ill will and 
suspicion. | 

I don’t know how my government feels, but my personal reaction 
is that we might face the fact that Japan is definitely going to de- 
nounce; that this raises questions for us which we want some time to 

consider; and that we will meet again, say within ninety days, to 
prepare for the meeting which must be held within twelve months 

from the date of denunciation. I have reason to rather believe that 
the Japanese will find it easier in two, three, or four months from now 
to meet minds with us than today. They feel very restricted at 
present, and have no freedom whatsoever under their instructions. 

Sir Warren: At an earlier stage today I gathered that you had in 
mind that the United States and Great Britain should have talks after 
the Japanese have left. I should think that would be very risky, by
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leaving the impression in the Japanese mind that there is concerted 
action. 

Mr. Davis: That is a misunderstanding. I quite agree that it 
would be a very dangerous thing to do that. What I did have in 
mind was our two navies discussing our respective programs; that 
even if we should decide to take this “middle course”, the best ap- 
proach would be for our two navies to have a meeting of minds to- 
gether. 

Sir JoHN: I understand your idea to be that there would simply 
be a pause in which none of us would have a meeting. 

Mr. Davis: Yes. The Japanese and we would go home. 
Sir Joun: But what would Japan do after they go home? They 

will receive an enthusiastic reception. All the patriots will be saying 
that now at last they have shown the rest of the world what Japan is 
after. I doubt whether they will come back again in three months 
time in a better state of mind. 

Mr. Davis: My experience in business is that the hardest thing on 

earth is to make a trade with somebody who is not in a mood to trade, 
and that the best procedure is to drop the discussion for the time 
being, until he is in a better frame of mind. 

Sir Warren: Are you so certain that the Japanese are not ready 
to make a trade now? 

Mr. Davis: I should think that we are pretty well agreed on that. 
Sir Warren: But we have not tried the “middle course” yet. 
Mr. Davis: That means scrapping the entire basis of the Washing- 

ton Treaties. 
Str Warren: Sir John’s idea is that of trying to see whether we 

can’t get them to come along more or less on the same program, which 
would in effect maintain the ratios, the non-fortification agreement 
and qualitative limitation. 
Apmirat CuatrietD: If we allow an interval to elapse, they will 

fill the time with propaganda and may be in a more difficult frame 
of mind later on. 

Mr. Davis: Might we not submit to the Japanese the question of 
whether they would prefer to discuss now the preparations for the 
conference under the Washington Treaty, or whether they would 
rather defer it until a time to be agreed upon? _ 

ApmiIrAL CHATFIELD: Supposing the Japanese choose the former? 
Mr. Davis: Well, suppose we do go on, is the Admiralty and the 

Government ready to proceed with those discussions and really get 
down to serious negotiations on the subject ? 

(Admiral Chatfield indicated that the Admiralty is ready. Sir 
John was not so definite about the Foreign Office.)
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Sir JoHN: There are two questions we would like to know: 
1. How much importance does the American Government attach 

to obtaining a qualitative agreement if the bigger object fails? 
Mr. Davis: We really do not think it so important for us as you do. 
Sir Joun: Second, if qualitative limitation is worthwhile, when 

is the moment to obtain it? This second point is a question of tactics, 
and there are arguments on both sides. 

Mr. Davis: The situation is so different from anything we en- 
visaged when we left that I simply cannot give a definite answer at 
present. 

To clear up an earlier point, I should like to say that if we are to 
renew the present treaties, we cannot agree to an increase in total 
tonnage. Do you think it would be possible to arrange that and meet 
your needs? 

ApmiraL Cuatrietp: I do not think it is impossible, but whether 

our different interests can be reconciled, I don’t know. 
Mr. Davis: I think there is no real conflict of interests. We both 

want to see the other strong. 
Now, if both Washington and London Treaties are overboard, I 

don’t know how the President would feel about a new agreement for 
an actual increase. 

Sir JoHn: May I try to sum up as briefly as possible the points 
that have been brought out this afternoon? It is my impression that, 
assuming the Washington Treaty is to be continued, there would be 
difficulties in getting an increased total allowance because it would 
involve difficulties in your Senate— 

Mr. Davis: Not that alone. The President has a very definite con- 
viction that it would be unwise and most unfortunate to increase 
tonnage totals in view of general sentiment at home and the effect 
throughout the world. 

Sir Joun: You point out in contrast to this that if the treaties go, 
your powers in that particular might be affected. I am very much 
encouraged by what you have said about the possibility of exploring 
the idea of compensations to take care of our needs, and I would like 
these explorations to proceed. 

Now, as to the “middle course”, let it be understood that we are not 
advocating it in preference to the treaties. We are merely facing the 
probability that the treaties will not continue, and we think we ought 
to consider what to do in that case. We think, under such circum- 
stances, the “middle course” would be far better than nothing at all. 
This “middle course” I think might perhaps be formulated as follows: 

If unfortunately we cannot get agreement to the extent which we 
would like, is it not still possible to try to get agreement which would 
include some or perhaps all of these points:
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1. An agreement on programs, if possible; | 
2. An agreement which would preserve out of the wreck non-fortifi- 

cation of bases; 
3. An agreement which would preserve qualitative limitation; 
4. An agreement which would preserve the provision for notifica- 

tion to be given of the laying down of new ships. 

We have explained to you why we think this is worth while pursuing. 
There remain the questions: | 

1. How important to you the “middle course” would be; and 
2. If we both agree as to its desirability, when is the best time to 

try to get it. 

ADMIRAL CuHatrieLp: The French and Italians are waiting to hear 
what we are doing. When they learn of the denunciation, they will 
ask us what we are going to do about it. We shall have to have con- 
versations with them. If we don’t continue our talks, we shall be in a 
difficult situation with them. 

Mr. Davis: The two real questions which we have to decide are: 

1. Shall we give primary importance to even a restricted naval agree- 
ment dealing primarily with categories; or 

2. Shall we make a still more determined effort to preserve, in so far 
as possible, the real fundamentals on which everything has been built. 

In other words, do you give primary importance to reaching an 
agreement with Japan on any terms you can get, or to cooperating 
with a view to preserving the principles and policies on which naval 
limitation has been based up to now, including an agreement with 
France and Italy and everybody else, and thus try to continue in effect 
the naval treaties. 

Sir Joun: I think that the feeling of my colleagues and myself is 
that we want to use every method that is open to us and to you to 
secure that there will not be unrestricted competition by Japan. It 
is very important to us that at all costs this competition shall not 
happen—it is more important for us than for you; it is our great 
concern. Therefore we must do everything we can to prevent this 
competition. We must first do all we can to preserve the treaties; 
if we can’t do that—subject of course to the maintenance of friendly 
relations with the United States, which remains our primary object— 
to keep Japan within limits which will hold her to the closest possible 
bounds. 

Mr. Davis: Suppose England and the United States should say “We 
don’t want to forego the benefits of these treaties, and we shall continue 
under them, whether you do or not;” it might make it easier for J apan. 
That could not be construed as anything against Japan, because we



350 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1934, VOLUME I 

would merely be agreeing to maintain the status quo except as a counter 
move against a withdrawal by Japan, which would of course be implied. 
It seems rather important to me that you should try to keep France 
and Italy tied under the Washington Treaty. 

Sir Warren: Of course we are also concerned about France and 
Italy. But might it not make Japan feel that she was being formally 
ostracized ? | 

Mr. Davis: It is the feeling of some people who know Japan better 
than I that if we could avoid doing anything that would arouse Japan’s 
suspicion, she might in time come around. 

(At this point Sir John indicated that the Prime Minister desired 
the office for another purpose, and the meeting broke up.) 

N[ort|] H. F[ rp] 

500.A15A5/252 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American Delegation 
(Davis) 

Wasuineron, November 15, 1934—6 p. m. 

22. Your 32, November 13, 10 p.m., paragraph 6. In any procedure 
that may be eventually discussed with you as to terminating the present 
conversations, we feel that while it is important on the one hand to 
preserve the form at least of a mere suspension of conversations, it is 
equally important on the other hand not to bind ourselves to a resump- 
tion at a definite date irrespective of future developments. This 
might be accomplished by a formula to the effect that if at a later date 
any one of the three Powers should feel that it had new proposals to 
offer which stood a chance of acceptance, it should at once convoke a 
meeting of the other Powers to continue the discussions. This pro- 
cedure, if adopted, would modify by implication the existing obligation 
of all contracting parties, under the treaties, to hold a conference re- 
gardless of circumstances. It would place the responsibility for 
convoking a conference upon whatever Power felt that a conference, 
considering proposals which that Power had to offer, stood a chance of 
acceptance. At the same time in case Matsudaira’s prediction should 
be realized that once Japan had denounced the treaty it might have a 
calming effect in Japan, it might enable us to meet later under more 
auspicious conditions. For the moment, however, we feel that any 
initiative regarding a next move or the suspension of negotiations 
should be left to the British or Japanese. 

| Hoi
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500.A15A5/266 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 
of State 

Lonpon, November 16, 1934—9 p. m. 
[Received November 16—7 : 35 p. m.] 

41, After reflection and discussions among ourselves and with 
some of the British with regard to the questions raised in the last 
meeting with the British (reported in my 37, November 15, 8 a. m.**) 
I wish to submit the following observations and conclusions. 

A. The British now agree with us that since Japan has repeatedly 
informed us of her unalterable decision to denounce the Washington 
Treaty, it would be unrealistic from now on to continue the nego- 
tiations without accepting at face value the Japanese decision and 
proceeding on the basis of such denunciation. 

B. That group within the British Cabinet who are particularly fear- 
ful of the European situation, from which Great Britain cannot detach 
herself, and who feel that it is of vital importance in some form to bind 
and limit Japan by agreement, are at present largely controlling the 
course of negotiations. The predominant opinion even in that group, 
however, is that in any such agreement with Japan it is vitally 
important that the United States should be a party. The British are 
thus anxious that we should go along with them in the discussion of 
such a program but, if not, that we should at least agree for them to 
explore all possibilities, keeping us informed of every move. It is for 
that reason that they frankly outlined the so called “middle course”. 
We have thus reached a situation where I feel that we need your 

instructions on certain definite questions. 

(1) Can we agree to go along with the British in discussing with 
the Japanese some such “middle course” proposal as was outlined to 
us at our last meeting ? 

(2) If the answer is in the affirmative what are the conditions we 
must insist upon, particularly with respect to qualitative limitation, 
without any quantitative limitation ? 

(3) If we cannot cooperate along the lines of a “middle course”, 
how shall we proceed, bearing in mind that denunciation will other- 
wise make it difficult to avoid a new conference, under article XXIII 
of the Washington Treaty? 

I personally think that the wisest course would be for us to go along 
with the British as under (1) above, with proper precautions and 
safeguards. Thus, the British take the primary responsibility and we 
safeguard our position by preventing them from acting as mediator 
and later proposing something that would be embarrassing to us. 

* Not printed; it summarized minutes of meeting between British and Ameri- 
can delegations on November 14; for text of minutes, see p. 334.
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In keeping this on the British doorstep we may avoid a possible 
responsibility that might otherwise devolve upon us under article 
XXIII of the Washington Treaty. We should furthermore bear in 
mind that, in the event of a conference to be called as a result of a 
denunciation of the Washington Treaty, presumably preliminary 
conversations would be necessary, in which case we could not well 

avoid such discussions. 
If you decide that we shall acquiesce in the middle course pro- 

posed by the British as a basis of further discussion, I suggest for 

your consideration the following: 

1. If there is to be included in the “middle course” a statement of 
the respective building programs either to be embodied in a treaty 
or by unilateral undertaking, these programs should maintain the 
present ratios and failing that, any statement of building programs 
should be eliminated altogether, and it should be understood that we 
are free as to quantitative construction within such qualitative limi- 
tations as may be agreed upon. 

2. If it should be deemed advisable to maintain the present provi- 
sions for non-fortification of bases in the Far East, we might, in agree- 
ment with the British (as Simon has suggested to me) make it a condi- 
tion that there be an additional provision granting the right of full 
and free inspection. 

Since the present naval treaties are based on political agreements 
as to certain principles and policies, we might reserve the right in con- 
nection with any new naval treaty to reexamine any question, political 
or otherwise, which would be involved in or affected by such a treaty. 

The impending Japanese denunciation of the Washington Treaty 
of course adds considerably to the complications of the situation. It 
is difficult to accept it as a fatt accompli, and difficult to ignore it. It 
would in a way simplify the problem if the Japanese should go ahead 
and give notification of denunciation but, if we are to continue to 
negotiate before they denounce it is important to have a clear under- 
standing as to the bases of the negotiations and that we are not nego- 
tiating a modification of that treaty. 

I had been inclined to favor an early adjournment if it could be 
done without our taking the responsibility for it, thinking perhaps 
that we could meet under better auspices after denunciation. How- 
ever, I am now more inclined to think it wiser to permit the negotia- 

tions to continue under British initiative and responsibility (par- 
ticularly since the British favor it and the Japanese are apparently 
willing to go ahead) in the hope that we may be able to clear up the 
matter one way cr another. 

If we are to participate even indirectly in negotiations for an en- 
tirely new agreement it would seem important, for political reasons,
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to avoid the impression that we are considering modifications in the 
present agreement and thus making concessions to Japan. It should 
be made publicly known that the Japanese have announced to the 
British Government and ourselves their definite intention to denounce 
the Washington Treaty and their determination not to continue bound 
by the ratios and principles embodied in both the Washington and 
London Treaties, and that this decision is reluctantly accepted as final. 
Also that the Japanese have presented certain proposals predicated 
upon the abandonment of the principles embodied in the present system 
of naval limitation and intended to form the basis of a new treaty of 
limitation; that these proposals the British and ourselves have been 
unable to accept and that we have accordingly decided to explore the 
possibilities of an entirely new agreement. 

It might be well to consider whether it would be advisable for the 
British and ourselves, and perhaps the Japanese, to agree upon a 
public statement setting forth these facts. 

Davis 

500.A15A5/266 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American Delegation 
(Davis) 

Wasurneron, November 17, 1934—38 p. m. 

25. Your 41, November 16, 9 p. m., and all previous. The following 
may help in showing you the way our minds have been running here. 

A. review of the conversations to date convinces us that a definite 
and obvious common alignment of British and American viewpoints 
as a symbol of coincidence of view between them on the subject of 
naval limitation—which is the subject for consideration in these con- 
versations—and of future cooperation between them offers greater 
promise of eventual success than any current search for a formula to 
salvage portions of the existing naval treaties. A termination of 
the present conversations on the clear cut basis of a Japanese de- 
nunciation of the treaty and their insistence that they are not able to 
agree to a prolongation of the present system of limitations embodied 
in the treaties, and effected without a counterbalancing gain to them 
in the form of new commitments either by the British or by us or by 
both, would contribute toward convincing the Japanese leaders and 
people that their militarists who had dictated the policy of denuncia- 
tion of the Washington Treaty had had their way in that particular 
but had failed to achieve in the place of the treaty any diplomatic 
gain. It would also give new evidence that Japan’s official views and 
course of action are out of line with the views and objectives of the 

79111835129
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two most powerful of the great Powers, among and with whom they 
aspire to be ranked and associated. If this were followed by prompt 
concrete indication of the definite intent to build to full treaty strength 
by the United States and Great Britain, we feel that the moment 
might arrive soon when Japanese apprehensions would lead them 
to take a new initiative by themselves proposing further consideration 
of naval disarmament, in which event the advantage in the ensuing 
conversations would lie with the Governments which really desire 
disarmament. Matsudaira’s statement to you of recent date ** seems 
to be in line with this conjecture and to give support to our estimate 
of possible developments after the termination of the present conver- 
sations, 

A continuation on the part of the British to endeavor to play the 

role of middle man will only result in increasing suspicion and re- 
sentment here. If it should further lead to any bilateral agreement 
or compromise agreement which would encourage the Japanese to 
believe that they had driven an effective wedge between the British 
and the United States, it would make them more self-confident than 
ever and would probably encourage them to embark upon new courses 
of aggression in the Far East which if pursued would be as menacing 
to British interests as to American and would make more complicated 
and dangerous the whole situation in the Far East. 

The course thus seems clear for us to expend our best efforts to 
bring about an early open and conclusive indication of alignment be- 
tween the British and ourselves. The making of any new tripartite 
agreement at this time, on the heels of or coincident with Japanese 
denunciation of the treaty and destruction of commitment to the 
present ratios—for which we and the British have stood—would have 
the same effect but in greater degree. 

We believe that the present conversations should not be permitted 
to develop into a negotiation. 

We do not accept the view that termination of these conversations 
now or before December first need result in necessity for us to call 
a conference. See for information and guidance our 22, November 
15, 6 p. m. 

Please expound, as on your own responsibility and avoiding any- 
thing suggestive of a desire on our part to bring the conversations 
abruptly to an end, the above line of thought. 

More definite instruction as to our position in the light of your 
41, November 16, 9 p. m., will be sent you as soon as possible. 

HULL 

“ See telegram No. 32, November 138, 10 p. m., from the Chairman of the Ameri- 
can delegation, p. 328.
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500.415A5/266 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American Delegation 
(Davis) 

Wasuineton, November 17, 1934—4 p. m. 

96. Further comments on your 41. If we understand you rightly, 

the substance of your recommendation is that rather than assume re- 

sponsibility for permitting the conversations to be terminated, we 

should be willing to enter at this stage upon what amounts to the 
negotiation of a new treaty to replace the Washington and London 

Treaties. In other words, adoption thereof would mean that we 

accepted at this stage the Japanese contention that the ratios and 

principles embodied in the existing treaties should be scrapped and 

that merely for the sake of “keeping the Japanese bound by an agree- 

ment” we would undertake to explore the possibilities of new agree- 

ment based on other principles. We do not feel that this is within 

the scope of the present conversations nor do we feel that its probable 

naval or political consequences would ease the situation in the Far 

East. We are convinced that the best chance of ultimately negotiating 
a, successful agreement would lie in letting the Japanese return home 

emptyhanded, without any new naval agreement or any political 

agreement. Any Anglo-Japanese agreement no matter how negative 

in form, would be used by the Japanese all over China ® as an indi- 

cation of the resumption of an Anglo-Japanese partnership. 

Press indications lead us to the belief that the Japanese delegation 
is going to reject the British proposal for face-saving device without 

the granting of actual parity. This would presumably dispose of the 
“middle course” plan, of which that is an essential feature, and by the 

Japanese themselves. 
You will note that we have expressed our objection to this middle 

course on the broader grounds of political strategy and feel that you 

should lose no occasion to drive the points outlined home to the British. 

From a more technical point of view, we believe that a treaty which 

did not contain a statement of building programs in contractual form 

maintaining present ratios would not be acceptable to this country, 

and a treaty on naval building containing qualitative but not quantita- 

tive restrictions would seem an evasion of the essence of naval limita- 

tion. 
Hoy 

* Telegram No. 29, November 19, to the Chairman of the American delegation 
corrected “China” to read “Far East”.
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500.A15A5/269 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 
of State 

Lonpon, November 21, 1934—1 p. m. 
[Received 2:40 p. m.*] 

44. I feel as you do that Anglo-American cooperation in dealing 
with the present and future situation that confronts us is of primary 
importance and holds greater promise of eventual success than search- 
ing for a formula to salvage portions of the existing treaties. The 
situation we faced here, however, was such as to make it difficult and 
inadvisable to try to force the British to make a quick decision on all 
the questions involved. 

As indicated in my 32, November 13, 10 p. m., I felt, for the same 
reasons as advanced by you it would be advisable to terminate the 
conversations now on the basis of Japan’s announced determination 
to denounce the Washington Treaty. In conversations with Simon, 
as well as in the meeting with the British on Wednesday, I in con- 
siderable detail substantially [stated?] the views set forth in your 
25, November 17,3 p.m. I interpreted your 22, November 15, however, 
as an expression of your desire that we avoid taking any definite 
initiative as to termination, but rather go along with the British as 
long as they wish the conversations to continue, without, of course, 
committing ourselves as to substance, endeavoring to secure at the 
same time a formula which would modify the existing obligation to 
hold a conference regardless of circumstances. In view of your 22, 
and as a result of our meeting with the British on the 14th,” I come 
to similar conclusions. 

In the first place, I am inclined to think the British strongly ad- 
vocated further exploration now with Japan, in order to test Japan’s 
real position and intentions, and thus to determine our own course. 
In the second place, there were increasing indications that Japan 

would ultimately turn down the British suggestions and thus assume 

the onus for ending that particular phase of the conversations. In the 
third place, I felt that following the Japanese rejection, the British 
would more clearly recognize the impossibility of coming to satis- 
factory terms with Japan in her present frame of mind, and would 
thus more readily be prepared to take a common stand with us and 
to assume the initiative in terminating the talks. Since we cannot 
entirely dictate the terms of Anglo-American cooperation but must 
work them out in cooperation with the British, and since there are 
increasing evidences that the British are becoming more suspicious 

“Telegram in three sections. 
“For minutes by the American delegation of this meeting, see p. 334.
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of and irritated by the Japanese, I thought it unwise to precipitate 
the issue and thus play into the hands of the group here that has 
favored concessions to Japan. Finally, there was the possibility that 
Japan might in the meantime formally denounce the Washington 
Treaty, which would force the issue and make it easier to place the 
responsibility for termination where it belongs. The opinion ex- 
pressed in my 41, November 16, 9 p. m., was therefore with a view of 
acquiescing in further efforts in the hope that the British and we 
would ultimately reach the same conclusion as to the necessity of 
taking a common and more determined stand. 

The British say there is still considerable friendly sentiment here 
for Japan on account of the former alliance and that therefore public 
opinion would more strongly favor a definite stand against Japan after 
the failure of every reasonable effort to reach agreement had proved 
Japan’s unwillingness to cooperate on an acceptable basis. Further- 
more, the Cabinet must satisfy those members who are most appre- 
hensive of an alignment between Germany and Japan that every effort 
consistent with the safety of the Empire has been made to retain 

Japanese good will, Asan indication that the British Government is 
inclining to our point of view and preparing public opinion for it the 
trend of the British press has been towards building up a case against 
Japan and the tone of the entire press today is distinctly anti-Japanese. 

Another argument advanced by the British for continuing the con- 
versations beyond the date of denunciation is that Japan at the moment 
of taking such a drastic step will be in an apologetic frame of mind 
and find it difficult to be intransigent on other issues. 

I do not believe the British have any intention of playing the role 
of mediator or of making any separate agreement whatever with Japan. 
In fact the British and ourselves seem to be in agreement now as to 
principles and objectives. Our chief remaining difference is over the 
time and method of approach. Whereas we favor discontinuing the 
conversations, sending the Japanese home free but empty handed and 
avoiding any impression of a surrender to Japan, the British wish to 
keep the talks alive hoping either to tie the British up even in a limited 
way but without giving Japan any increase in ratio, or failing that, to 
convince the British public that every reasonable effort towards agree- 
ment has been tried and has failed owing to Japanese intransigence. 

Moreover in the British concept the exploration of the “middle 
course” does not mean that we accept the Japanese contention that the 
present ratios and principles embodied in existing treaties should be 
scrapped. The Japanese denunciation which must be taken for 
granted and as the starting point for discussions of the “middle course” 
itself scraps ratios as a treaty principle, and the British believe that 
the only practical way left to safeguard present ratios in fact, after
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the treaties are scrapped by Japan, is for us to be free to build in any 
ratio we desire, keeping Japan bound at least by qualitative restriction. 

Since receipt of your telegrams numbers 25, November 16 [27], 3 
p. m., 26, November 16 [77], 4 p. m., 27, November 16 [17], 8 p. m.® 
the British have I understand received the reply of the Japanese to 
the British suggestions. The information obtained from press circles 
but which has not been officially confirmed is that the Japanese have 
answered the British inquiries in the negative, and will refuse quali- 
tative limitation unless we agree to quantitative equality. Therefore, 
unless I receive from you specific direction to the contrary I shall re- 
frain from stressing those features of our position which have not yet 
been accepted by the British until we are informed of the character 
of the Japanese reply and of the British reaction thereto. 

In an informal frank talk with Baldwin yesterday afternoon he 
told me that while he was unable to commit himself without conferring 
with his colleagues with whom he had not talked for several days on 
this subject, he was strongly impressed by the point of view advanced 
by me as to the advisability of taking a common definite stand now 
against the Japanese and letting them go home and think it over. As 
he expressed it, when your cook gives notice of quitting the best thing is 

to let her quit. 
To sum up, while I cannot predict what turn events may take, there 

is every evidence that the trend now is distinctly favorable to our thesis 
and that, if we are patient and careful for a short while longer the 
situation may definitely crystallize to our satisfaction.” 

Davis 

500.A15A5/272 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 
of State 

Lonvon, November 21, 1934—9 p. m. 
[Received November 21—5: 25 p. m.] 

47, I have obtained confidentially through a reliable source the fol- 
lowing information which, however, I have not as yet been able offi- 

cially to confirm. 
Neville Chamberlain, head of the group which has been in favor of a 

conciliatory policy towards Japan, has come to the conclusion that 
Great Britain should make no agreement with Japan to which the 
United States is not a party, that Anglo-American cooperation is a 

* Telegram No. 27 not printed 
© Telegram No. 31, November 21, 6 p. m., to the Chairman of the American 

delegation stated: “Our first reaction to your No. 44, November 21, 1 p. m. is one 
of distinct encouragement.” (500.A15A5/269)
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vital necessity to world peace and stability, that the Japanese are 
bluffing and that if and when it is necessary to call that bluff the United 
States and England should unhesitatingly do so together. Also, that 
Chamberlain, Simon and others, believe that one of the chief purposes 
of the Japanese in denouncing the Washington Treaty is to get free 
from the restrictions on non-fortification in certain areas. This view, 
however, is contradicted by recent indications from press and other 
sources that the Japanese are desirous of retaining the non-fortifica- 
tion provision of the Washington Treaty. 

One thing which the British are having to take into consideration 
is that Australia, who now has a favorable arrangement with Japan for 
the disposal of her wool surplus, is anxious to avoid anything which 
would upset this arrangement. On the other hand, I am informed 
that in a secret meeting of the High Commissioners of Australia, 

Canada,? and New Zealand * with Simon, attended by Smuts * a week 
ago, the unanimous opinion was that cooperation with the United 
States as Smuts had advocated in his recent speech must be the cardinal 
policy of the British Empire. 

Davis 

500.A15A5/274 : Telegram | 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 
of State 

Lonpon, November 21, 1934—10 p. m. 
[ Received November 21—6: 30 p. m. | 

48. Your 27, November 17, 8 p. m.,5 asking for comments on the sug- 
gestions indicated therein, is answered in general in my other cables 
today. To be more specific however, (a) the announced decision * of 
Japan to terminate the Washington Treaty and refusal to continue 
naval limitation on the present basis alters considerably the problem 
that confronts us. JI accordingly feel that we should defer a decision 
with regard to giving out the President’s letter of instructions to me 
at least until we know more definitely the extent and way in which the 
British and ourselves can go along together, particularly since the 
letter was, as I understand, drafted mainly with a view to making 
publicly clear our position in the case of failure to reach an agreement 

* Stanley Melbourne Bruce. 
* George Howard Ferguson. 
* Sir James Parr. 
* General Jan Christian Smuts, Minister of Justice, Union of South Africa. 
* Not printed ; for contents, see communication of November 14 from President 

Roosevelt to the Secretary of State, p. 333. 
* See telegram No. 15, October 29, 8 p. m., from the Chairman of the American 

delegation, p. 317.
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with both the British and Japanese for a renewal of the treaties. If 
the British and ourselves agree upon a common stand against the 
position taken by Japan, publication now would be displeasing to the 
British and might be construed as showing a difference between us 
with regard to the British demand for an increase in cruisers. 

(6) The purpose and full meaning of the suggestion in your para- 
graph (6) is not clear to us. Unless you are referring to exempt 

ships, we can only understand the suggestion to mean in effect that we 
attempt to obtain a gentleman’s agreement to abide by a treaty agree- 

ment, since the Washington and London Treaties both regulate the 
laying clown of additional vessels between now and December 31, 
1936. Until the situation is more clarified it does not seem advisable 
to raise the question of ships which may be laid down during the life 
of the existing treaties. 

(¢) The British will undoubtedly favor an agreement for publicity 
in respect of all naval construction, and this in our opinion would be 
most desirable even if we can get nothing more. 

(zd) Referring to your 22, November 15,6 p.m. For our guidance 
I would appreciate it if you would explain more fully how you think 
we can escape the commitment to meet in conference within one year 

of denunciation of the Washington Treaty without a formal agreement 
between all of the parties to that treaty, including France and Italy, 

since it would involve in effect a modification of the treaty. 
Davis 

§00.A15A5/274 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American Delegation 
(Davis) 

Wasuineton, November 22, 1934—5 p. m. 

32. Your 48, November 21, 10 p.m. Our view with regard to the 

Conference in 1935 is about as follows: 
While there are two treaty commitments to meet in conference in 

1935 found respectively in the Treaty of Washington (provided Japan 
has previously denounced the Treaty) and in the Treaty of London, 
there are no treaty provisions covering the manner in which the con- 
ference shall be called. There is no obligation that we can see for us 
to convene the conference just because we were hosts in Washington 
in 1922 any more than there is an obligation for the British to con- 

vene the conference because they were hosts in London in 1980. Should 
any one of the signatory powers convene a conference, we would nat- 

urally be committed to attend. If any signatory power fails to con- 
vene a conference it cannot reproach any of the others for not carrying 
out the treaty undertaking. 

Hoi
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500.A15A5/284 

Record of Teletype Conversation * 

Davis: As I am seeing the Prime Minister and Simon tomorrow 
morning I would like to know if you are cabling me any further views 
or instructions on the basis of my 44, and if not do you approve of 
my proceeding on the line indicated therein ? 

SECRETARY: Yes, we feel you are on the right track, particularly 
if developments lead you to feel that matters are working out as you 
indicated you anticipated. 

Davis: The conversation will probably take the following turn; 
the British will inform us of the reply of the Japanese yesterday, 
which I understand was inconclusive, but keeps the door open for 

further conversations. They will then no doubt wish to know if we 
are willing to have the British explore the possibilities of agreement 
on the middle course. My idea would be to inform them of your 
attitude and instructions as outlined in your 26 of November 17, and 
then give as my personal views the general line of thought in your 
25 of November 17. If after this the British are still insistent on 
continuing the conversations what position shall I take? 

Davis: I may say that Admiral Standley and I feel that with the 
Washington and London Treaties terminated, a multi-lateral qualita- 
tive agreement including Japan would have a greater tendency 
towards preserving the principle of disarmament than would be the 
case were there no agreement whatever. At the same time, our power 
to preserve the present ratios by necessary building would not be in 
the least jeopardized. Our guess is that Japan will probably refuse 
qualitative limitation alone, on the ground that it would be more ad- 
vantageous to Great Britain and the United States than to herself. 
If, however, it becomes necessary for us to take a definite position, 
my judgment would be that we should consent to a further exploration 
of the “middle course” only on two essential conditions: first, an 
assurance that my interpretation of the British policy, as set forth 
in my 44, is essentially correct, and that they will not agree to any 
alteration of ratio or make any agreement with Japan not acceptable 
to us. Second, that if we are to pursue the conversations further, the 
first phase should be definitely closed on the basis of the expressed 
determination on the part of Japan to denounce the Washington 
Treaty and to refuse to continue bound by the present ratios. In this 
case, a public statement should be issued, in order to avoid the 
erroneous impression that we are in any way making concessions 
in principle to Japan. I do not know whether the British would 
agree to such a statement but shall I raise the issue with them tomor- 

"Between the Secretary of State in Washington and Norman H. Davis in 
London, November 22, 1934, 2:10 p. m.—2:55 p. m. (via direct London circuit).
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row morning? If they refuse, you should consider making a uni- 
lateral statement. While the British may come to see as we do the 
advisability of our making no agreement with Japan until after 
denunciation, I fear they will not be willing to take the responsibility 
of closing the conversations as long as Japan wishes to continue. 
At any rate, bear in mind that Matsudaira will remain here. I 
foresee that in order to work for such an outcome of the present 
conversations as indicated in the Department’s most recent instruc- 
tions, I may have to remain here until well into the New Year. If 
at any time you wish to avoid such a possibility, the only feasible 
reason to withdraw—without an agreement and without the appear- 
ance of a break—would be to return home for Christmas Holidays, 
over which period the British have already intimated they wish to 
have a break. The Krock article® attacking Simon has had a very 
unfortunate reaction here. Unless some effective way can be found to 
show that it does not represent official views, and in fact that it is 
regretted in official quarters that any attack should be made on the 
Foreign Minister of a friendly power with whom we are in most im- 
portant negotiations, it will have a very harmful effect on these nego- 
tiations. It is reported that Matsudaira called on the French Ambas- 
sador ® this morning and after an hour and a half conversation with 
him he went immediately to the Foreign Office and talked with Craigie 
for two hours. French Ambassador sent me word just now Matsudaira 
had called on him this morning evidently personally perturbed over 
Japan being the sole nation to denounce the Washington Treaty and 
asking the French Ambassador in a rather round about fashion what 
he believed was the attitude of the French and Italian Governments 
on this question—Matsudaira further went on to inquire what reply 
might be expected if the Japanese raised the question in Paris.” 
French Ambassador gave little comfort and said in his viewpoint the 
French Government could not disassociate this question from the 
General Disarmament question and gave Matsudaira to understand 
in his personal opinion the French Government would not lend an 
ear to any such démarche from Japan. Japanese press are trying to 
give publicity to Matsudaira’s activities with the French today espe- 
cially I understand with the American and French agencies. 

Secretary : Norman, we can’t think through so many considerations 
in these surroundings. Send through all your message and we shall 
telegraph you an answer that you will have in the morning. My first 

* Arthur Krock, Washington correspondent for the New York Times; New York 
Times, November 21, 1934, p. 18. 

* André Charles Corbin. 
* See telegram No. 267, December 3, 1 p. m., from the Ambassador in Japan, 

p. 406; and memorandum of December 3 by the Chief of the Division of Western 
EKuropean Affairs, p. 406.
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impression is two-fold: One, that you don’t need to commit yourself 
tomorrow morning and two, that to commence negotiating a quali- 
tative treaty with the Japanese immediately after her denunciation of 
Washington Treaty would be in essence a concession both in principle 
and in fact. 

I have already sent you a telegram on the Krock incident. Phillips 
and I both spoke to Lindsay” this morning expressing regret and 
explaining that it did not represent my views. I asked him to cable 
his Government accordingly. 

Davis: To further clarify your enquiry I would say—if at any time 
the situation does not develop whereby Japan calls off negotiations 
and the British want to continue and you wish to pull out but avoid 
a break—the only feasible reason et cetera. 

SECRETARY: Yes, many thanks and good luck. 
Davis: I am still inclined to believe the situation is most likely to 

work out as indicated in my 44, but it may take time. Best wishes to 
you, Cordell and to all. 

§00.A15A5/276 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American Delegation 
(Davis) 

Wasuineton, November 22, 19384—6 p. m. 

33. Your 50, November 22, 2 p.m. I deplore as much as you do 

the publication of the Krock article. This morning Phillips spoke 
to Lindsay and told him how much we regretted any such publicity, 
particularly when tinged with a personal attack on a foreign states- 
man and expressed the hope that it would not adversely affect the 
negotiations in London, which seemed to be moving steadily towards 
a better understanding between the British and Americans. Lindsay 
implied that the less emphasis given the article the better and that he 
hoped it would be buried and soon forgotten. Later I spoke to Lind- 
say myself and asked him to cable a message, telling him of my personal 
feelings of disappointment at this type of article. I told him that I 
was really encouraged by the way our two delegations were now 
pulling together and that neither the portrayed impatience of high 
officials here at the progress of the conversations nor the implied criti- 
cisms of Sir John Simon’s réle represented my views. 

You may make such discreet use of this telegram as you think would 

be helpful. : 
Hui 

“Sir Ronald Lindsay, British Ambassador to the United States, 
* Not printed,



364 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1934, VOLUME! I 

500.A15A5/280a : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American Delegation 
(Davis) 

Wasutneton, November 22, 1934—8 p. m. 

84. With reference to our teletype conversation today. We remain 
of the opinion that the most potentially advantageous course would 

be that the Japanese, it being their intention to denounce the treaty, 
be given no encouragement to expect any concessions or the conclusion 

of any new treaty in substitution therefor and, through abstention on 
the part of the British and ourselves from further appearance of solici- 
tude in that connection, be compelled to make the denunciation on their 

own sole responsibility and at a moment of their choosing between 

now and the end of December. 

We believe that, insofar as the situation in Japan and in the Far East 
in general are concerned, as distinguished from considerations of 

British internal politics, the tactics of exploring possibilities with re- 
gard to substitutes, etc., has been and would be, if continued, of more 
disadvantage than advantage. This is true also of the situation in 
this country. 

A clean break, brought about by denunciation by Japan, would 
properly and should in fact bring about the end of the first phase. 
The idea of proceeding immediately with what would in fact be new 
conversations toward a new objective would signify that the funda- 
mental demand of the Japanese in the present conversations, namely, 
that the existing ratios be given up, has been conceded. Immediate 

entrance upon new conversations or negotiations would have a very 
bad psychological effect and establish a bad precedent. The Japanese 
would have been accorded a substantial gain and there would be given 
no chance for the development which we envisage as likely within a 
reasonably short time, namely, an approach by the Japanese on their 

own initiative asking for further discussion of naval limitations, 

whereby there would be created a setting for such discussions favorable 

to the viewpoint that naval limitation is desirable. If our expectation 

of such a development should, as time goes on, be disappointed, there 
nevertheless 1s a period of two years during which it will be possible to 
make revision of estimates and plans, before the present obligations 

of the parties to the treaties terminate. 

We therefore do not believe that further exploration of the “middle 
course” by the British would be of any practical value unless it is 
envisaged and be carried out by them solely for purposes of filling in 
time until the Japanese assume the responsibility of breaking off the
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first phase by denouncing the Washington Treaty; and even in that 

connection we conceive it to be hazardous, because it encourages the 

Japanese to believe that the British and perhaps the American Govern- 

ments are unduly perturbed in the presence of Japan’s strength and 

apparent determination; also, it would continue to provide opportunity 

and possible material for propaganda and suspicion. 
I feel that you therefore should try to talk the British out of their 

idea of further exploring a middle course, avoiding, of course, trying 
to exercise on our behalf any veto power, but refraining from giving 
assent; drawing the British out by compelling them to repeat and to 
extend the scope of their arguments in support of such procedure; 
asking them to specify as far as possible what useful purpose they 
expect that procedure to serve and to what ends they expect it to lead; 
seeking repetition of their affirmations that they will make no agree- 
ments to which we are not party or do not assent. You could, if neces- 
sary, prolong a discussion of that type over several days, thereby 
delaying procedure by them in that direction and adding to the 
uneasiness and embarrassment in which the Japanese find themselves. 

We do not see how the present conversations could be turned into or 
be immediately followed by negotiations without its becoming thereby 
a fact that the British and the American Governments had zpso facto 
made concessions both in principle and in fact while the Japanese not 
only had made no concessions but had made definite gains both in 
appearance and in fact. | 

Personal for Davis. Some of the tone of the foregoing may seem 
to you somewhat blunt because of its hurried preparation. You are 

doing splendidly. 
Hou 

500.A15A5/318 

The Chargé in the Netherlands (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

No. 108 Tur Hacur, November 22, 1934. 
[Received December 5. | 

- rer: I have the honor to report that great interest continues to be 
shown, as reflected by the press and by the comments of Government 
officials, in the naval conversations at London. Next to the three 
Powers taking part in the conversations, Holland is perhaps the 
most closely concerned. The Minister for Foreign Affairs,’* in the 

J. R. Slotemaker de Bruine.



366 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1934, VOLUME! I 

speech he made recently during the budget debate (see despatch 
No. 102, of November 15, 1934 ++), denied that there were conversations 
taking place between Netherlands and British naval authorities at the 
moment. He did not deny that conversations on naval questions 
have taken place in the past and are taking place at present between 
British and Netherlands authorities in the Far East. 

In several recent despatches mention has been made of opinions 
expressed by various Government officials, including Premier Colijn, 
concerning the Japanese question. Their extraordinary frankness in 
denouncing Japan reflects the feeling of the country and its fears 
for the safety of its colonial possessions. The commercial tactics of 
the Japanese, followed by their high-handed methods in the Com- 
mercial Conference now being held at Batavia, have not lessened 
these fears. Briefly analyzed, prevailing Dutch opinion is that only 
through a combination of circumstances can the Japanese be kept 
from eventually taking full possession of their vast colonial empire. 
They are well aware of the strategical importance of the East Indies 
Islands, lying as they do between Singapore and Australia at the 

crossroads of the Pacific and Indian Ocean. They sense that the pres- 
ent commercial invasion of Java and Sumatra by the Japanese is 
only a preliminary movement, to be followed later by racial subversive 
activities and eventual annexation. This does not mean that they 
consider their island as immediate objectives, for, as Premier Colijn 
pointed out to Mr. Emmet,” Japanese policy is at present directed 
northward. 

Holland, however, places its hopes for the future in the maintenance 
of British and American prestige in the Far East. This is not openly 
admitted. On the contrary, a very self-reliant, even combative, atti- 
tude is noticeable. As soon as the Japanese commercial delegates, 
who are by no means anxious to leave, can be gotten away from Bata- 
via, some fifty quota restrictions will be put into effect against Jap- 
anese goods entering the East Indies. The Government’s deter- 
mination to put a curb on the economic penetration of Japanese cheap 
goods has not been in any way modified. Fear of military aggression 
does not perhaps exist for the moment and naval authorities have 
recently expressed the opinion that if Great Britain and America 
maintain themselves in their present position, Japan would not dare 
to send against the Netherlands East Indies more than a small part of 
her fleet, with which detached unit they might themselves succeed in 
coping. 

However, keen interest in the London conversations is due to the 
apparently recognized fact that Holland’s future in the Far Hast 

* Not printed. 
4% Grenville T. Emmet, American Minister to the Netherlands.
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depends in the last analysis on Great Britain and in a somewhat lesser 
degree on ourselves, and it need hardly be added that no sympathy 
for the Japanese contentions can be detected. : 

The confidential statements of Premier Colijn and Jonkheer Bee- 

laerts, Vice President of the Council of State, to the effect that they 
consider Japan a menace, to be dealt with as such, are reflected in the 
press, where the question has been discussed with somewhat less re- 
straint than usual. JI quote herewith in part from a recent editorial 
appearing in the Viewwe Rotterdamsche Courant (Liberal) , of Rotter- 
dam, which advocates an Anglo-American understanding and empha- 
sizes the American angle: 

“The Americans are absolutely right in their attitude of having 
nothing to do with Japanese parity proposals, however unreasonable 
their own claim to parity with England. The rationing in the Wash- 
ington Treaty was based not only on the actual size of the then existing 
ships of the line but also very definitely on the ability of the nations 
involved to exceed each other in shipbuilding. America did not 
threaten at that time, if the 5: 5:3 ratio were rejected, to make use of 
its great fleet in destroying smaller navies but it did threaten to build 
and further to augment the existing great difference. 

“That form of being right is perhaps not sympathetic. But the 
attitude of the Americans as regards the Japanese is morally much 
stronger when it is considered that for Japan’s smaller ratio America 
paid well. It said to Japan: ‘We shall give you greater security for 
your weaker navy’. That is why it renounced, almost irrevocably, 
the construction of its naval bases in the Far East. Japan profited 
immediately from this offer and wishes again to profit today, but to 
withdraw payment for the original concession. 

“The Japanese wish to effect a non-aggression treaty with America 
bears a curious political character. Such treaties differ considerably, 
all depending on the nations which conclude them. In case Japan 
should attack Russia and destroy it as a possible ally of America, the 
Americans would, if they signed a non-aggression treaty, be unable to 
intervene. <A treaty of non-aggression would in no way weaken 
Japan’s position but would materially weaken America’s, the latter 
having nothing up its sleeve either in the form of alliances or as a 
member of the League of Nations. Japan’s calculations are clever, 
but much too transparent. 

“In reality negotiations have so far accomplished one thing, namely, 
to make Washington more distrustful of Japan. Lord Lothian, the 
prudent and wise English Liberal, has called attention to the hopeless- 
ness of the negotiations. He says he knows of but one means to check- 
mate the military party in Japan and compel a change of tactics, 
namely, cooperation between America and England. He is right, for 
the Japanese are fond of making endless efforts as long as the others 
show patience.” 

Respectfully yours, Warven McK. Witson
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' §00.A15A5/307 

Memorandum of Conversation in the Prime Minister’s Office at the 
House of Commons on November 23, 1934 % 

Present : 

For tHe Unirep States: For Great BRITAIN: 
Mr. Davis The Prime Minister 
Mr. Atherton Sir John Simon 
Mr. Field Mr. Craigie 

At the beginning of the meeting, Mr. Davis showed Sir John a 
copy of Secretary Hull’s telegram” relating to the Krock incident 
and Sir John expressed his appreciation of the action taken. 

Sir John thereupon gave a résumé of the recent conversations with 
the Japanese. He assured Mr. Davis that the British had made no 
concession beyond the point indicated at the previous meeting * be- 
tween the American and British Delegations. Matsudaira had ex- 
pressed himself as appreciative of American and British efforts to 
find a way of accommodation. He had repeated, however, that Japan 
would have to denounce the Treaty at the end of the year but that 
she was still anxious to find a way of agreeing with the United States 
and Great Britain. Japan would not be satisfied with shadow with- 

: out substance and still desired a common upper limit, although 
Matsudaira was satisfied that if some arrangement on that basis 
could be made, Japan would never build up to that limit. It would 
make a tremendous difference in Japan if the principle of parity had 
been once agreed to. Matsudaira had gone on to say that his govern- 
ment understood that the British envisaged the fixation of building 
programs on a contractual basis and he did not think his government 
could accept that. He had not made any statement as to whether 
Japan might agree to a declaration of programs without a contractual 
promise. 

Sir John said he had asked Matsudaira about certain wider matters 
he had discussed in the last Anglo-American conversations. He had 
pointed out that what Japan was proposing was much broader than 
a mere change in the naval treaty; it was a question of putting an 
end to the whole system on which Pacific peace had been built up. 
For instance, there was the non-fortification provision. Matsudaira 
replied that he thought Japan would favor a continuance of that sort 
of clause, whereupon Simon had asked whether that was an official 

* Transmitted to the Department by Mr. Field, secretary of the American 
delegation, in his despatch of November 27; received December 5. Apparently 
these are minutes written by Mr. Field, not agreed minutes with the British. 

™ No. 33, November 22, 6 p. m., p. 363. 
*® November 14, 1934; for minutes of meeting, see p. 334.
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statement of the Japanese Government. Matsudaira had replied that 

it was not official but that he was quite certain this would be the 

Japanese position. Simon requested him to confirm this, which he 

agreed to do. 
Simon then had asked Matsudaira about the clause relating to noti- 

fication of construction. Matsudaira had stated that he had no knowl- 

edge of this technical point and that the matter should be discussed 

with Yamamoto.” 
With respect to the Four Power Treaty, Matsudaira had said that 

Japan would be prepared to “continue” this treaty. He had intimated 
that he was giving this as a direct message from Hirota.” Simon had 
pointed out that this was not a full answer to his inquiry since what 
he was driving at was not merely a continuance of the Four Power 
Treaty but a definite agreement not to denounce it during the dura- 
tion of a new naval treaty. Matsudaira had answered that he inter- 
preted the message as covering that. Simon had referred to the 
Netherlands and Matsudaira had said he thought this would include 
the Netherlands. (Simon here explained to Mr. Davis that he had in 
mind the Dutch East Indies although he had not specifically mentioned 
them to Matsudaira). 

Simon said that Matsudaira had expressed himself as unfavorable 
to qualitative limitation alone and had declared that 1t would be very 
difficult for Japan to agree to qualitative without quantitative limita- 
tion as Japan might have to keep her liberty with respect to types 
of ships. 

Simon stated that in a very personal and confidential talk with 
Matsudaira, the latter had inquired in effect whether, since it was now 
quite apparent that the Washington Treaty would be denounced 
before the end of the year, it was really necessary that Japan should 
denounce it single-handed. Simon had taken that to mean that the 
Japanese Government, realizing that its announced action was in- 
curring hostile comment outside of Japan, had instructed Matsudaira 
to find out whether the British would join in denunciation. In reply 
Simon had pointed out that there was nothing in the treaty which 
required a notice of termination before the end of the year; the treaty 
merely provided that that was the earliest date. If an agreement 
were reached among all of us as to a new treaty, then we would of 
course put this new agreement in the place of the old treaty. Japan 

had voluntarily and arbitrarily announced its decision to end the 
treaty and the British Government could not join in any such action 
which it felt was premature. 

*” Member of the Japanese delegation. 
* Japanese Prime Minister. 

791118—51——30



370 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1934, VOLUME’ J 

At the conclusion of Simon’s exposition, Mr. Davis stated that he 
had desired this meeting with the British with a view to setting forth 
frankly what he had cabled Washington as to the British position 
and what Washington’s reaction was. He wanted to do this in order 
that there should be complete certainty on both sides of the table that 
he had correctly interpreted to Washington what the British position 
was in order that there might be no misunderstanding. Mr. Davis 
said that after having cabled a summary of what had transpired during 
the meeting on November 14, he had received certain comments from 
Washington indicating that it would be inadvisable to negotiate a 
substitute treaty while the hammer of denunciation was hanging over 
the heads of the British and American Governments. Washington 
felt that if we were ready quietly to continue negotiations as though 
nothing had happened, it would be interpreted in Japan as a tacit 
acquiescence on our part to Japan’s upsetting the whole basis of naval 
limitation. The treaty would not expire until two years after denun- 
ciation. If the Japanese were permitted to go home with anything 
at all in their hands, no matter how insignificant, the militarists would 
consider that they had rid themselves of something they did not like 
and had won a diplomatic victory at the same time. On the other 
hand, if we should let the Japanese denounce and then let them go 
home empty-handed, we might meet later on a different basis. Wash- 
ington felt strongly that it was more important to preserve Anglo- 
American cooperation than to try to find a formula to satisfy Japan. 
It would have a very good effect if both countries were to show Japan 
how seriously they considered her determination to denounce the 
Treaty and to make it plain that neither of us could negotiate with 
them on that basis. While Washington’s reaction to the idea of a 
qualitative limitation alone was that it would be a negation of the 
whole principle of naval limitation, that was not the main point. The 
essential thing was to let the Japanese go home with nothing in their 
pockets. Mr. Davis remarked that, even if the United States were 
willing to consider qualitative limitation, they did not think this 
was the time to do so. 

Mr. Davis then summarized his telegram No. 44 of November 21, 
setting forth the British position in greater detail, and concluded by 
outlining the pertinent portions of the reply he had received that 
night (No. 34 of Nov. 22). 

Sir John thanked Mr. Davis for having put the British position to 
Washington with such complete fairness and MacDonald and 
Craigie indicated that they considered that the British case had been 
presented with complete accuracy. 

Mr. Davis said that Washington was bothered by the reaction in 
certain American newspapers, which were implying that the Delega- 
tion was staying around in London making concessions to the Japa-
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nese and that Great Britain was trying to act as mediator. The 
British problem, Mr. Davis continued, was the opposite: The British 
Government had to convince its people that it was giving Japan every 
reasonable chance to come to an understanding. MacDonald indi- 
cated assent. He took occasion at this point to inform the American 
Delegation that his morning mail had included the largest corre- 

spondence he had ever had from the United States, based on his speech 
at the Lord Mayor’s banquet, which apparently had made a very 
favorable impression in America. 

MacDonald and Simon here had to go to the floor of the House for 
a brief period. During this interruption Craigie expounded the fol- 
lowing views: He thought we should place ourselves in the position 
of the moderate man in Japan who was anxious to have an agreement. 
His argument with his opponents would probably be that if Japan 
went to the absolute extreme of cutting herself completely adrift, it 
would inevitably drive the United States and Great Britain together 
and Japan would derive no good from this in the long run. It would 
greatly assist this moderate element, Craigie felt, if that element 
could point out that at present there was no evidence of a common 
front against Japan. We could thus strengthen the hand of the 
moderates in Japan by avoiding all appearance of a common front. 
The same argument, Craigie continued, was valid in the case of 
British opinion. There was a strong element in England which 
feared trouble with Japan and it was most important not to give them 
the chance to claim that a break had been brought about not through 
Japanese but through British and American intransigence. Craigie 
felt that the wisest policy for the United States and Great Britain at 
.the moment would be to give Japan enough rope. 

Craigie informed Mr. Davis that he had learned from the French 
naval attaché that the French Government would be favorable to a 
continuance of qualitative limitation. 

Mr. Davis said that he felt that it would have a very good effect in 
Japan if our two countries could just get one idea across, namely, that 
the United States and England felt the issue to be much greater than 
a mere technical question and that they were most eager not to destroy 
any part of the world’s peace machinery and to avoid any action that 
would have a disturbing influence in an already disturbed world; that 
on the contrary they were engaged in a concerted effort to preserve 
peace rather than any common front and that they wanted all the other 
powers to join with them in this effort. If we could get rid of the 
constant suspicions of supposed differences between us, Mr. Davis 
thought the whole problem would clarify itself. 

After MacDonald’s and Simon’s return to the meeting, Mr. Davis 
stated that it was now apparent that our two governments were sub- 
stantially in agreement as to principle and objective; the only real
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difference was as to methods, namely, as to whether it would be better 
to go on now or to close the conversations. He wondered whether it 
would not be the perfectly logical thing for both of us to say to the 
Japanese that their apparently irrevocable decision to denounce was a 
very serious thing, since it amounted to destroying the collective 
system we had set up for promoting peace and cooperation in the Far 
East in accordance with certain definite principles and policies; that 
such a grave step required careful thought on the part of the United 
States and Great Britain, since they were anxious not to lose the 
ground which had been gained; that it would therefore be wisest to 
end the conversations for the time being and to resume them some time 
in the future, when we have all had an opportunity to consider the 
situation. Mr. Davis suggested that we might even consider issuing a 
statement which would appeal to the moral sense of the world, and 
could not possibly be taken amiss by the military party in Japan while 
aiding the moderate element. He pointed out that the Washington 
Treaty system was a collective peace system for the Far East as was 
the League for Europe and the world and that Japan’s action was 
analogous to an attempt to scrap the League covenant. Mr. Davis 
jokingly added that Japan had already plucked several feathers from 
the Washington bird, to which MacDonald replied that in fact the fowl 
was already in the pot. 
MacDonald also said that had Japan announced that she could not 

renew the London Treaty, it would not have been anything like so 
serious as her decision to abrogate the Washington Treaty. 

Simon agreed that the difference between us was purely a question 
of method. He said Mr. Davis had very justly appreciated the difi- 
culty with public opinion in England. The British Government 
wanted to be quite sure that when all was said and done it would not 
be told that it was responsible for bringing the house down on top of it. 

Mr. Davis said that he was profoundly convinced that the only hope 
of avoiding ultimate grief in the Far East was for the United States 
and England to go step in step. He was informed that the Japanese 
were increasingly disturbed. He had learned confidentially that 
Matsudaira had been to see the French to find out about the chance of 
France and Italy joining in denunciation, and that the French reaction 
had been unfavorable. Simon apparently had not heard about this. 
MacDonald stated he did not agree with the American view as to 

the effect of termination on the military mind in Japan. The Japa- 
nese, he thought, did not require concessions; they merely wanted a 
demonstration that Yamamoto had stood his ground against the other 
powers up to the very end. MacDonald agreed that if Japan refused 
to budge at all, it was naturally better to end the conversations, after 
making it perfectly clear that it was Japan’s determination to denounce 
which made it impossible to continue the naval conversations now.
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MacDonald felt, however, that matters had not yet reached that point, 
and that the British had not yet finished their case. He wanted to 
get a straight answer from Japan as to what they meant by denouncing 
the Washington Treaty, and how they envisaged future relations in 
the Pacific. Indeed, they ought to get a definite written statement 
from Japan as to her intentions. If the deadlock with Japan 
remained, we would still have to consider what to do about next year’s 
conference. Even if Japan were out of action, there would still be 
much to consider between the British and the American delegations. 
He sincerely hoped that we would not leave before the work was 
finished. 

Mr. Davis assured him that he had no intention of abruptly walk- 
ing out of the conversations. He fully appreciated the difficulty of the 
situation. ‘There was still a strong pro-Japanese sentiment in Great 
Britain which felt that without a definite guarantee from the United 
States, which was unobtainable, Great Britain had better avoid a break 
with Japan at all costs and seek some sort of agreement with Japan. 
Mr. Davis thought that was shortsighted and if put into practice would 
inevitably lead to trouble in the future. Then there was the Australian 
problem. Her trade with Japan was better than ever before, and 
Australia naturally did not want to do anything to jeopardize it. Mr. 
Davis frankly thought, however, that Great Britain needed American 
cooperation more than the United States needed that of Great Brit- 
ain, but the United States could not afford to have anything happen to 
Great Britain any more than Great Britain could afford to have any- 
thing happen to the United States. MacDonald agreed, adding that 
Great Britain was in the front firing line, and would have to bear the 
brunt of the first attack, not only in the Pacific, but in European waters. 
They could not give up anything that would prevent their getting 
through the first barrier. He hoped that if the Washington Treaty 
system were scrapped and the two nations were faced with a dangerous 
situation in the Far East, we would be more generous to England in 
the matter of tonnage. Mr. Davis replied that the United States was 
in a very reasonable frame of mind. 

Simon said that neither the Prime Minister nor he would ever do 
anything to harm Anglo-American cooperation, and MacDonald 
added, “I don’t believe that any of you who have had contact with us 
through the years have any shadow of a doubt about our desire to 
keep Anglo-American relations of the most cordial and affectionate 
character”. 
Mr. Davis said he would stake his whole reputation and future on 

the definite assumption that neither MacDonald, Baldwin nor Simon 
would want, or be unwise enough, to do anything that would alienate 
the United States. But it was essential that there should be no mental
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reservations about Anglo-American cooperation. They replied that 
Mr. Davis was safe in such an assumption and agreed with him. 

Simon said their position at the moment was that Matsudaira was 
waiting for a reply from his Government as to three or four points 
about which the British had inquired. It was not practicable to end 
the talks now. Some time must be given to think things over. Mr. 
Davis said he believed Yamamoto had come with very definite and 
limited instructions and could make no real concessions now. Mat- 
sudaira had intimated definitely that this was the case and that after 
denunciation we could meet under better auspices. Mr. Davis sug- 
gested the desirability of our following this up a little more with 
Matsudaira; it would have to be done very delicately, since Mat- 
sudaira was in a difficult position. Mr. Davis did not think the 
Japanese would accept qualitative limitation alone. He again em- 
phasized that we did not wish to terminate the conversations abruptly. 
It was necessary to find out definitely what Japan had in mind and 
what they proposed to do after denunciation. He thought we should 
impress upon the Japanese the seriousness of the situation they were 
creating. Mr. MacDonald declared that the British Government had 
already begun to emphasize the seriousness of the situation in talking 
with the Japanese and Simon said that that was the object of his 
statement in the House on the preceding day. Mr. Davis said he 
thought that statement was excellent. 

Mr. Davis then pointed out that the Christmas holidays were not 
very far off. Simon said the British would be very preoccupied by 
the India debate, which would become critical the following Wednes- 
day. Then there was the Royal Wedding,” which also took much 
time. Simon therefore hoped that Mr. Davis would hold his hand a 
little. He also wondered whether Mr. Davis might not make a short 
statement to the press, approving what he had said in the House of 
Commons, and, after some discussion, it was agreed that Mr. Davis 
would mention the matter in his press conference in the afternoon. 

§00.A15A5/286 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 
of State 

Lonpon, November 27, 1934—8 p. m. 
[Received November 27—4: 05 p. m.] 

53. During the week end I had a long talk with Matsudaira which 
culminated in an official visit he paid me yesterday in which he 
definitely informed me his instructions are to keep the conversations 

“The Duke of Kent married Princess Marina of Greece, November 29, 1984,



LONDON NAVAL CONFERENCE 379 

going and to prevent an actual break down. Matsudaira himself ob- 
viously hopes that we may yet reach agreement or at least the possible 
basis of some later agreement, for as he pointed out, since the treaties 
do not terminate for 2 years we can at least lay the foundation now 
on which a later agreement might be reached. Matsudaira insisted 
that while Japan demanded the legal right to naval parity his per- 
sonal view was that they had neither the desire nor the ability to 
engage in a naval race or to attempt to build up to the American and 
British levels. I said that since the Japanese denunciation of the 

Washington Treaty would raise most difficult and serious questions 
I was inclined to believe it would be better to adjourn for a while 
and give time to think it all over. He replied “let us keep on for at 
least a while for I am still hopeful that we can find a mutually satis- 
factory solution, or the basis for it.” 

Davis 

500.A15A5/289 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American Delegation 
(Davis) 

Wasuineron, November 28, 1984—6 p. m. 

39. Front page article in New York Herald Tribune from London 
reads as follows: 

“While the Japanese were continuing to drag out naval talks with 
the British today, the American delegation was taking up considera- 
tion of a declaration which is expected to be made by the United States 
when Tokyo denounces the Washington limitation treaty . . 22 The 
American declaration although it probably will be officially addressed 
to the signatories of the treaty will in reality be meant for the ears 
of all countries and according to information tonight is regarded to 
be an indictment of Japan’s destruction of the peace fabric of the 
Pacific.” 

The article continues that while we would prefer a joint declaration 
or identic declarations by the other signatories of the Washington 
Treaty, “it 1s considered highly probable at the moment that unless 
the other signatories would put out a plain-spoken pronouncement 
the United States will issue an independent declaration.” 

I regret this type of publicity. I feel that what is needed at present 
is not talk of indictment or threats but such guidance to the press and 
public as is suggested in my 37,74 showing our position as an upholder 
of the theory of equality of security. 

* Omission indicated in the original. 
“November 26, 7 p. m., Foreign Relations, Japan, 1931-1941, vol. 1, p. 266.
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Senator Nye’s recent public espousal of the thesis that Japan is right 
in demanding equality of naval armament may tend toward crys- 
tallizing a considerable section of pacifist sentiment throughout the 
country. ‘his sentiment is vocal only in reference to the 5-5-3 
slogan and of course does not appreciate the larger issues involved. 
We realize, of course, that it is exceedingly difficult adequately to set 
forth our position in such terms as would convince these pacifist ele- 
ments without impugning Japanese actions and motives in terms 
which would not ease the situation. Nevertheless, the fundamental 
issues at stake have been obscured during the talks of the last 6 weeks 
and the unceasing efforts of Japanese propagandists have made some 
headway, which may be one reason for Matsudaira’s desire to keep 
the conversations going and to prevent an actual breakdown with a 
clean break. 

I suggest therefore that, with these considerations in mind, you give 
renewed guidance to the press of our position stressing that we as 

well as the Japanese favor reduction in tonnage, that equality of 
armaments between two countries, even of the same size, does not 
necessarily mean equality of security, that the equality of armaments 
or parity proposition can be so presented as to establish a reductio ad 

absurdum, et cetera. We think such guidance would be more ef- 
fective as coming from London than from Washington and as a 
development of a thesis by the correspondents themselves, perhaps in 
the form of a review of the American position to date. 

Hou 

500.A15A5/290: Telegram 

Lhe Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 
of State 

Lonpvon, November 30, 1934—8 a. m. 
[Received November 30—6: 44 a. m.] 

54. Your 39, November 28,6 p.m. I greatly deplore the type of 
publicity exhibited in the Herald Tribune article and in fact we denied 
through the American agencies Wednesday, when they drew reports of 
this article to our attention, that we were preparing an indictment of 
Japan. 

For your information the Herald Tribune bureau here on Tuesday 
informed Pell *® that they had a strong tip from English sources that 
our delegation was preparing a statement which would be issued when 
Tokyo had denounced the Washington Treaty and that it was probably 

*R. T. Pell, press officer of the American delegation; attached to the Embassy 
in France,
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to be of such an outspoken nature that the British would not be able 
to identify themselves with it. Pell replied that naturally we were all 
thinking along the lines of what might be done after the denunciation 
of the Treaty but that we had no declaration of outspoken criticism of 

the Japanese in mind. 
The 7ribune then said that the authority for their story was such 

that they could not afford to ignore it but promised to modify their 
report. 

Asa matter of fact we have been emphasizing to our press the funda- 
mental difference between equality in armaments and equality in 
security as suggested in your 37, November 26, 7 p. m.7° They have 
used it somewhat but the point has now been reached where mere back- 
ground talks do not give sufficient basis for cabled news reports. I 
have therefore come to the conclusion that the only way to get this 
thesis restated and fully explained to the public is for me to make a 
formal statement. 

Up to the present I have refrained from saying anything for quota- 
tion, but in view of the reasons indicated by you, and the fact that 
Yamamoto has repeatedly given out formal statements of the Japanese 
position, and Simon in a recent speech in the House of Commons ex- 
pressed the British attitude on certain aspects of the question, may I 
not prepare and submit to you a statement which if approved, I might 
release. The American correspondents in London are giving a 
luncheon to us on Thursday December 6th and this may furnish an 
appropriate platform. 

Davis 

500.A15A5/293 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American Delegation 
(Davis) 

WasuHineton, December 1, 19384—6 p. m. 

43. Your 55, November 30, 9 p. m.2”7 The press here is giving 
considerable space to so-called new Japanese proposals. 

Inasmuch as the Japanese are making these so-called new proposals 
to the British and as these proposals as indicated would not be ac- 
ceptable to us and, according to every indication given you to date by 
the British delegates, should not be acceptable to the British, would it 
not be advisable for you to suggest to the British that they dispose 
adversely of these proposals without permitting to develop a situation 
where it might be made to appear that, the British having shown them- 

* Foreign Relations, Japan, 1931-1941, vol. 1, p. 266. 
* Tbid., p. 267; see also telegram No. 58, December 1, 1934, from the Chairman 

of the American delegation, ibid., p. 267.
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selves inclined to make a compromise, we alone are non-receptive and 
bear the onus of opposition. 

We feel that at this stage all questions of tactics and of impressions 
given the public are becoming increasingly important. 

Ho 

500.A15A5/301a ;: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American Delegation 
(Davis) 

Wasuineton, December 3, 1934—2 p. m. 

44, In view of the indication by Matsudaira of desire to keep the 
conversations going, of British suggestion of a recess, of evidence that 
the Japanese attribute to us responsibility for breakdown, and of our 
view that when the Japanese make their declaration in notification of 
termination of the treaty, there should be a clean break, we feel it 
desirable that (a) giving no indication of any desire to hasten the 
date of the Japanese notification, you (6) take the position that when- 
ever notification is given on or before December 31st, you will expect 
adjournment rather than a recess of the conversations. 

Hovy 

500.A15A5/297 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 
of State 

Lonpon, December 38, 1934—6 p. m. 
[Received December 3—3 : 32 p. m.] 

60. Your 37, November 26, 7 p. m.,?8 with which we fully concur, is 
apparently based on the assumption or condition that the British will 
take with us the position that Japanese denunciation ends the present 
phase of the conversations and that the British will therefore agree to 
terminate them at that time, possibly by means of a joint statement 
with us. The British have not yet definitely stated whether or not 
they will be prepared to do this, but I still hope they will do so and 
IT am strongly urging this upon them. It is, however, possible that the 
British, as hosts, may feel that they cannot dismiss the Japanese, even 
after denunciation so long as the Japanese wish to continue the con- 
versations on the basis of the various British questions and sugges- 
tions. We must therefore decide what course to follow in this. 

* Foreign Relations, Japan, 1931-1941, vol. 1, p. 266.
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I agree with you that the first phase of the conversations should be 

terminated immediately upon denunciation. However, before finally 

deciding to do so by unilateral action—assuming that we cannot get 

the British to take the initiative—or to take joint action with us, we 

should, I think, carefully consider whether or not such a step on our 

part would lend itself to the appearance that the United States was 

running out not only on the Japanese but also on the British. The 

Japanese of course would utilize this situation by attempting to place 

the onus for breaking up the conversations on us, and those elements 

in Great Britain which are favorable to a compromise with Japan 

might be strengthened. 
Another fact to be considered is that under both the Washington 

and London Treaties we are obliged to attend a naval conference next 
year, whether or not we assume the responsibility of calling it under 
article 23 of the Washington Treaty, unless the five naval powers agree 
in advance formally to abrogate these clauses in both treaties. Such 
an agreement, I fear may be difficult to obtain at the present. 

If we cannot induce the British to terminate the conversations 
immediately upon denunciation, would you be in favor of our reach- 
ing, if possible, a compromise with the British to declare a recess for 
a certain period on the ground that Japan’s action had so radically 

changed the basis upon which the British and we had entered the 
present conversations that it was necessary for the two Governments 
to have time to reconsider when [what?] their position should be in 

the light of the new situation. 
This procedure would leave the initiative for further conversations 

definitely with the British and, in case such conversations did not give 
promise for the successful holding of a conference under either naval 
treaty, would be a means of arriving at an agreement not to hold such 
a conference. 

I should appreciate receiving your views with regard to (1) whether, 
failing agreement to terminate the conversations upon denunciation, 
we should attempt to seek an agreement for adjournment for a stated 
period and (2) whether, if the British insist on a continuance of the 
present conversations, we should withdraw unilaterally, at the same 
time possibly stating our willingness to return after a lapse of time 
or on the contrary, agree to remain here for the time being and if so, 
subject to what conditions. 

Since we are meeting with the British tomorrow at 4 o’clock to 
discuss future procedure following denunciation, please send us your 
instructions at once. 

Davis
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500.A15A5/298 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 
of State 

Lonpon, December 8, 1934—8 p. m. 
[Received December 3—3: 35 p. m.] 

61. Supplementing my 60, December 3, 6 p. m., my Impression from 
conversations with Matsudaira last week” and today, is that the 
Japanese do not expect and possibly may prefer not really to try to 
reach an agreement now; that the Japanese Foreign Office feels that 
they cannot at present get the Navy to make the concessions necessary 
for an agreement and that it would be better to agree upon a modus 
vivendi for the 2 years before termination, such as not taking any 
steps to alter the situation, and also, if possible, upon a tentative basis 
upon which later to resume the conversations and perhaps hold a 
conference. 

Davis 

500.A15A5/298 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American Delegation 
(Davis) 

Wasutneron, December 3, 1984—8 p. m. 

46. Your 60 December 8, 6:00 p. m. and 61 December 3, 8:00 p. m. 
were already partially answered by our 44, December 3, 2:00 p. m., 
particularly when taken in conjunction with our 34, November 22, 
8:00 p. m. 

We feel that the time has come when you should inform the 
British, and in your discretion the Japanese, that whenever Japanese 
notification of denunciation is given on or before December 31 you 
will expect adjournment. Advance notice of this type will put the 
onus for break up on the Japanese and not on ourselves for declining 
to continue the conversations further. You should then bring for- 
ward for consideration the suggestion made in the Department’s 22, 

November 15, 6:00 p. m. to the effect that if at a later date any one 
of the three Powers shou!d feel that it had new proposals to offer 
which stood a chance of acceptance, it should convoke a meeting of 
the three Powers to continue the discussions. If no Power feels able 
to assume the responsibility of calling the 1935 meeting, the Confer- 
ence, naturally, will not be held, whether or not there has been a 

* For report upon conversations of November 30, 1934, between Mr. Davis and 
the Japanese delegate, see telegram No. 55, November 30, 9 p. m., from the 
Chairman of the American delegation, Foreign Relations, Japan, 1931-1941, vol. 1, 
p. 267; see also telegram No. 53, November 27, 8 p. m., from the Chairman of 
the American delegation, ante, p. 374.
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formal abrogation of the Treaty clauses. Should such a Conference 
be convened next year we are, of course, obligated to attend, but we 
do not wish at present (a) to fix a date for the 1935 Conference or 
(6) to adjourn the present conversations for a stated period or (c) to 
remain on after the Japanese denunciation. 
We feel certain that you will have no trouble in convincing the 

British, on lines indicated in the Department’s telegram 34 and with 
references to public opinion in each of the three countries, that the 
continuance of the present conversations would be exceedingly bad 
tactics and would represent a procedure in which we believe that 
neither Government could afford to participate. 

Hui 

500.A1545/337 

Memorandum of Conversation Between the American and British 
Delegations at the House of Commons on December 4, 1934, at 4 
p.m.*° 

PRESENT FOR THE U. S. PRESENT FOR GREAT BrITaIn 
Mr. Davis The Prime Minister 
Admiral Standley Sir John Simon 
Mr. Atherton Sir Bolton Eyres Monsell 
Mr. Dooman * Admiral Chatfield 
Commander Schuirmann Admiral Little 
Mr. Field Mr. Craigie 

Sir Warren Fisher 
Commander Hodsoll 

Mr. Davis: I asked for the meeting today because of the pending 
denunciation of the Washington Treaty by Japan, which, according to 
our latest information, may be moved up, instead of waiting until the 
end of the month. That will so completely change the situation that 
we feel we ought to have a meeting to discuss procedure after official 
notice has been given. While we have been in agreement with you 
as to objectives and principles, there has been a difference as to methods 
and tactics. We have been quite willing for you to go along with the 
conversations as long as you think it advisable and as long as the Japa- 

nese show a desire to continue them; but denunciation would so change 
the situation from what it was when we met that our Government feels 
that if and when Japan does denounce, it would cause a clean break, 
and so change the situation as to make it inadvisable, if not impossible, 

° Transmitted to the Department by Mr. Field, secretary of the American 
delegation, in his despatch of December 7; received December 17. Apparently 
these are minutes written by Mr. Field, not agreed minutes with the British. 

* Hugene H. Dooman of the Division of Far Eastern Affairs.
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to continue further with the conversations. If you think that any- 
thing can be accomplished now, and that the Japanese representatives 
are in a position to accommodate themselves to a settlement, the only 
thing I can suggest is for you to try to persuade the Japanese to post- 
pone their denunciation. 

Mr. Craigie: You understand that the date has been advanced. 

Mer, Davis: Mr. Dooman was told yesterday by Mr. Kato that it 
would probably be on the 12th. 

Mr. Craicie: Our present information is that the proceedings before 
the Council will take a fortnight. 

Sir Botron: Do you think denunciation would make a great differ- 
ence in the United States ? 

Mr. Davis: Why, I think it would make a very great difference. We 
came here to discuss a renewal of the London Treaty. It is true we 
had advance notice that Japan intended to denounce, and when we 
learned later, here, that it was an irrevocable decision, we realized that 
this would very seriously complicate the situation. We were none 
the less ready for you in the meantime to go ahead and try out a face 
saving formula, providing it meant no fundamental change in the 
Washington Treaty. You remember that after the last full meeting * 
you felt this formula would not be acceptable, and you stated that you 
were in favor of a further effort, which you called the middle course. 
I explained I had no authority to discuss the middle course, and you 
asked me to submit it to Washington, which I did. Then in the meet- 
ing with the Prime Minister and Sir John Simon, the other day,*? I 
explained that my government felt that irrespective of any intrinsic 
merits the middle course might have, it would be very bad tactics to go 
ahead, in the face of denunciation, and that it would be best to have 
a clean break and take up the question at a later date. Now, if the 
Japanese want to go on with the talks, the only way is for them to 
postpone denunciation. 

Sir JoHn: I think we must take it that it is not only the fixed, but 
the declared, intention of Japan to give notice before the end of the 
current year. It does not look as though they could be persuaded not 
to do that. But I had never heard that they were going to advance 
the date. | 

Mr. Davis: If the Japanese had said “We feel that we need certain 
modifications, failing which we would have to denounce”, it would have 
been much easier; but they have held denunciation as a hammer over 
our head, without even sitting down and talking it over with both of 
us beforehand; they have decided arbitrarily to destroy the peace 
structure and collective system set up in the Far East. If we imme- 

* November 14, 1934; for minutes of this meeting, see p. 334. 
*” November 23, 1984; see p. 368.
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diately proceed now to negotiate, after formal notice of denunciation, 

there is no escape from the conclusion that the United States and Great 
Britain are giving tacit approval to denunciation, or are at least recog- 
nizing its justification. 

| At the first meeting last summer, the Prime Minister brought up as 
his first point that the cardinal policy of both governments should be 
the maintenance of the Washington Treaty and the discouragement 
of denunciation in every possible way.** 

Mr. MacDonatp: Yes, but apparently we have failed. I have been 
reading the extracts of the Japanese press, and there is no indication 
that the Japanese are aware of the situation they have gotten them- 
selves into. It is most difficult. Have you been thinking about the 
problem, Simon ? 

Sir JoHn: I quite see that if the Japanese give notice before the end 
of the year it does raise a serious question. However, I have not felt 
myself that we were in a position of weakness because of the pending 
denunciation. We have known that it was coming for a long time, in 
fact we got the first hint from the United States. It is not exactly 
anew fact. I feel strongly that if we once let those people go, we shall 
not be better off, to say the least. 

Mr. Davis: I am not asking you to send them away. If they don’t 
want to terminate the conversations, itis uptothem. I think you have 
rendered a service in your efforts during these conversations; you have 
clarified in their minds what you consider are the wider issues involved ; 
you have brought up the question of the integrity of China; we have 
nothing but praise for your efforts. On the other hand, I don’t see 
how either one of us can construe denunciation as anything other than 
a determination on the part of Japan to end the talks. It is Japan’s 
act which ends them. I don’t see how you, as hosts, having asked the 
two of us for conversations on a specific basis, can come to any other 
conclusion than that since one of the parties you invited has acted in 
such manner as to break up the conversations, there is nothing to do 
but adjourn. 

Sir Boiron: If they went away, Mr. Davis, how would you resume 
again ? 

Mr. Davis: That is something we would have to consider. One 
thing might be for us to adjourn with no agreement as to when to 
meet again, but with an understanding that any time one of the 
Powers has a proposal and thinks he might do something, or that 
Japan shows a desire to get together, there would be another meeting. 

Mr. MacDonatp: One thing I can’t make up my mind to face is 
this: Suppose these talks break up as a result of denunciation, don’t 

one’ telegram No. 332, June 18, 10 p. m., from the Ambassador in Great Britain, 
p. 259.
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think for a moment that as long as I am Prime Minister I will ask 
the Japanese to come again; we would at once give them the oppor- 
tunity to say “Cock-a-doodle-doo! They are asking us to come again !” 
Any resumption would have to be on Japan’s invitation. 

Mr. Davis: I feel that under the circumstances I am prepared my- 
self to tell the Japanese that, while we are not taking a direct part in 
your efforts to find some basis of understanding with them, we are 
quite willing to have these talks continue as long as the Japanese want 
them to, but that this can only take place if denunciation is delayed, 
since denunciation would automatically constitute termination. 

Sir Joun: That would be helpful, as I shall see Matsudaira also. 

Mr. MacDonatp: I would like to ask Admiral Standley, have you 
done your best to get Yamamoto to be reasonable and see the awful 
situation in which he is putting his country? My first impression of 
Yamamoto was that he was perfectly hopeless to deal with; that he 
had been fortified by those extraordinary demonstrations upon his 
departure from Japan, when he was the good, patriotic seaman, and 
when it was a question of suicide if he did not go along with the ex- 
tremists. I have come to modify that conclusion, and to believe that 
he actually does want an agreement, but that having done his duty 
to bluff both of us, and having found it was no good hoping to change 
our views, he may be in a mood where we may now be able to get some- 
thing out of him. But there is this, Admiral: He has a great affection 
for the seamen—he likes private conversation only with a fellow sea- 
man—and I am wondering if he has made any attempt with you? 
ApMIRAL STANDLEY: Yes I have had very interesting conversations 

with him, in fact he won my money at bridge once or twice. I found 
him very human; but he is not entirely free. He is bound by what his 
navy is willing to do. I have very recently had a conversation with 
him of his own seeking, in which he spoke very frankly and indicated 
that they are anxious to have some sort of understanding, but are 
absolutely committed to denunciation. 

(Admiral Standley here briefly outlined his impressions of Yam- 
amoto’s present views, but requested that no notes be taken, in view of 
the very personal nature of the talk.) 

Mr. MacDonatp: My predominant aim is to keep the peace of the 

world. War is like seasickness; once begun it never ends. If you once 
break peace under present day conditions, you are no longer dealing 

with three or four Powers which can control the forces of destruction 
which have been let loose; on the contrary, there are now so many 
states involved that there is no man on earth who can control the 
situation. There are two very horrible things we face, one, denunci- 
ation of the Washington Treaty—I can’t conceive of anything worse, 
and I want to control it and its results if I can; and, two, if we break 
down here, neither of us can say to Japan within the next six or seven
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years “I would like to have a conference with you”; our pride will 
prevent us from doing that. Just look at the gap which would be left 
in the Pacific peace structure. I share with you the horror of the 
consequences of denunciation, but I don’t want to let matters slip and 
slip until both of us have to bring our navies into the Pacific. I think, 
in fact, our navy would be there before yours. 

Mr. Davis: I feel about denunciation as you do. It seemed to me 

as I stated at our last meeting that neither one of us had impressed 
upon Japan sufficiently what a terrible thing she was proposing to do. 
I thought that instead of discussing technical questions for which 
they were destroying the basis, it would be better for us to concentrate 
on an appeal to Japan not to destroy that basis; it seemed to me that 
the moral pressure of our two great nations might have an effect. 
There are no two countries in the world that have a greater desire 
and interest in promoting peace than the United States and Great 
Britain. If Matsudaira and Yamamoto could do what they felt was 
in the interest of their own country, the situation would probably be 

changed, and we might have an agreement. But it is a question 
whether you are going to have peace more easily by trying to make a 
settlement with people who are hamstrung, or by saying to them “You 
go home now and let us try again later”. 

Mr. MacDonaxp: We cannot negotiate an agreement now, I see 
that. But what I would like to do is to come to an understanding be- 

fore they go home—not an agreement—as to a basis for a new agree- 
ment at a conference. 

Sir Joun: In a way, I think it is a more terrible problem for us 
than for the United States. In any case, it is very serious for both 
of us. To my way of thinking, it is a question of the choice of risks. 
We are not being taken by surprise. Denunciation is a very grave 
step, and we have already emphasized that to the Japanese. But 
notice of denunciation is not the same as actual termination. Mr. 
Davis is impressed with the idea that we are actually encouraging 
these people if we are willing to confer with them when they are so 
determined to denounce. I quite see that risk. But is not the other 
risk greater? The worst thing of everything would be to make 
further conversations impossible. Then the door would be shut and 
could never be reopened. What would be the reaction in the press of 
the world—I won’t even guarantee the reaction in our own press—if 
we let this thing break up? One of our difficulties is that we have a 
free press Just as you do, which we cannot control. Japan’s extremists, 
I fear, would control her press and there would be bonfires on the 
return of the Japanese Delegation. I don’t like facing the second 
risk until we are quite certain that all other possibilities are ex- 
hausted. 

Mr. MacDonatp: That is generally my feeling also. 

791113 —51——-31
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_ Mr. Davis: We have been trying for six weeks, and have made very 

real and determined efforts, to find something to save the situation, but 
I don’t think you have any hope yourself that you can do it now, have 

you? 
Sir Bouton: I have a feeling that the Japanese, although they have 

quite decided to denounce, feel that they have got nothing out of it, 
because neither of us has agreed to the common upper limit. I am 
not at all sure that they are very happy about it. I feel that Yam- 
amoto is far more anxious to come to an accommodation if he possibly 

can. | 
Mr. MacDonatp: I have very little hope, but if you ask me have 

I no hope, I should say “Oh, no, that is not the situation ; I don’t think 

it is quite hopeless yet”. I can’t help feeling that there is something 
in Yamamoto that we have not yet found out. 

Mr. Davis: I feel, if Yamamoto had the authority, or the influence, 
we could get further, but that he would not have been picked by the 
navy to come here if they had not considered him as their man. But 
the impact of our two Powers standing together has made a tremendous 
impression on him, and if he can go back now, under that influence, he 
can do more to bring his people around than he could ever do by cable. 

But this matter of denunciation is a pretty good test for Japan, if she 
really does want to continue. Matsudaira had told you, and has told 
me, that they want to continue. Now, if you told them, and we told 
them, that we would be glad to do that, if they did nothing to put an 
end to the talks, but that if they did denounce, it would actually mean 
termination,—it would put it squarely up to them to end the conver- 
sations or to keep them going. It would be more effective, in talking to 
them, if you were to emphasize this as the British view, rather than to 
tell them that it is only the American position. Even if the Japanese 
decision for ultimate denunciation is irrevocable, I do not see that 
there is any reason to denounce while the conversations are in progress. 

Mr. MacDonatp: For two years after denunciation you will still 
have a chance for a settlement. 

Mr. Davis: Certainly. I want you to understand I do feel there is a 
lot in your point that no one would want to take the responsibility for 
reconvening; but we could say that we would be glad to meet again 
when Japan asks for a meeting. 

Sir Botron: We are bound to meet within a year, under the Wash- 
ington Treaty. 

ADMIRAL STANDLEY: The same thing holds in connection with the 
London Treaty. 

Mr. Davis: Well, we don’t have to meet if we all agree not to meet. 
Sir Joun: It does not follow, because a man gives notice to termi- 

nate a lease that he intends to cease being a tenant. It merely means
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that he wants to discuss new terms. That is a recognized practice 
among businessmen. Notice of denunciation is merely notice that the 
Japanese want to discuss a revision and want to create a more fluid 
situation for such discussion. I cannot but feel that it is rather foolish 
to consider such notice as the end of the world. 

Mr. Davis: Oh, I don’t say that at all. We cannot and do not want 
to force Japan into an agreement. But if she really wants an agree- 
ment, and has the power to reach an agreement along lines which would 
be essential for both of us, then she surely has the power to move a little 
more rapidly in the present conversations and at the same time post- 
pone a little the date of denunciation. That would be the acid test. 

Mr. MacDonatp: The Japanese Government is a combination of 
navy and army; the civilian element is kicking against it, but is still 
ina minority. Now, the estimate of Matsudaira is “I can do nothing 
for two years; I think what Japan is going to do is bad, but I do not 
think it will be violent; the dominant opinion may take two years to 
calm down and to abdicate, and after that we can reach a settlement”. 
Well, whatever the truth of that may be it would be awfully foolish of 
us to refuse ourselves the opportunity of keeping in touch with this 
interesting and very virile little people. I think it might not be very 
difficult to get the Japanese Delegation to agree to some sort of a 
recommendation to their government which would enable them to go 
home, but you have to take care that it is not something which is going 
to make flags fly. If we can get them to recommend something which 
is good in its general tendency, we should take the opportunity. 

Mr. Davis: Just in the last day or two I have received the impres- 
sion that the Japanese are laboring under the idea that perhaps they 
had better accelerate their denunciation, since it might make their 
negotiations easier later on. If so, I think it would be helpful to let 
them know that it would not. 

Sir Joun: We have no doubt whatsoever that denunciation would 
make things more difficult. I feel we have not quite tried out all 
possibilities on the Japanese. I would like to try out the idea with 
them, Mr. Prime Minister. 

Mr. MacDonaxp: Before breaking off I would like to be able to tell 
the King that we have left the Japanese under no misapprehensions 
and that we have tried every possible way to bring them around. But 
I don’t feel I could say that if we were to break right now. 

Mr. Davis: If they would postpone denunciation until the end of 
the year, that would give us three weeks, and we could do a lot in that 
time. I feel, in view of Matsudaira’s statements that they wish to 
continue, that I probably should say to him, “Well, you told me you 
wanted to continue; on the other hand, Kato told Dooman you were 
going to advance denunciation; I should point out to you that that
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would change the whole thing and we would consider denunciation 
as termination”.* 

Mr. MacDonarp: I should certainly aid and abet you in saying 
these last words, but we do not want to speak for you. It would not be 
fair to either of us. 

Sir Joun: There is this distinction: The earliest effective date is 
the 31st. Notice today won’t have the effect of bringing the treaty to 
an end any earlier. They lost nothing by postponement; except for 
domestic considerations there is no point in premature denunciation. 

Mr. Davis: I have heard the opinion expressed that denunciation 
was not so much based on Japan’s desire to get a modification as in 
order to force both of us to sit down and discuss the political situation. 

Mr. MacDonatp: Oh, if that is the case, they are miscalculating. 
Sir JoHn: It is fair to remember that the Japanese have always 

insisted that they don’t want to confuse political and naval issues. 
Mr. Dooman: They now have a tendency to admit that the ratio 

question is a political question. 

Mr. MacDonazp: Yes; it is like the man who says “I love you 
dearly, but I hope you won’t mind if I chop off your head”. Well, we 
have to go to another meeting now. I understand, then, that you will 
see Matsudaira, and we will see him, and then we will see each other 
again. By the way, when are you taking passage? 

Mr. Davis: I have not taken it. 
Mr. MacDonaxtp: We thought you were going back for Christmas. 
Mr. Davis: Well, we hoped to, but if the conversations are to go on, 

then we will have to stay. 

500.A15A5/317 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 
of State 

Lonpon, December 7, 1934—4 p. m. 
[Received 4:15 p. m.] 

67. For the President and Secretary. Analyzing your instructions 
we understand our position, in effect, to be that (1) no compromise 
agreement is possible before denunciation and that the Japanese must 
go home empty handed; (2) we will not agree to proceed immediately 

| after denunciation in any effort to find a basis for future agreement 
lest it be inferred that we are accepting the Japanese contention that 
the present system must radically be altered; and (3) we will not agree 
now to reconvene in the future unless some country is willing later on 

“Mr. Davis took this course of action in his talk with the Japanese delegate 
on December 5, 1934; see Foreign Relations, Japan, 1981-1941, vol. 1, p. 268.
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to assume the responsibility of making new proposals and on their 
basis to call another meeting. 

While our delegation is unanimously of opinion that Japan should 
be given nothing to ease the consequences of denunciation, that de- 
nunciation should terminate the first phase of the conversations, and 
that the second phase should not be started immediately thereafter, 
we all seriously doubt the wisdom of further insisting upon the pro- 
cedure outlined in Department’s 22, November 15, 6 p. m. regarding a 
future meeting. It is, in our opinion, most important that we do 
nothing to make it appear that we do not want an agreement of any 
kind and are even unwilling to pave the way now or in the future for a 
settlement consistent with the fundamentals of our position. 

The British fully recognize the logic of the attitude taken by the 
American Government with regard to the termination of the present 
phase of the conversations, but our reluctance to agree now to a resump- 
tion at a fixed date has troubled them and aroused certain misgivings 
as to our desire to achieve an agreement. In view of their repeated 
assurances of desire to cooperate with us and their understanding with 
us that they would not propose any agreement to Japan unacceptable 
to us, the British feel that we should be willing to have them at least 
explore further the basis upon which we may agree to reconvene after 
the denunciation with some hope of reaching a subsequent agreement. 
They evidently would now prefer the present conversations to end 
without attempting to attach guilt to any individual party and by 
fixing a date for the resumption of the conversations make it possible 
for the Japanese on their return home to make clear to Tokyo, on the 
basis of their London experience, what faces Japan if she continues to 
insist on a policy of absolute isolation, thus paving the way for their 
return to the conversations at the date determined in a different frame 
of mind. 

There is therefore reason to believe that the British may propose to 
adjourn the present conversations on the eve of Japanese denunciation 
and simultaneously suggest a fixed date for 1935 preparatory naval 
conversations, thereby avoiding the onus of a complete failure of the 
conversations which they have initiated, and particularly a blow up 
upon Japanese denunciation. This they also contend is the only way 
to avoid the question of responsibility for calling a new meeting which 
no power would wish to assume, and to diminish the risk of no con- 
ference and no future naval agreement; which public opinion here 
increasingly demands. 

The British are in the complicated position that they cannot get 
the kind of agreement with us that they would like and they cannot 
afford to make an agreement with Japan without us. They, therefore, 
have every reason of cooperating with us without any commitment on
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our part or of taking an independent course and thus endeavor to 
retain the friendship of both Japan and the United States. Iam satis- 
fied that they prefer, and that it is in their interest to cooperate with us 
even without a commitment, and that they will do so, unless we impose 
conditions of cooperation which will make it too politically difficult 
for them to accept, because the second alternative is uncertain and 
precarious. 

There are increasing evidences that Yamamoto as well as Matsudaira 
is now [convinced] that Japan is making a seriously false move but 
they are helpless at this time to rectify the Japanese position to any 
appreciable extent. Their efforts therefore will be directed towards 
securing agreement to an adjournment on such conditions as may 
permit the Japanese Government later to modify its position. Fur- 
thermore if the Japanese are wise, they won’t, if they can help it, get 
caught in the position of having their denunciation terminate the con- 
versations and thus will favor an adjournment for a fixed period 
just before denunciation. Moreover Yamamoto announced yesterday 
that “abrogation does not constitute a reason for my giving up my 
work here”. 

Accordingly if and when the British are willing to continue the 
initiative and accept the major responsibility of making a proposal 
for preparatory naval conversations in 1935, I suggest it will be vir- 
tually impossible for us to avoid acceptance and therefore urge that 
I be authorized to reply immediately to the British that the United 
States Government agrees to such conversations, provided they are 
preparatory conversations called under the provisions of the Wash- 
ington Treaty and/or the London Treaty and are not in fact a con- 
tinuance of the present discussions. Concurrently I urge that I be 
authorized immediately upon acceptance of the British proposal on 
such a basis to inform the press simultaneously with the Department. 

Davis 

500.A15A5/3274 

President Roosevelt to the Secretary of State 

Wasuineton, December 7, 1934. 

After reading the papers of the past three days, I am inclined to 
think that it would be well to tell Davis, confidentially, something to 
this effect: 

“Now that the effect of denunciation by the Japanese has been made 
clear to Matsudaira by both the British and ourselves, we think you 
should do nothing further before December thirty-first, as a result
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of which the Japanese could use that as a reason or a partial reason 
for denunciation. In other words, we are in an excellent position at 
the present time. Even if it involves keeping the conversations going 
until December thirty-first, it is worthwhile to do it in order that the 
whole onus of denunciation can be placed on the Japanese without 
giving them any excuses.” 

What do you think. 
F[RanKLIN]| D. R[oosrverr | 

500.A15A5/317 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American Delegation 

(Davis) 

Wasuineron, December 8, 1934—3 p. m. 
49. Your 67, December 7, 4 p.m. The trouble with committing 

ourselves in advance to a resumption of naval conversations at a fixed 
date is (1) that it ignores Japan’s act of rejecting the principles on 
which the Treaty of 1922 was based, and (2) that it makes a conference 
obligatory irrespective of future developments or of the prospects of 
success. To hold an unsuccessful conference does more damage to 
international goodwill, than to forego a conference. Thus there is no 
doubt but that American-Japanese relations have deteriorated during 
the prolonged discussion this autumn; even Anglo-American relations 
were subjected to a strain, which has now been fortunately dispelled, 
as a result of the suspicions aroused in this country by Britain’s desire 
to play the role of intermediary. 

Cooperation with the British is something we earnestly desire, but 
to be successful it requires some “give” and “take” on each side. I 
doubt, for instance, whether the British appreciate that we have for 
more than a month acceded to their wish to continue the conversations 
while they explored every possibility of reaching a compromise with 
the Japanese in the face of their announced determination to denounce 
the Treaty, and that we have in deference to their desire to play the role 
of mediator borne alone the responsibility in the public view for stand- 
ing firm on the principle of existing ratios, a principle which is as vital 
to the British asto us. We understand perfectly well that the British 
are confronted with difficulties; but we also have difficulties. There is 
obviously a difference in conception of the tactics which may to 
greatest advantage be pursued to meet the situation. The British 
seem bent upon temporizing and avoiding a clarification of the real 
issue. We feel that much of the present difficulty in the Far Eastern 
situation is directly attributable to the fact that there has been in the
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past too much temporizing and too little facing of the real implications 
and consequences of Japan’s intransigence. We regard that course as 
bad tactics, especially at present, and not conducive to attaining the 
objective of ultimately bringing about adoption by the Japanese of a 
conciliatory attitude which might make an agreement possible. We 
feel that it would be a great mistake to give the impression of yielding 
to the Japanese conception that the present situation can be basically 

altered and yet thereafter everybody proceed with negotiations on a 
new basis as though there had been no fundamental change. Your 
speech yesterday *° made it altogether clear that we stand for mainte- 
nance of the basic principle of equality of security, and the editorial 
reaction throughout this country has indicated abundant approval 

of our position. 
The procedure which you now suggest seems inconsistent with that 

position. We therefore ask you to make another earnest and thor- 

oughgoing effort to persuade the British to accept the formula sug- 
gested in our 22.% If you do not succeed in this, then, as a last resort, 
we could agree to the following procedure. We could accept a British 
proposal to adjourn the conversations before Japanese denunciation on 
the understanding that we would all three meet in conference together 
with the French and Italians upon the call of the British at such 
time as they felt that the prospects of success warranted holding a 
conference, not however until after the Jubilee Celebration next 
spring. This would (1) give some time for the Japanese to show by 
action rather than words whether they are intent on pursuing a 
policy of dictation in the Far East or are anxious to continue to seek 
through cooperative effort to maintain both political stability and 
the principles of naval limitation; (2) give the British time to pursue 
through diplomatic channels their explorations as to a possible ground 
for future agreement “consistent with the fundamentals of our posi- 
tion”; (3) meet their political preoccupations of retaining the initia- 
tive while they believe that there is a possibility of success; and (4) 
avoid further “preparatory conversations” which have all the lia- 
bilities of a conference without the possibility of capitalizing in treaty 
form any meeting of minds that might be achieved. We have little 
faith in the reality of such a solution but in deference to your views 
could to that extent subordinate our judgment as to the soundest 
course to pursue. 

The President approves foregoing. 
Hui 

* December 6, 1934, before the Association of American Correspondents in Lon- 
don ; for text, see Foreign Relations, Japan, 1931-1941, vol. 1, p. 269. 

* November 15, 6 p. m., p. 350.



LONDON NAVAL CONFERENCE 393 

500.A15A5/822 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 
of State 

Lonpon, December 11, 1934—2 p. m. 
[Received December 11—12: 25 p. m.] 

68. The following summary of an informal conversation during 
the week-end between Atherton and a British official is sent for your 
information : 

It was restated that the British are not working to the end that the 
present conventions [conversations?] with the Japanese will result in 
any final settlement before the denunciation. The purpose of these 
discussions is rather to indicate to Matsudaira and Yamamoto (who 
have stated their conviction that after denunciation Tokyo will be 
more pliable in regard to naval programs), what conditions Japan 

must be prepared to meet if order to negotiate a new agreement with 
England and the United States and furthermore to emphasize the 
points of agreement and disagreement. The British have evidently 
accepted Matsudaira’s statement that any contractual naval program 
on the present basis is politically impossible in Japan and are there- 
fore discussing along the line of unilateral declarations of building 
programs 1937-1942 which in general would maintain the ratios of 
the present treaties. These declarations would contain clauses that 
no change in the program be undertaken without prior notice and 
would be an annex to an eventual new treaty which would also em- 
brace such portions of the existing treaties as the interested parties, 
in agreement, decided to retain. 

It was stated that the British are already discussing with Yamamoto 
their 1937-1942 building programs and British civil officials claim 
they are encouraged by the reaction of Matsudaira and Yamamoto 
and more especially by their opinion that this program is not ir- 
reconcilable with Yamamoto’s figures for Japan and does not con- 
stitute an insurmountable barrier which would cause Japan to refuse 
further conversations in 1935. In other words, the British hope by 
these building program conversations to make available to Yamamoto 
and Matsudaira for future use such an indication of British and 
presumably American general naval policy as will reassure Japan 
that it is not based on aggression in the Far East; and that this will 
give Yamamoto a means of returning home and persuading Japan 
to negotiate a new treaty along the lines of some face-saving formula 
and unilateral declarations, to be annexed to a treaty, of building 
programs which would practically maintain intact the present naval 
ratios.
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With this background Atherton was informed that we will be asked 
to discuss its 1937-1942 naval program with the British at a very 
early date. Atherton’s informant indicated that we are already in 
possession of the main outlines of the British program for this period 
and that they are accordingly anxious for information from us. They 
would like to know in particular at this time how great are the bases 
for controversy, if indeed there are any, which exist as between the 
American and English programs respectively for this period, as 
apart from the Japanese angle. 

Davis 

500.A15A5/322 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American 
Delegation (Davis) 

WasHineton, December 12, 1934—1 p. m. 

50. Your 68, December 11, 2 p. m. 
(1) Accepting at its face value the information given Atherton 

by his informant, it would seem as though we were shortly to be 
confronted with a new and radical change in British tactics. 

(2) Is not the clue to this change to be found in Selden’s dispatch 
in this morning’s Vew York Tumes:* 

“There is one more maneuver the British may try, temporarily to 
break the deadlock in such a way that it will not seem to be a dead- 
lock. That would be to present another proposal that would require 
so much consideration that the Americans and Japanese would be 
justified in asking a long recess, which would enable them to go home. 
The trouble with that is that the Japanese do not yet want to leave Lon- 
don. Neither can anybody concerned imagine what sort of proposal 
Britain could produce that would meet the approval of both Japanese 
and Americans or conform to Britain’s own desire to maintain the 
Washington treaty. But the British are fertile in suggestions.” 

(8) As phrased by Atherton’s informant, 1t would seem that the 
plan now being discussed between the British and the Japanese for 
a “face saving formula” is not consistent with the assurances given 
you by Simon and Craigie and reported in your telegrams 24 and 26 * 
to the effect that an agreement on building programs to be acceptable 
must be contractual in form. 

(4) We are not prepared at the present time to discuss our 1937- 
1942 naval program as our needs being relative we should first have 
to know the Japanese program. 

8’ Charles A. Selden, London correspondent for the New York Times; this dis- 
patch appears in the New York Times of December 11, 1984, p. 12. 
No. 24, November 6, 9 p. m., p. 325; No. 26, November 9, 6 p. m., p. 326.
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(5) We attach particular importance to your avoiding any dis- 
cussion at the present time of technical differences of opinion between 
the British and ourselves. This would introduce a new element into 
the conversations just before Japanese denunciation and would ob- 
scure the fact that Japan was on the point of rejecting the very 
principles on which the treaty of 1922 was based. 

PHILLIPS 

500.A15A5/324: Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 

of State 

Lonpon, December 12, 1934—10 p. m. 
[Received December 12—8: 05 p. m.] 

70. For the President and the Secretary. MacDonald and Simon 
being still immersed in the debate on the India matter, Craigie came 
to see me today at Simon’s request, to inform me of the status of the 
British conversations with the Japanese. He confirmed the informal 
information previously reported in my 68, December 11,2 p.m. The 
only additional point brought out was that the treaty would include a 
stipulation to the effect that no alteration would be made in the an- 
nexed building programs without previous consultation and 12 months 
notice. He emphasized again that there was no question of arriving 
at any agreement now, but merely an effort to explore a possible basis 
for a future meeting or conference in 1935. 

He added that while the discussions were in effect on the basis of 
no actual change from the present principles—except as to form—it 
was not possible for the Japanese openly to admit that. 

Craigie informed me that the Japanese, who have now reported 
to their Government and asked for authority to pursue the conversa- 
tions further along the above lines, will probably not get a reply for 
several days. The British are endeavoring to take advantage of the 
apparently more conciliatory attitude on the part of the Japanese and 
thus to consolidate the gains and yet not go contrary to the American 
point of view which, in compliance with your instructions, I set forth in 
the meeting with the British on December 4th* and subsequently. 

If Matsudaira’s instructions are favorable, the British will then 
desire to discuss the matter more fully with us and, if agreeable to us, 
arrange for informal discussions between Admirals Standley, Chat- 
field, and Yamamoto. 

In order to meet our views and at the same time not to miss any op- 
portunity afforded by the apparently more reasonable attitude of the 

* See p. 381,
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Japanese Delegation, the British, according to Craigie, have been 
considering two alternative courses: 

The first is that the conversations might be formally adjourned on 
Friday the 14th in order that we might sail on the 15th, such adjourn- 
ment being explained on the grounds of permitting a cessation of work 
for the holidays. When I asked whether this would mean that the 
Japanese would also go home, Craigie said he thought they might not 
have received the Japanese reply by then, and that Yamamoto might 
thus have to remain for a week or two longer for informal conversa- 
tions, in case the Japanese are still showing a disposition to recede 
from their previous position. I restated our view that as a matter of 
tactics as well as principle, denunciation should definitely terminate 
the present conversations, both formally and informally and that for 
Yamamoto to remain here in conversations after we had left and after 
denunciation, would arouse suspicion and put a strain on Anglo-Ameri- 
can understanding. Therefore, the Japanese should either hasten their 
decisions or postpone denunciation. 

This brought Craigie to the alternative suggestion of their pressing 
the Japanese Government to postpone denunciation until the 30th, 
and of formally adjourning the conversations on the 20th, as the Prime 
Minister and Sir John are leaving for the holidays on the 21st. This 
would give us several more days in which to wind up our work, and 
in which the Japanese could communicate further, if, necessary, with 
Tokyo. Informal conversations could thus be continued thereafter 
until we sail on the 29th, or until Japanese denunciation, 1f such 
denunciation should precede our departure. Matsudaira has indicated 
to the British that he does not in any case see how denunciation could 
come before the 23rd or 24th as the Privy Council does not meet until 
the 20th. 

T emphasized to Craigie that when we adjourn, no date should in 
our opinion be fixed for any future meetings, but that it might be 
agreed that the British having initiated the present conversations 
should continue their efforts through diplomatic channels, and if as 
a result of this they should feel that there was a sufficient basis of 
accord to promise success, they might arrange for a full five power 
conference. Craigie said he thought the British would agree to this, 
except that there was a question whether further preparatory conver- 
sations would not, in any event, have to take place within 3 or 4 months, 
I told him that we would certainly not be willing to get into any more 
bilateral conversations, and that we thought it better to meet again 
only in full conference, in case of any meeting at all. 

I am convinced from what Craigie told me that in their conversa- 
tions with the Japanese the British have been holding to the position 
we have taken of not agreeing to any change of substance in the present 
basis and principles of limitation. They have, so Craigie informed 
me, impressed upon the Japanese that there is no real difference 
between the United States and England and that while there exists 

as yet no common front such a front might develop if the Japanese
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remain unreasonable, which he felt had greatly influenced them to 
take a more conciliatory attitude. Craigie added that upon denuncia- 
tion the British planned to send a very vigorous note to the Japanese 
Government which would be published and which would state in 
substance that the British regarded Japan’s action as a very serious 
matter. 

Craigie requested that what he had told me should be treated in 
the strictest confidence and communicated only to you. 

Davis 

500.A15A5/329 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 
of State 

Lonpvon, December 13, 1934—6 p. m. 
[Received December 18—3:49 p. m.] 

71. In a conversation with MacDonald alone this morning I set 
forth and urged, as strongly as I could, the arguments and point of 
view set forth in your various instructions, and particularly the first 
part of your No. 49, December 8, 2 [3] p.m. While this was to a large 
extent a repetition of what I had previously said to him, I think it 
made some impression, although I cannot say it convinced him. He 
repeated that they had no intention of giving the Japanese anything 

to take home other than an understanding of what they would have 
to do later if they wished to get an agreement, and that would cer- 
tainly not be a victory for the Militarists. He said they had made 
known to the Japanese very definitely that they would not consider 
any alteration in substance of the present treaties; and that if they 
were not prepared to recede from their position, there was nothing 
further to discuss. The Japanese then, without agreeing definitely 
to recede, said they would be glad to explore the possibilities of agree- 
ment on that basis. Having once agreed to accept as the basis of dis- 
cussion what was stipulated by the British they must in MacDonald’s 
opinion either recede completely from their original position or break 
off the conversations themselves and take the onus. 

I told him I thought they were running the risk of getting them- 
selves in a jam by not taking the position with us that termination of 
the Washington Treaty must necessarily terminate the conversations; 
and that they should inform the Japanese that for reasons which are 
obvious, the conversations cannot continue after denunciation and that, 
if they wish to avoid terminating the conversations, they must get 
through before denunciation. 

-_ MacDonald said he did not think there was much more to do with 

the Japanese as soon as they get the reply that is awaited and that it
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should be perfectly possible to get through before denunciation so that 
we could all go home. I told him the Japanese reply would either be 
delayed or so inconclusive as to require further communication with 
Tokyo and that I suspected their purpose was to keep the matter open 
until after denunciation in such a way that the British would feel they 
must continue, which, in my opinion, was the crux of the problem and 
one of vital importance. He seemed somewhat disconcerted and said 
they were not apt to be so easily fooled and should be able to finish 
before denunciation but that he would talk this over and have Craigie 
see me. 

Davis 

§00.A15A5 /324 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American 
Delegation (Davis) 

WasuineTon, December 13, 1934—6 p. m. 

52. Your 70, December 12,10 p.m. I feel that the points which you 
made in connection with Craigie’s observations were extremely well 
put. 

PHILLIPS 

500.415A5/330 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegution (Davis) to the Secretary 
of State 

Lonpon, December 18, 1984—7 p. m. 
[ Received December 1383—3: 49 p. m.] 

72. Your 50, December 12, 1 p.m. I think my 70, December 12, 
10 p. m. will have answered paragraphs 1 and 2, 

As regards paragraph 3 I pointed out to Craigie that the formula 
they were discussing was not consistent with our previous understand- 
ing that any building programs to be acceptable should be contractual. 
He said that was partially true but insisted that they were achieving the 
same results in practice through a contractual undertaking for previous 
consultation and for 12 months’ notice, a provision which would con- 
stitute a satisfactory substitute for the present escalator clause. At 
any rate le said we were not being asked to agree to this now, that it 
would be a question for future consideration, although so far as the 
British were concerned, they felt there were certain advantages in such 

a proposal quite aside from attempting to find a face saving formula. 
As regards your fourth paragraph I told Craigie I did not know 

whether we would feel justified in discussing our 1937-1942 naval
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program and that we would certainly not be willing to present it even 
tentatively until we knew the character of the Japanese program. He 
replied that he would not expect us to do so. 

As to your paragraph 5 I fully agree with you as to the inad- 
visability of introducing any new element into the conversations 
at the present time such as entering upon a discussion of the technical 
differences of opinion between the British and ourselves. 

This morning’s Z7imes in an obviously inspired article on the future 
of the naval talks contains the following passage. 

“The American delegation consider that the Washington Treaty 
gave all its signatories equality of security. Great Britain agrees 
with this view but would like if possible to meet in some way the 
Japanese objection to being classified in a lower category .. .” 4° 

Davis 

500.A15A5/333 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 
of State . 

Lonpon, December 15, 1984—8 a. m. 
[Received 9 a. m. ] 

74, 1. Craigie called this afternoon and informed me the British 
Government was in favor of adjourning the conversations on the 19th 
or 20th; that they are very anxious to do so on a good note, and 
accordingly favor a tripartite meeting, to which the Japanese are 
agreeable. Their idea is that the three-cornered meeting would be 
a happy ending to this phase of the conversations, with no serious 
discussion, and that a communiqué would be issued, to be agreed 
upon beforehand but which he suggested should be roughly some- 
thing to the following effect: 

“The naval conversations, which have been proceeding since Oc- 
tober 23rd have been agreed by all parties to have served a useful 
purpose, every aspect of the naval problem having been discussed 
frankly, fully and amicably. It has never been the intention of these 
preliminary conversations, which do not include representatives of 
all the Powers which took part in the conversations held in 1930, to 
reach any hard and fast agreement. Now that the views and positions 
of the respective delegations have been made known, it is considered 
highly desirable that the representatives should resume personal con- 
tact with their Governments in order to fully examine and analyze 
the results so far achieved, and accordingly it has been agreed to 
adjourn the conversations. It is nevertheless understood that for the 
remaining days before the American and Japanese representatives 
leave London, the purely informal talks which have been taking place 

“ Omission indicated in the original.
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during recent weeks may if deemed advisable be continued while they 
are still available. 

After adjournment the British Government will keep in close touch 
with the Governments of the United States and Japan, and will 
summon a future meeting at such time as they think opportune. They 
will also have an opportunity for further consultation with the Gov- 
ernments of the Dominions and with the Governments of the other 
countries who are parties to the Washington and London Naval 
Treaties.” 

2. I did not commit myself with regard to the proposed procedure. 
IT think however that there is some advantage in a three-cornered 
meeting and it would be difficult for us to refuse it. Without having 
fully considered as yet the substance of the proposed communiqué, 
I see certain advantages in a statement along these lines, except that 
it would seem advisable to delete any reference to informal talks after 
denunciation; at least I think it should be understood that there must 
be no informal talks here after denunciation. While no reference to 
denunciation can be included in the communiqué it should at least 
be understood between us that there shall be neither formal nor in- 
formal talks following denunciation, but that there may be informal 
talks to tie up odds and ends between adjournment and denunciation. 

3. In the course of the conversation with Craigie I restated our 

position with regard to a termination of the conversations and the 
calling of a future conference. He replied that the British must 
insist on calling it an adjournment rather than a definite termination 
but said that if we would meet them in this one respect they would 
meet us in agreeing not to fix a date for any further meeting or con- 
ference (although they would much prefer a fixed date) with the 
understanding however that if the British are to assume the respon- 
sibility for calling a final conference, they must reserve the right to 
invite the five Powers to preliminary conversations preparatory to 
such a conference. They would also meet us in not asking us to 
commit ourselves now to attend such preliminary conversations. 
Craigie said that although it is distinctly understood that there is to 
be no departure in principle from the present basis, stress is being 

laid, in the talks with the Japanese upon the fact that the present 
relative positions shall be maintained through the respective naval 
programs; he added that it was vitally important because of the 
delicate position of the Japanese delegates that there be no indication 
that the Japanese Government is expected to recede from its position. 

4. Craigie also informed me that the British Government yesterday 
instructed its Ambassador in Tokyo to deliver a memorandum to the 
Japanese Government stating in effect that the British Government 
has learned with regret that it is the intention of the Japanese Govern- 
ment to denounce the Washington Treaty which in the opinion of the 
British Government, is most unfortunate, in that this has provided a
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stable and fair basis for naval limitation, and in that it has not been 
possible position [sic] to reach any other basis for naval limitation 
to take its place. Also the British Government is now making earnest 
efforts to seek some basis for future agreement that would avoid the 
harmful consequences of a naval race and the reopening of many 
serious questions, and finally the hope is expressed that the Japanese 
Government will at least see fit to delay denunciation until the end of 
this year, in order that the present conversations may be carried on as 
long as is possible and useful. 

Davis 

500.A15A5/3833 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American Delegation 
(Davis) 

Wasuineron, December 15, 1934—6 p. m. 

55. Your 74, December 15, 8 a. m. Subject to advance agreement 
on a satisfactory communiqué, we are prepared to accede to the British 
idea of putting an end to the present conversations on the 19th or 
20th in a tripartite meeting. This will be sufficiently close to Japa- 
nese denunciation to make the connection between the two events clear 
in the public mind without the need of its being openly stressed. 
Meeting the British on this basis should make it easier for them to 
meet our preoccupations with regard to the contents of the 
communiqué. 

In considering the draft you submitted, (1) we agree with you that 
it is essential to delete any reference to informal talks after adjourn- 
ment, and believe that a gentleman’s understanding should be reached 
that there would be no talks following denunciation; (2) we feel that 
the last two sentences keep alive and emphasize the feeling that the 
British wish to continue their role of brokerage. These might well 
be rephrased along the following lines: “After adjournment the 
Governments concerned in the London conversations will keep in 
close touch with each other and with the other governments which 
are parties to the Washington and London naval Treaties. The 
British Government will summon a conference at such time as it 
thinks opportune.” 

As to the actual wording of this and other parts of the communiqué 
I wish to give you a free hand, subject of course to my final approval, 
asking you to bear in mind however the following objectives: (1) we 
shall not cavil at the phraseology used as to whether the conversations 
are to be adjourned or terminated provided the sense of communiqué 
makes it clear that any future discussions are not a mere resumption 

791118—51——32
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of the conversations to date; (2) we are still unable to see any advan- 
tage in further preliminary conversations preparatory to a conference. 
In the public eye the distinction between conversations and a con- 

ference is slight; if agreement can be reached in one, it can be reached 
in the other; and if the prospects of success Justify calling an inter- 
national gathering to discuss naval problems through other than 
diplomatic channels, they justify the calling of the full conference. 
(See paragraph 1, our 49 December 8, 3 p. m.) 

Huy 

500.A15A5/375 

Memorandum of a Meeting in the Prime Minister's Office at the House 
of Commons, December 19, 1934, at 4 p.m." 

Present: 

For THE Unrirep STATES: For JAPAN: 
Mr. Norman Davis, Mr. Matsudaira, 
Admiral Standley, Vice-Admiral Yamamoto, 
Mr. Ray Atherton, Mr. S. Kato, 
Mr. Dooman, Captain Iwashita, 
Commander Schuirmann, Mr. Mizota. 
Lt.-Commander Duncan, 
Mr. Field, 
Mr. Reber. : 

For THe Unitep Kinepom : 
The Prime Minister, 
The Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, 
The First Lord of the Admiralty, 
Admiral Sir Ernle Chatfield, 
Sir Warren Fisher, 
Vice-Admiral Little, 
Mr. Craigie. 

The Prime Minister opened the meeting by referring to the proposed 
communiqué, copies of which had been circulated before the meeting 
began, and summarised it to the effect that our conversations were to 
be suspended for the time being, and that when the conversations were 
resumed, the invitation would come from the Government of the United 
Kingdom. The Prime Minister then asked Mr. Matsudaira and Mr. 
Davis whether they gave their approval to the text of the communi- 

qué,*? which they did. 

“Transmitted to the Department by Mr. Field, secretary of the American 
delegation, without covering despatch; received January 16, 1935. Apparently 
these are minutes written by Mr. Field, not agreed minutes with the British. 

“ Foreign Relations, Japan, 1931-1941, vol. 1, p. 272.
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There followed a discussion as to the time and method of release of 
the communiqué, so as to insure that it would be published in the United 
Kingdom only in the morning newspapers, while permitting the after- 
noon and evening press in the United States to carry it. 

The Prime Minister then spoke approximately as follows: 

“It only remains for me, as representing the host country, to wish 
you a very happy Christmas and very prosperous new year. uy 
American friends will have to spend both away from home, I am afraid. 
Will you tell your respective wives and children that we British are 
solely responsible. We so sympathize with you that we will gladly 
issue a certificate to that effect to those of you who desire one with 
which to face criticism by your families when you get home. 
May I just say before we part that I am very seriously impressed by 

the importance of the work we have begun. I don’t know when I 
have been working with friends on international issues when what we 
did would have more influence for good or evil in the world, and I 
want to assure you that the British Empire is going to do all it can to 
insure the continuance of a permanent peace. We cannot yield on any 
essentials; don’t assume that it is only a matter of pressure or time; 
that is not the case. We must look out for our self defense. What 
we would like our negotiations to be, especially when they are resumed, 
is that we should work as friends to find a way which will be consistent 
with the honor and security of all. I am perfectly certain that we 
will all come back in the frame of mind to achieve peace and coopera- 
tion in the Pacific. Whatever the name may be, cooperation and 
collective security can be made effective if we make up our minds to it. 
This is only a temporary suspension. Will both of you remain in 
touch with us and we will keep in touch with you. Let us make up 
our minds that there will be no hidden corners between us.” 

Mr. Matsudaira then said: 

“T entirely agree with what the Prime Minister has said. As far 
as the Japanese Delegation is concerned, we are quite willing to co- 
operate in the future to find the basis for our next conference. I 
hope the time will come as soon as possible when we can resume the 
conversations.” 

Mr. Davis spoke as follows: 

“We appreciate very much the spirit of the Prime Minister’s remarks. 
We feel as he does that there is nothing more vitally important to 
peace and progress than that these three great powers should work 
together in a friendly way, and if we once are in agreement to cooperate 
in promoting peace and collective security, we will thereby greatly 
facilitate an agreement on naval questions. I wish also to thank our 
hosts for all of their genuine and useful effort to help prepare the 
ground on which we may usefully meet again.” 

The meeting thereupon adjourned. 
N[ ort] H. F[texp]
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500.A15A5/353 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 
of State 

Lonpon, December 28, 1934—10 p. m. 
[ Received December 28—8:15 p. m.] 

87. 1. Admiral Standley had the following conversation with 
Yamamoto who called on him early this afternoon: 

(2) Yamamoto said that the Japanese Government had instructed 
its delegation here to notify the British that Japan could not accept 
the British suggestion as to building programs and that it must not 
vary essentially from the principles which were put forward by Japan 
at the opening of the present conversations. He also said that his 
Government favored a reduction in the building programs rather than 
an increase. 
Yamamoto said that he felt no useful purpose could be served by 

continuing the conversations further at this time and that he had 
requested instructions to return home and thought he might leave 
London on or about January 15th. 

(6) Yamamoto then asked Admiral Standley how the United States 
would respond to a proposal to postpone for a period which he did 
not specify the replacement of capital ships, coupled with a satisfac- 
tory understanding in regard to destroyers and submarines. Admiral 
Standley replied that he could not express an opinion now but that 
if Japan made such a proposal he was certain that the United States 
would give it careful thought. 

(c) He then asked Admiral Standley’s opinion on the question of 
reduction in number of battleships, to which Admiral Standley re- 
plied that we had proposed practically a 20 percent reduction in all 
categories and that this would mean 12 battleships for the United 
States which was a reduction in numbers but that this proposition 
was opposed by the British. 

We believe that Yamamoto probably sounded out Standley on his 
own initiative with a view to the possibility of formulating a plan for 
presentation by the Japanese Government to extend limitation in 
certain naval categories for a further period of time. 

9. Later in the afternoon Craigie called to inform me of the talk 
he and Admiral Chatfield had had today with the Japanese. He 
confirmed substantially what Yamamoto had said to Standley. He 
said, however, that when they pressed the Japanese for a definite 
answer as to whether or not the Japanese Government had rejected 
the British suggestions they replied that they had neither rejected 
nor accepted them but would like to discuss reductions. The British 
told the Japanese categorically that they must reject the Japanese 
proposal for a common upper limit, that, while they were willing to 

discuss building programs which for a period of 6 years would main- 
tain the present relative strength, they could not make the reductions
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which the Japanese would like, and that the Japanese must consider 
seriously the political situation that would result from a failure to 
get agreement. Matsudaira and Yamamoto both said that they real- 

ized the seriousness of this and thought it advisable that Yamamoto 

return home to talk the situation over with their Government. They 
were still of the opinion that an agreement could be worked out in 
accordance with the British suggestions. The British concurred in 
the advisability of Yamamoto going but Craigie told me the Jap- 
anese expressed some doubt as to whether their Government would 
authorize it. Craigie said they are still confident the Japanese will 
ultimately come around but that it is necessary to exercise patience. 

Davis 

IV. DENUNCIATION BY JAPAN OF THE WASHINGTON NAVAL TREATY 
OF 1922*° 

500.A4B/560 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Japan (Neville) to the Secretary of State 

Toxyo, September 25, 1934—7 p. m. 
[Received September 25—12: 10 p. m.] 

914. 1. The Minister for Foreign Affairs ** told me today, elaborat- 
ing upon his recent conversation with the Ambassador * which was 
reported in the Embassy’s telegram 204, September 18, noon,** that his 
feeling was that the Washington Treaty of 1922 should be allowed to 
expire in 1936 and that the Japanese hoped an understanding could 
be brought about which would prevent an armament race as Japan 
had no intention whatever of building a navy equal to that of Great 
Britain or the United States. 

2. He hoped that some limitation could be placed upon the size of : 
future vessels, perhaps by replacing those capital ships authorized by 
the 1922 treaty as they became obsolete by smaller ships or in some 
other way, and that if possible an understanding might be reached that 
the total tonnage existing on January 1, 1937, be not increased by any 
power. If such an understanding could be reached he hoped that it 
would then be possible gradually to reduce naval armament to a purely 
defensive point; that is, that no nation should maintain a greater 
strength than that actually sufficient to prevent successful attacks upon 

the sea coast. 

*“ Treaty for the Limitation of Naval Armament, signed at Washington, Febru- 
ary 6, 1922, Foreign Relations, 1922, vol. I, p. 247; for correspondence relating to 
the negotiation of the treaty, see ibid., pp. 53 ff. 

“ Koki Hirota. 
* Joseph C. Grew. 
* Foreign Relations, Japan, 1931-1941, vol. 1, p. 253,
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3. I shall continue to pay close attention to and report by telegraph 

such further remarks as the Minister for Foreign Affairs may make on 
this subject. 

NrvitiE 

500.A4B/572 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Japan (Grew) to the Secretary of State | 

Toxyo, December 3, 1934—1 p. m. 
[ Received December 3—6: 05 a. m.] 

267. My French colleague “* has shown me his exchange of tele- 
grams with his Government concerning Japan’s proposed denuncia- 
tion of the Washington Naval Treaty. On November 27 Hirota in- 
formed Pila of Japan’s intention to give notice of termination of the 
treaty and of the Japanese desire to see the treaty replaced with an 
“equitable and just” agreement limiting global tonnage on a purely 
defensive basis. He inquired as to the attitude of France in this 
respect. A similar inquiry was made of the Italian Embassy. 

The French Government replied on November 29 that while certain 
elements of the Japanese thesis accorded with the French point of view 
and while France would have been glad to join in a common denuncia- 
tion of the treaty, the French Government nevertheless could not com- 
ply with the Japanese “request” to join in a denunciation by only two 
or three of the signatories. Pila conveyed this information on Decem- 
ber 1st to Hirota who stated that he had had no intention of seeking to 
drive a wedge between the signatories and that his démarche had been 
purely an inquiry, not a request. 

I understand that the reply from Rome has not yet been received in 
Tokyo. 

GREW 

500.44B/609 | 

Memorandum by the Chief of the Division of Western European 
Affairs (Moffat) to the Secretary of State 

[Wasuineron,] December 3, 1984. 
The French Ambassador“ called this morning to tell us confi- 

dentially the tenor of the French reply ® to the Japanese inquiry as 
to whether France would join Japan in denouncing the Washington 
Treaty. 

“Fernand Pila, French Ambassador to Japan. 
© André de Laboulaye. 
"See telegram No. 267, December 3, from the Ambassador in J apan, supra.
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The French note, as he explained it to me, pointed out that no one 
ignored the fact that France did not believe in the ratio system and 
that in 1930 she had refused to apply it to auxiliary types of vessels 
by signing the London Treaty; further, certain of the new methods 
in the limitation of naval strength advocated by Japan (presumably 
global tonnage and qualitative limitation) met the preoccupation of 
the French Navy over the re-armament of Germany. 

Had the French been requested to join with all other signatories to 
the Washington Treaty in agreeing to let the Treaty lapse at the end 
of 1936, the French Government would have expressed its willingness. 
The Japanese proposal, however, limited its action by asking for 
denunciation by certain signatories only. If the French Government 
agreed to this, without having had an opportunity to explain its 
thesis in toto, it might be felt that it had accepted the Japanese posi- 
tion, many portions of which were of interest to Japan alone. In the 
circumstances, the French Government feeling that action on its part 
in denouncing the Washington Treaty would give rise to misunder- 
standing must decline the Japanese proposal. 

Mr. Laboulaye said that the French Ambassador in Japan had been 
instructed orally to express the hope that the coming conference would 
at least succeed in bringing about qualitative limitation, even if it 
were not possible to agree upon quantitative. 

Mr. Laboulaye was instructed to add for our benefit that whereas 
naval rearmament in Germany had raised new questions as to the basis 
on which the Washington Naval Treaty had been negotiated, none 
the less the French Government had wished to refrain from making 
any gesture which would have diminished the chances of success in the 
preliminary talks in London however slight they might be. 

The Ambassador asked me to add that he would have conveyed the 
foregoing to you personally if he had not desired to spare your voice. 
He also requested that we consider his step as strictly confidential and 
that no mention be made to the press. 

Prerrepont Morrat 

500.A4B/576 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Japan (Grew) to the Secretary of State 

Toxyo, December 5, 1984—noon. 
[Received December 4—11: 30 p. m.] 

269. Reference my telegram No. 267, December 3, 1 p. m., first 
paragraph, last sentence. My Italian colleague™ informs me that 

“Treaty for the Limitation and Reduction of Naval Armament, signed at 
London, April 22, 1980; for text, see Foreign Relations, 1930, vol. 1, p. 107. For 
correspondence covering Anglo-French controversy over fleet figures, see ibid., 

pp. 29, 62-63, 75-79, 84, 103-106. 
* Giacinto Auriti.
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acting under instructions from Rome he informed the Japanese Gov- 
ernment yesterday afternoon very briefly that Italy did not care to 
join in denunciation of the treaty but that it was ready to participate 
in any conference to be held under the terms of article 23 after de- 

nunciation by Japan. 
GREW 

500.A4B/595 

The Ambassador in Japan (Grew) to the Secretary of State 

No. 1087 Toxyo, December 18, 1934. 
[Received December 28. | 

Sir: With reference to the naval conversations now being held at 
London, I have the honor to report that as time wears on and the 
deadlock which has been reached there shows no sign of being broken 
down, public opinion in this country is rapidly hardening into a 

superficially calm but tenacious determination to stand its ground 
before the world and to achieve its paramount object, whatever the 
cost may be. That object is to free Japan from the position of naval 
inferiority to which she has bound herself by treaty. She is be- 
coming more and more determined that the world shall accept her 
thesis of the right to equality in armament. National honor and 
prestige are at stake and it is increasingly apparent that these factors 
outweigh all other considerations. The prospect of a race in naval 

armaments, of increased political isolation, the dangers which would 
follow upon the abolition of the Pacific non-fortification clauses, 
budgetary considerations, all are counted in the cost but apparently 
fail to influence her. In analyzing this national state of mind it is 
well to recall that Japan has suffered partial isolation and has borne 
the brunt of adverse public opinion throughout the world since the 
Manchurian venture in 1931,°% and especially since her notice last 
year ** of intention to withdraw from the League of Nations. Doubt- 
less at that time she suffered some apprehension as to the possible 
results of her actions but today, having taken the plunge, she has 
learned that the consequences were not so great as she had feared. In 
fact she has come to feel a certain contempt for world public opinion 
and is now becoming more and more convinced that her future success 
lies along the path of unilateral action. Comparison of the state of 
mind existing here at present with that which existed in Germany in 
1914 is trite but nevertheless striking. 

* See Foreign Relations, 1931, vol. 111, pp. 1 ff. 
1988, 3 Gs quareh 27, 1933; for text, see League of Nations, Official Journal, May
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Of interest in connection with the foregoing observations will be 

found the interpellations and replies which took place, according to 

Press reports, during a meeting day before yesterday between members 

of the Cabinet and the Privy Council to consider the Government’s 

proposal to abrogate the Washington Treaty. Members of the Privy 

Council asked whether, as a result of abrogation, Japan’s international 

position would not become more isolated and with serious conse- 
quences? The Cabinet members replied: “Internationally Japan’s 

position will be more isolated than at present but no anxiety should be 

entertained on that account. At the time Japan decided to withdraw 

from the League of Nations a section of our public feared that Japan 

would suffer an economic blockade; but no such thing has happened. 
The same will be true of abrogation of the Washington Pact .. .”* 
In reply to a question as to whether a naval construction race would 
not follow abrogation the Cabinet replied: “A naval construction race 
will start more or less but we are confident that we need not be afraid 
of it. In the intervening two years after abrogation we shall build 
within the expenditures allowed on the basis of the treaty stipulations 
and thereafter build those categories of vessels most suited to our re- 
quirements . . .» No anxiety need be entertained by Japan in other 
respects either, for instance, in matters pertaining to shipbuilding 
efficiency or increasing naval personnel . . .» Japan has no intention 
of inviting a building race but if such a race should start we need 
not be afraid for the foregoing reasons. And at the same time we are 
confident that we need not entertain undue anxiety about financial 
needs.” With regard to the abolition of the Pacific non-fortification 
clauses, the Cabinet replied that the Government was fully prepared 
to cope with such a case. 

Public opinion remained unruffled also by the negative responses 
with which were met the Government’s overtures to France and Italy 
to join with Japan in denouncing the 1922 Treaty”, and the final steps 
are now being taken for submission of the Government’s measure for 
abrogation to the plenary session of the Privy Council to be held on 
December 19. At present it is being predicted that formal notice 
will be cabled to Ambassador Saito for transmission to the American 
Government on the following day. 

Japan is not, however, so completely indifferent to world public 
opinion that she is not seeking to throw the blame elsewhere for the 
breakdown in the preliminary conversations which seems likely to 
occur.+ The statement made by Mr. Norman Davis in London on 

5 Omission indicated in original despatch. 
* Embassy’s telegrams Nos. 267 and 269, of December 3, 1 p. m. and December 

5, noon. [Footnote in the original.] 
+ Embassy’s telegram No. 263, November 29, 2 p.m. [Footnote in the original; 

telegram not printed. ]
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December 6, last,>* evoked widespread interest in the Japanese press 
and was the signal for much comment along such lines. 

The point in Mr. Davis’s statement that “the fundamental issue is 
whether the system of equilibrium worked out at Washington (in 1922) 
is to be continued or upset” received the most attention in editorial 
comment here and the substance of the replies is a general admission 
that while the issue is correctly stated it is precisely the one upon 
which Japan and the United States differ completely. The Japanese 
deny that the system of equilibrium which was acceptable in 1922 is 
acceptable today. They maintain that it has outgrown its usefulness 
because of changes in the international situation as well as in the 
technique of naval construction and that it was in anticipation of this 
very fact that the abrogation clause was included in the treaty itself. 
The Asahi of December 9 expresses surprise that there is a body of 

opinion in the United States which holds that Japan, because of its 
determination to terminate the treaty, is bent on disturbing the peace. 
“There must be no doubt,” continues the paper, “that Japan intends to 
supplant the Washington Treaty with a new agreement on a more 
reasonable basis. In this connection there is nothing to be afraid of 
in a non-treaty situation. Whether there are treaties or not does not 
matter. The important thing is that any treaty be equitable and satis- 
factory to all the parties thereto. Inequitable treaties, no matter how 
plentiful, would not help the cause of peace.” 

The Osaka Asahz of December 11 sees no hope of reaching an agree- 
ment because Mr. Davis’ principles “are absolutely alien to Japan’s 
fundamental naval disarmament policy.” The argument is developed 
by stating that American trade and naval policies are inseparable; 
that the United States is the greatest commercial nation in the world 
and that to reduce its naval strength to the level of Japan would bring 
about a reduction in its commercial and economic interests. “But”, 
says the Asahz, “Japan does not link its navy with commerce. What it 
wants is to have sufficient naval strength to guarantee peace in the 
Far East. This is what we mean when we say we want security. We 
believe that to attain this the 5-5-3 ratio must be abandoned.” 

And, finally, the Vichi-Nicht of December 9 remarks that as long 
as the United States maintains its present stand there will be a funda- 
mental difference of opinions between Japan and America. “If the 
London talks are halted, however, there is no reason to saddle Japan 
with the responsibility. Mr. Davis would like to throw the blame on 
this country, but he cannot do so with justification.” 

From a careful review of what has occurred up to the present in 
connection with the preliminary steps taken in the direction of the 

Disarmament Conference of 1935 it is difficult to escape the conclusion 

° For text, see Foreign Relations, Japan, 1931-1941, vol. 1, p. 269.
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that the only result has been increased friction, irritation, mutual dis- 
trust and suspicion and that far from clearing the atmosphere the 
London conversations have only served to obscure the future. There 
have been indications that the desirability of postponement of the 
1935 Conference has been discussed. The dangers with which such 
conference may be fraught cannot be overlooked in view of the highly 
charged atmosphere of international relations due to other causes, 
such as the Saar Plebiscite, the expiration of the punitive clauses of the 
Treaty of Versailles,®’ and the local European political issues. It 
seems improbable, however, that these considerations would have much 
influence on Japanese action. 

Respectfully yours, JosEPH C. Grew 

700.44B/589 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in France (Straus) to the Secretary of State 

Paris, December 22, 1934—11 «. m. 
[Received December 22—9: 15 a. m.]| 

951. The information which appeared yesterday on a ticker at the | 
Bourse indicating that France might on its own denounce the Wash- 
ington Naval Treaty independently of the action of Japan was en- 
tirely without foundation. It arose from fact that Foreign Minister 
Laval and Minister of Marine Piétri were heard by the Foreign 
Affairs and Naval Committees of the Chamber of Deputies and ex- 
plained the situation which would be created by Japan’s denunciation 
which would give France a free hand in the matter of naval building 
and ratios. It is expected that France will as soon as notified of the 
denunciation, present a note setting forth its views on ratio limitation 
particularly with regard to Italy. Laval confirmed this last evening 
in a conversation with Marriner. 

It was learned indirectly that impression had been given American 
correspondents that France was happy that Japan had pulled its 
chestnuts out of the fire. 

STRAUS 

500.A4B/592a : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain 
(Bingham) 

WasHINGTON, December 26, 1934—5 p. m. 

61. For Davis. I am cabling herewith a draft statement which I 
am considering making shortly after receiving the Japanese denun- 

" Treaties, Conventions, etc., 1910-1923, vol. m1, p. 3329.



412 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1934, VOLUME! I 

ciation of the Washington Treaty which it now appears will probably 
not take place before Saturday.®® I should appreciate your frank 
comments and any suggestions for improvement. I have endeavored 
to keep the text in line with your speech of December 6 and to 
maintain a tone that is firm but entirely nonprovocative: 

“The American Government has just received the Japanese Govern- 
ment’s notice of intention to terminate the Washington Naval Treaty. 
We, of course, realize that any nation has the right not to renew a 
treaty; also that any movement toward disarmament to be successful 
must rest on agreements voluntarily entered into. Japan’s decision 
is none the less a source of genuine regret to us, believing as we do 
that the existing treaties have safeguarded the rights and promoted 
the collective interests of all of the signatories. Coupled with other 
recent events that decision has raised in clear relief the question 
whether a movement of international cooperation and disarmament 
can rest on the principle of equality of armament rather than on the 
principle of equality of security. 

Each nation naturally desires,—and we stand unalterably for that 
view,—to be on a basis of absolute equality with other nations in the 
inatter of national security. Experience teaches that conditions of 
peace or measures of disarmament can not be promoted by the doctrine 
that all nations, regardless of their varying and different defensive 
needs, shall have equality of armaments. What has been achieved up 
to the present time toward insuring conditions of peace has been based 
on a community of objective, a community of conception of the general 
interest and a community of effort. The treaties thus far concluded 
have involved no invasion of the sovereign rights of the participating 
governments and they have provided, with all proper respect for such 
sovereign rights, that the armaments of the participating nations be 
established by voluntary undertaking on a proportionate basis. 

Notice by one power of intention to terminate the Washington Naval 
Treaty does not mean that that Treaty ceases to be in effect as of the 
date of notification: the provisions of that Treaty remain in force 
until the end of 19386. There consequently remains a period of 2 years 
within which the interested nations may consider the situation that 
would be created by the abandonment of the naval treaties; and the 
American Government is ready to enter upon negotiations whenever 
it appears that there is prospect of arrival at a mutually satisfactory 
conclusion which would give further effect to the desire of the Ameri- 
can Government and the American people—and, it is believed, that of 
the other Governments and peoples concerned—that the nations of the 
world shall not be burdened by avoidable or extravagant expenditures 
on armament. 

The question presented, when the Washington Treaties were negoti- 
ated and which prompted each delegation to the signing and each 
country to the ratifying of those treaties, was that of promoting peace 
through disarmament. The objectives then and there envisaged are 

* December 29. 
® Delivered at a luncheon given by the Association of American Correspondents 

in London to members of the American delegation in the preliminary naval con- 
versations; for text, see Foreign Relations, Japan, 1931-1941, vol. 1, p. 269.
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still fundamental among the objectives of the foreign policy of the 
United States. To this high purpose the people of this country, in a 
spirit of sincere friendship toward all other peoples, will continue 
unswervingly to devote their own efforts, and earnestly invoke like 
efforts on the part of others.[’’] 

Hou 

500.A4B/594 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 
of State 

Lonpon, December 27, 1934—10 p. m. 
[Received December 27—5: 45 p. m.| 

85. Your 61, December 26, 5 p.m. I like very much your draft of 
possible statement but fear that in spite of your effort to make it 
entirely non-provocative it may have that effect if given out as a 
formal statement. I have particularly in mind the fourth sentence 
beginning “Coupled with”, with which, however, I entirely agree. 
Even my speech, from which any statement of a provocative char- 

acter had been eliminated, was construed as a warning to Japan. As 
you can say more in a note without being provocative that [than? | 

you can in a public declaration, I suggest that, since you will have 
to reply to the Japanese notice of denunciation, the proposed state- 
ment be put in the form of a note to the Japanese Government and 
that it be made public. 

I have one further suggestion to make. This is with regard to the 
first sentence in the last paragraph beginning “The question pre- 
sented” and ending with “was that of promoting peace through dis- 
armament” : to this sentence I would add “and cooperative effort along 
certain defined lines”, otherwise it might be construed as contradictory 
to my statement which laid stress on the fact that disarmament was 
made possible by concomitant agreements that established an equilib- 
rium of economic and political rights. The fact is a new naval agree- 
ment with Japan will depend largely on whether the Japanese policy 
in the Far East is to be one of cooperation or of aggression. 

Davis 

500.A4B/596 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) to the Secretary 
of State 

Lonpon, December 28, 1934—9 p. m. 
[Received December 28—8 p. m.] 

86. After further consideration of your 61, December 26, 5 p. m., 

I have modified the views expressed in my 85, December 27, 10 p. m. 
for the following reasons:
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1. The reply which would be made to the Japanese note of denuncia- 
tion would depend largely upon the character of the Japanese note, 
which probably will be such as to preclude the use of the substantive 
portion of the draft statement as our reply. 

2. I think it inadvisable to issue such a statement immediately upon 
the receipt of notice of denunciation because this in itself would be 
regarded as more or less provocative. 

3. If the Japanese note of denunciation is brief and formal, it seems 
to me that it should be answered by an equally brief and formal note 
of acknowledgment, with arrangement, perhaps for the immediate 
publication of the texts of the two notes. 

4, Instead, therefore, of incorporating the draft statement in a note, 
or of issuing it immediately upon denunciation I would recommend 
that you wait a few days and in a press conference at the beginning 
of the new year: 

(a) Review the naval conversations of 1934 taking occasion to 
state that the American attitude and policy have been fully set forth 
in those conversations, and more specifically in my speech of Decem- 
ber 6th. You might express regret over the Japanese decision to 
withdraw from the existing treaties, but state that in your opinion 
the conversations, and American participation therein, have served a ° 
useful purpose through a frank exchange of views and the prepara- 
tion of the ground upon which it is hoped it may be possible later on 
to negotiate a new agreement embodying the essential principles upon 
which the present naval limitation rests. You might also stress the 
fact that the anticipated denunciation of the Washington Treaty had 
necessarily changed the scope of the conversations from what was 
originally intended and had influenced the three powers concerned 
in reaching the unanimous decision that it would be advisable to dis- 
continue the conversations, as indicated in the communiqué that was 
issued. | 

(6) You might then give out at such a press conference all or such 
portions of your statement as you see fit. I would, however, particu- 
larly emphasize the fact that the naval treaties remain in force until 
the end of 1936 and express the hope that the signatories will find it 
entirely consistent with their national policies to conclude during the 
remaining life of the treaties a mutually satisfactory agreement which 
would preserve the principles that have proved to be mutually bene- 
ficial during the past 13 years, and I would certainly include the last 
paragraph of your draft with the change I have already suggested. 

@Tssued on December 19, 1934, upon adjournment of preliminary naval con- 
versations between American, British, and Japanese delegations; for text, see 
Foreign Relations, Japan, 1981-1941, vol. 1, p. 272.
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We are all of the opinion here that notwithstanding our deploring 
Japanese denunciation, once that is an accomplished fact, we should 
not jeopardize the future by tying a can on Japan for doing something 
she has a legal right to do. The illegal thing she did was to violate 
the Nine Power Treaty, but we are not dealing with that aspect of the 
Pacific problem now. I suggest you read this in the light of my No. 

87, December 28, 10 p. m. 
Davis 

500.A4B/596 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American Delegation 
(Davis) 

Wasuineton, December 29, 1934—11 a. m. 

62. Your 86, December 29, 10 a.m. Thank you for your sugges- 
tions. Iam afraid that it will not be possible to withhold a statement 
as Saito ** in delivering the formal notice of denunciation © is giving 
out a 1200 word statement * of the Japanese position. For domestic 
reasons, we cannot allow the press to carry only the Japanese point of 
view without a re-statement of our own position. I do not share 
your fears that the mere issuance of a statement would be regarded as 
more or less provocative given the fact that it would parallel and 
follow a public Japanese statement. 

Hoy 

500.A4B/602 

Memorandum by the Secretary of State ® 

[ Wasuineron,] December 29, 1934. 

The Ambassador of Japan, accompanied by his Counselor of Em- 
bassy, came in, and, without any preliminaries, the Ambassador 
handed to me the following note, signed by himself, the effect of which 
is to give notice to the Government of the United States by the Japa- 
nese Government that Japan denounces the Washington Treaty, 

* Treaty between the United States, Belgium, the British Empire, China, France, 
Italy, Japan, the Netherlands, and Portugal, signed at Washington, February 6, 
1922, Foreign Relations, 1922, vol. 1, p. 276. 

Ante, p. 404. 
“a Hirosi Saito, Japanese Ambassador in the United States. 
*% See infra. 
* Post, p. 417. 
* Transmitted to the Embassies in France, Great Britain, Italy, Japan; and the 

Legation in China, January 14, 1935, as enclosures to despatches Nos. 703, 678, 
340, 666, and 1567,
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thereby terminating the same on January Ist, 1937, which note is as 
follows: 

“No. 250 Japanese Embassy 
Washington, December 29, 1934 

Sir: I have the honor, under instructions from my Government, to 
communicate to you the following :— 

In accordance with Article XXIII of the Treaty concerning the 
Limitation of Naval Armament, signed at Washington on the 6th 
February, 1922, the Government of Japan hereby give notice to the 
Government of the United States of America of their intention to 
terminate the said Treaty, which will accordingly cease to be in force 
after the 31st December, 1936. 

Accept, Sir, the renewed assurances of my highest consideration. 
(Signed) Hirosi Saito 

The Honorable Cordell Hull 
Secretary of State, 

Washington.” 

I replied orally © as follows: 

“Very well, Sir. I shall proceed in accordance with the terms of 
the Washington Treaty in a suitable way to include the other Gov- 
ernments signatory to the Washington Treaty, namely, Great Britain, 
France and Italy, in the notice ® which your Government has this day 
given to the United States.” 

The Ambassador then handed to me in writing a Note Verbale, under 
telegraphic instructions from Minister Hirota, for my information, 
which note is as follows: 

“Japanese Embassy December 29, 1934 
Washington 

Note Verbale 

I have been telegraphically instructed by Mr. Hirota to say to you, 
on the occasion of handing you the written notice of the intention of 
the Japanese Government to terminate the Washington Naval Treaty 
of 1922, in the following sense with suitable amplifications :— 

As has already been made known to the American Delegation in 
London, the basic policy of the Japanese Government in the present 
disarmament negotiations consists in the discontinuance of the ratio 
system and the total abolition or the utmost limitation of aggressive 
war vessels. From that point of view, the Japanese Government con- 
siders it inadmissible to have the Treaty continue in force. 

The Japanese Government entertains the desire that the prelim- 
inary negotiations shall be conducted in the friendliest spirit possible 

* Formal reply by the Secretary of State is printed in Foreign Relations, Japan, 
1931~1941, vol. 1, p. 275. 

Transmitted by circular telegram of December 29, 1934, 4 p. m., to the 
Embassies in France, Great Britain, and Italy; and by notes of December 31, 
1934, to the British, French, and Italian Ambassadors, and the Canadian and 
South African Ministers ; communications not printed.
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and, to that end, wished that all Powers concerned would conjointly 
make the notification of treaty termination. The proposal has not 
been accepted by any of the Powers, and the Japanese Government has 
been constrained to act singly in giving notice in accordance with the 
provisions of Article 23 of the Treaty itself. 

It is, however, a matter of course that the Japanese Government has 
no intention whatever to proceed to naval aggrandisement or to dis- 
turb international peace. It will continue in its sincere endeavors to 
strengthen the relationships of peace and amity among all Powers, by 
participating as heretofore in the friendly negotiations with the other 
Powers concerned in which it will strive for the conclusion with them 
of a new agreement, just, fair and adequate in conception and consonant 
with the spirit of disarmament, to replace the Washington Treaty.” 

The Ambassador added that Japan’s Foreign Minister, through careful 
handling of the delicate situation (or words to that effect) had felt 
that not he but his subordinate, the Foreign Office spokesman,® should 
give out this statement of reasons for the denunciation of the Wash- 
ington Treaty, which statement is as follows: 

“To be released at noon, Saturday, December 29, 1934. 
Statement of the Foreign Office Spokesman Concerning the 
Notice of the Washington Treaty of Naval Limitation. 

In the recent preliminary conversations the Japanese Government 
have been exerting, in cooperation with the other Powers concerned, 
their most sincere efforts towards the achievement of a new agreement 
which will secure Japan’s national defence and which will bring about 
a substantial measure of disarmament, eliminating all possibilities of 
aggression from among the great naval Powers while lightening as 
far as possible the tax burden of the peoples. The Japanese Govern- 
ment, after careful consideration from this viewpoint, are convinced 
that the cause of disarmament can best be served and the security of 
the Powers permanently assured by concluding an equitable agreement 
founded upon the following principles which have been submitted to 
the other Powers: ® 

1. In view of the present state of extraordinary development in 
warship, aircraft, and other weapons of war, the existing naval 
treaties which recognize inequality of armaments among the 
Powers can no longer afford security of national defence to Japan. 
For this reason, the new treaty should rest not upon a ratio prin- 
ciple, but on the formula of an agreed upper limit for the arma- 
ments to be retained by each Power. | 

2. (a) In consonance with the spirit of disarmament, the said 
common upper limit should be fixed as low as possible. 

(6) In order to render it difficult for any Power to attack 
another but easy to defend itself, the offensive arms should be 
totally abolished or drastically reduced, and the defensive arms 
adequately provided. 

In the light of these basic principles, it is impossible for the Japanese 
Government to acquiesce in the continuation for a further term of the 

® Hiji Amau. 
” See telegram No. 182, October 25, 7 p. m., to the Ambassador in Japan, p. 314. 

791113—51——33
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Washington Treaty of naval limitation, which not only permits the 
retention of the offensive arms, but admits disparity in naval strength 
through the adoption of a ratio system. Moreover, the allocation of 
an inferior ratio, so detrimental to our national prestige, is bound to 
remain a source of permanent and profound discontent to our people. 
Consequently, our Government have long felt it incumbent upon them 
to give notice of their intention to terminate the said treaty at the end 
of the year 1936, namely, upon the expiration of the stipulated term of 
its life. Of this intention the British and American Governments 
were early given a fairly clear intimation. ‘The Japanese Government, 
however, anxious to conduct the negotiations as amicably and effec- 
tively as possible, considered it preferable to make a joint notification 
of termination in concert with the Powers concerned and invited all 
of them to give such joint notice. , 

It was only when those Powers failed to accept the invitation that 
our Government decided to act alone and give notice to the Govern- 
ment of the United States of their intention to terminate the Washing- 
ton Treaty in conformity with the stipulation under Article 23. Each 
Contracting Power has, of course, a full legal right to give such notice 
which is explicitly provided for in that instrument. 

The present step taken by the Japanese Government is only a logical 
outcome of our fundamental policy which aims at the conclusion of 
another pact to supersede the Washington Treaty. Our Government 
desire fervently to arrive at an agreement which is just and fair for 
all the parties concerned and entirely in accord with the spirit of 
disarmament. They are prepared, despite the termination of the 
Washington Treaty, to pursue with undiminished zeal friendly nego- 
tiations with the other Powers. 

So far from entertaining the slightest wish to enlarge her armaments, 
Japan endeavours to promote the cause of peace by establishing the 
principle of non-menace and non-aggression through the suppression 
or drastic reduction of the offensive weapons of war. It is their firm 
belief that when the other Powers, appreciating the essential fairness 
of Japan’s claims, consent to make a sweeping reduction in fighting 
strength along the lines proposed by our Government, then a full 
measure of security will be afforded to the Powers through the elimina- 
tion of any possible menace from one another, and an enduring peace 
established upon a solid basis.” 

The Ambassador then handed to me a proposed release of his own, 
covering the same subject matter as that of the Tokyo release. He 
undertook to explain that members of the press had been so persistent 
in their requests of him for a statement that this statement was the 
result :— 

“For release, Noon Saturday, December 29, 1934. 

Statement of the Japanese Ambassador, Mr. Hirosi Saito. 
Although the Japanese Government has given notice, according to 

the terms of the Washington Naval Treaty, of its intention to termi- 
nate the agreement, it has done so with the sincere hope to have a 
substitute accord that will embody the proposals we have made. 

One feature of these proposals has been given, in my opinion, 
undue emphasis by critics. ‘That is the claim for equality. We have 
also proposed a radical reduction in naval armament capable of
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aggression. We are proposing the total abolition of the big and ex- 
pensive warships covered by the Washington Treaty, i. e. capital ships 
and aircraft carriers. We are ready to go down to as far as the half 
of our present naval strength. But too little has been said of this. : 

On both material and moral grounds we earnestly desire a substan- 
tial reduction that will free the nations of anxiety regarding the pos- 
sibilities of war. We want the others to be free of any anxiety 
regarding us, and we want to be free of any regarding them. 

t is to be noted that our claim for equality or parity is a necessary 
prerequisite to such real reduction in the navies. Furthermore, our 
proposal is not to have our navy the equal of that of the United States 
or Great Britain suddenly overnight. Japan wishes that a common 
maximum limit for navies will be agreed upon, and each Power to 
retain the right to build up to it as the necessity of the situation 
dictates. 

The maintenance of excessive armaments is not only a heavy burden 
on all the peoples who support them but has the unfortunate effect 
of creating suspicions of purpose and giving rise from time to time 
to alarms. There is enough difficult work for each of the three great 
naval powers to do in its own country and its own proper sphere of 
the world without contemplating the possibility of war with either 
of the others and preparing for so remote an eventuality. Accord 
among them, therefore, ought to be attainable on a reasonable basis 
and happily there is plenty of time for an accord to be reached before 
our notification becomes effective two years hence. 

But even 1f no accord can be reached I am not at all anxious over 
the consequences. ‘The peoples concerned are all intelligent and their 
governments are rational. No one wishes to engage in damaging 
naval building competition. There has never been a serious armed 
conflict between the United States and any of the Far Eastern nations, 
and, as your Secretary of State and our Foreign Minister have agreed, 
there is no problem between the United States and Japan that cannot 
be settled by diplomatic means.” Having no conflict of interest that 
is not overwhelmingly outweighed by our mutually beneficial relations 
there is no logical reason for us to compete in armaments. Therefore, 
as I see it, an end of suspicions and a development of accord is the 
part of wisdom as well as the duty of our nations. 

It is gratifying and heartening to note that the governments of this 
country and Japan are now endeavoring to stop jingoes in both coun- 
tries from making irresponsible and inflammatory utterances. It is 
time for all of us to ponder the situation seriously. Bearing in mind 
the friendship and statesmanship which have successfully solved many 
questions between our two countries in the past and the good sense and 
sportsmanship of the two peoples, I am always hopeful and opti- 
mistic.” 

I thanked the Ambassador for his courtesy in handing me these 
news releases and acquainting me with them at this stage. 

Thus ended the conversation save for some few Holiday comments 
back and forth. 

C[orpeLt| H[ vn] 

"For exchange of informal notes on February 21 and March 8, 1984, see 
Department of State, Press Releases, March 24, 1934, pp. 160-162.
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500.44B/620 

Press Release Issued by the Department of State, December 29, 1934 

STATEMENT OF THE SECRETARY OF STaTE, Mr. Corpett Hun, RELATIVE 
TO THE J APANESE GOVERNMENT’s Norics oF INTENTION To TERMINATE 

THE WASHINGTON Nava TREATY 

The American Government has today received the Japanese Govern- 
ment’s notice of intention to terminate the Washington Naval Treaty. 
We, of course, realize that any nation has the right not to renew a 
treaty; also that any movement toward disarmament to be successful 
must rest on agreements voluntarily entered into. This notification 1s 
none the less a source of genuine regret to us, believing as we do that 
the existing treaties have safeguarded the rights and promoted the 

collective interests of all of the signatories. 
The recent conversations at London which have been carried on 

in a spirit of friendship and goodwill have revolved around the ques- 
tion whether a movement of international cooperation and disarma- 
ment can rest on the principle of equality of armament rather than 
on the principle of equality of security. Each nation naturally de- 
sires,—and we stand unalterably for that view,—to be on a basis of 
absolute equality with other nations in the matter of national security. 
Experience teaches that conditions of peace or measures of disarma- 
ment cannot be promoted by the doctrine that all nations, regardless 
of their varying and different defensive needs, shall have equality of 
armaments. What has been achieved up to the present time toward 
insuring conditions of peace has been based on a community of ob- 
jective, a community of conception of the general interest, and a 
community of effort. The treaties thus far concluded have involved no 
invasion of the sovereign rights of the participating governments and 
they have provided, with all proper respect for such sovereign rights, 
that the armaments of the participating nations be established by 
voluntary undertaking on a proportionate basis. 

Notice of intention to terminate the Washington Naval Treaty does 
not mean that that Treaty ceases to be in effect as of the date of noti- 
fication: the provisions of that Treaty remain in force until the end 
of 1936. There consequently remains a period of two years within 
which the interested nations may consider the situation that would 
be created by the abandonment of the naval treaties; and the Ameri- 
can Government is ready to enter upon negotiations whenever it 
appears that there is prospect of arrival at a mutually satisfactory 

- conclusion which would give further effect to the desire of the Ameri- 
can Government and the American people—and, it is believed, that 
of the other Governments and peoples concerned—that the nations 
of the world shall not be burdened by avoidable or extravagant ex- 
penditures on armament.
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The question presented, when the Washington Treaties were — 
negotiated and which prompted each delegation to the signing and 
each country to the ratifying of those treaties, was that of promoting 
peace through disarmament and cooperative effort along certain de- 
fined lines. The objectives then and there envisaged are still funda- 
mental among the objectives of the foreign policy of the United States. 
To this high purpose the people of this country, in a spirit of sincere 
friendship toward all other peoples, will continue unswervingly to 
devote their own efforts, and earnestly invoke like efforts on the part 

of others. 

500.A4B/601 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Great Britain (Atherton) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, December 31, 1934—5 p. m. 
[Received December 31—1: 40 p. m.] 

638. Department’s circular of December 29, 4 p.m. When I de- 
livered text of Japanese note to the Foreign Office this morning I was 
informed that Matsudaira on December 29 had given them informally 
a copy of the note to the United States Government and likewise in- 
formally a copy of a note verbale said to have been delivered to the 
Department by the Japanese Ambassador at Washington at the same 
time as the note, the note verbale being an exposé of motives and 
declaration of good intentions for the future. 

The Foreign Office state that the British Government are consider- 
ing whether to reply to the Japanese in order to place on the record 
an expression of regret at the action taken. If they should decide 
to make this reply, the British Government would desire to refer to 
the note verbale delivered to the United States Government on Decem- | 
ber 29, and to be able to do this the Foreign Office would appreciate 
it if the Department could give a copy to the British Ambassador. 
The Foreign Office would likewise appreciate being informed whether 
the United States Government intend to reply to the Japanese note. 

ATHERTON 

500.44B/618 

he French Ambassador (Laboulaye) to the Secretary of State” 

[Translation ] 

WasHINGTON, 2 January, 1935. 

Mr. Secrerary or State: As a result of the communication on 
December 30 last, by the Chargé d’Affaires of the United States in 

= Not printed ; see footnote 67, p. 416. 
” Copies transmitted to President Roosevelt, to the Secretary of the Navy, to 

the Embassies in France, Germany, Great Britain, Italy, Japan, and to the 
American delegation to the General Disarmament Conference.
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Paris to the Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Republic, of a copy 
of the letter in which the Ambassador of Japan gave notice in Wash- 
ington of the denunciation by his Government of the Naval Treaty, 
my Government has instructed me to transmit to Your Excellency the 

following communication: 

“On December 30, 1934, the Chargé d’Affaires of the United States, 
acting under instructions from his Government, was good enough to 
communicate to the Minister of Foreign Affairs a copy of the letter 
by which, on December 29, the Ambassador of Japan in Washington 
announced the intention of his Government to terminate on December 
31, 1936, the Naval Treaty signed at Washington on February 6, 1922. 

Mr. Laval has taken cognizance of this communication. At the 
same time he has noted that an authenticated copy of the Japanese 
note will later be sent to him through the Embassy of the United States. 

At the time of the deposit of the instruments of ratification of the 
Washington Treaty on August 17, 1923, France made the following 
declaration: 

‘The French Government considers and always has considered that the ratios 
of total tonnage in capital ships and aircraft carriers allowed to the several 
Contracting Powers do not represent the respective importance of the maritime 

interests of those Powers and cannot be extended to the categories of vessels 
other than those for which they were expressly stipulated.’ ™ 

Moreover, the French Parliament, in considering the Treaty with 
a view to its ratification, clearly indicated its intention that this 
instrument should come to an end on December 31, 1936.” 

Finally, during this past year experience has again shown to what 
difficulties the system of quantitative limitation adopted in 1922 has 
given rise. 

The French Government would not have been able in any case to 
agree to its continuation. 

In addition, since 1922, the situation has developed in such a way 
that, in a settlement of naval questions it would be necessary to take 
into account the position and the interests of certain Navies which 
were not represented at the Washington Conference no less than the 
present position of Powers the naval programs of which had been 
regulated by previous treaties. 

Therefore, the French Government, which does not wish to give up 
the hope that an international arrangement will be made to take the 
place, after December 31, of the Treaty which has just been denounced, 
considers that the necessary understanding to this effect should not 
be limited to the Five Powers which, under the terms of Article 23, 
are under an obligation to meet in conference during the year 1935. 

Regarding the solution which it contemplates the Government of 
the French ‘Republic reserves the right to make known its views in 
more detail at the opportune moment. 

On the present occasion it wishes to emphasize that, under penalty 
of preparing the way for an armaments race detrimental to the inter- 
ests of all the Powers, it will be necessary that the new convention 

8 J. Theodore Marriner. 
* 43 Stat. 1685. 
™% See Journal Officiel de la République Francaise, Débats Parlementaires 

(Chambre des Députés), July 7, 1923, pp. 3228 ff.
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maintain the principle of qualitative limitations which it would will- 
ingly see more strict than those at present in force.” 

Kindly accept [etc. ] ANDRE DE LABOULAYE 

500.A4B/601 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) 

WASHINGTON, January 3, 1935—5 p. m. 

2. Your 638, December 31, 5 p.m. When Saito called on me on 
December 29, he gave me copies of four documents: (1) the note of 
denunciation, (2) a note verbale containing instructions from Hirota 
as to what Saito should say to me “with suitable amplifications”; (3) 
advance copy of an explanatory press handout by the Japanese For- 
eion Office spokesman, and (4) advance copy of an explanatory press 
handout by Saito himself. Saito further informed me that issuance 
of the Tokyo press statement by Amau and not by Hirota himself was 
planned with careful forethought; and he gave no indication whatso- 
ever of intention that we circulate the note verbale. Since the receipt 
of your telegram, however, we have inquired of Saito whether it was 
the intention of Hirota that the text of the note verbale be communi- 
cated by us to the other signatory Powers. Saito replied that Hirota 
had given him no instructions to ask us to communicate this material ; 
that Hirota had not even intended that he give it to us in writing; 
that it was something that he was to say to us; that it was not intended 
in any way to be a part of the communication giving notice of denunci- 
ation but that if we wished to communicate it to the other Powers, 
there would be no objection. In the circumstances, I should be glad 
to show the British Government the text which I assume is identical 
with that given the Foreign Office by Matsudaira but I would not feel 
warranted in authorizing reference to it in any communication by a 
third Government as a communication received through me. 

By way of reply to the notification, we have contented ourselves 
with (1) a simple acknowledgment, text of which has been made 
public, of the formal note of notification of termination, in which after 
an introductory paragraph I say “In accordance with the pertinent 
provision of Article 23 of the Treaty, I am today transmitting to the 
other Powers a certified copy of this notification and am informing 
them of the date on which it has been received,” and (2) a press state- 
ment by me. These have undoubtedly been carried in the London 
press but, if you request, copies will be sent to you or Lindsay.” We 
do not contemplate any further reply to the Japanese. 

Hoy 

** Sir Ronald Lindsay, British Ambassador in the United States.
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500.A15A5/880 

Memorandum by the Chairman of the American Delegation (Davis) 

of a Conversation With the French Ambassador (Laboulaye)™ 

[Wasuineton,] January 9, 1935. 

At the afternoon tea of Mrs. Hull, Mr. de Laboulaye called me 
aside to inquire about the naval situation. He said that he had read 
in the press of an interview * I had given which indicated a some- 
what different point of view from that which Secretary Hull had 
expressed to him previously. I told him that in the first place the 
account of the interview, particularly that in the Hearst press, was 
quite inaccurate and that there was no difference between Secretary 
Hull’s point of view and my own with regard to this matter. .He said 

| he did not understand whether or not we had agreed to grant to 
Japan the right of equal armaments with an agreement not to exer- 
cise it. I told him that both the British and ourselves had rejected 

that proposal on the part of the Japanese and as I had stated fully 
in the speech which I made in London on December 6, our view was 
that a naval agreement should be based on equal security and that the 
British proposal which was still under consideration was that we 
should in effect maintain the present relative positions finding another 
method for doing so rather than that in the existing treaties. He 
wished to know just what the British proposal was. I replied that 
in effect it was to maintain the present provisions of the treaty fixing 
the type of vessels that could be constructed but not fixing the amount 
of tonnage of the respective categories; that the question of ton- 
nage would be taken care of through unilateral declarations of build- 
ing programs for the next six years which would be attached to the 
treaty but with a provision in the body of the treaty that the pro- 
grams should not be altered without consultation and twelve months 
previous notice. He then said that this would seem to furnish a 
good basis for agreement between France and Italy and that this 
was in effect the same position France had taken with regard to 
Italy. I told him that I understood in fact that the statement of 
the American position, which I had made in a speech in London on 
December 6, explaining the difference between equality of arma- 
ments and equality in security had been most favorably received in 
France. I then told him I had therefore been most surprised at the 
note which the French Government had just sent with regard to the 
Japanese denunciation of the Washington Naval Treaty as I could 
not understand just what it meant and why it was sent at all. He 

™ Copies transmitted to the French Ambassador and to the Ambassador in 

OTe New York Times, January 7, 1935, p. 11.
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said that he assumed his Government was looking ahead to a future 
naval agreement and that they wanted to be in a strategic position 
to uphold their point of view when the time comes. I told him that 
in my opinion it implied that while France had not been willing to 
denounce this treaty herself, she was delighted that it had been de- 
nounced by Japan. I remarked that since France has vital interests 
in the Far East, I wondered to what country or countries she was 
looking to protect her interests there. Was it to be by independent 
French action, or through Japan, or through cooperation with the 
other interested Powers? I told him that the crux of the problem 
in the Far East was whether or not Japan was going to cooperate 
with other interested Powers in accordance with existing agreements 
in order to promote peace and so forth and that in some respects 
the problem was similar to that in Europe with regard to Germany. 
He said that there was a considerable similarity. He said that he 
would communicate further with his Government and attempt to 
clarify the issue to them. 

Norman H. Davis 

500.A4B/625 

Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State (Phillips) of a Con- 
versation With the French Ambassador (Laboulaye) 

[Wasuineron,] January 11, 19385. 

The French Ambassador referred to his recent conversation with 
Mr. Norman Davis and expressed his appreciation of the Depart- 
ment’s courtesy in sending him Mr. Davis’ memorandum of the con- 
versation. It was fairly evident that the written memorandum had 
cleared up in the Ambassador’s mind the points concerning which he 
had been doubtful. 

I told the Ambassador that I would avail myself of the occasion to 
express my sincere regret that the French Government had seen fit to 
communicate to us their note with respect to denunciation of the 
Washington Treaty. I reminded him that the Washington Treaty 
was based on a political arrangement and also on a naval armament 
ratio; that the French Government had been enjoying for a period of 
many years peace and tranquillity in the Pacific because of the Wash- 
ington Treaty and that it was surprising and disappointing to us to 
receive this note expressing a desire to overturn an arrangement which 

had been so eminently satisfactory in maintaining peaceful conditions 
in that part of the world. 

Mr. de Laboulaye replied that, while the United States had Japan 
to consider, France had Germany to consider and that it was the fear



426 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1934, VOLUME’ I 

of German naval expansion which had made it necessary for the French 
Government to take a position of complete freedom of action; fol- 
lowing our idea of equality of security, it was necessary for France, 
In view of the important development of the German navy, to im- 
prove its naval defenses. The Ambassador repeated that the situation 
in the Pacific was not in the minds of the French Government when 
they addressed us the note in question. Mr. de Laboulaye added that 
the reference to the other powers in any future naval conference prob- 
ably referred to Russia. It was his personal opinion that, in view of 
the fact that Russia had so little naval armament, his Government 
would not insist upon the inclusion of Russia in the conference. 

At the conclusion of the conversation I expressed once more my 
regret that the French note had been sent to us and that it had been 
sent to us Just at a moment to convey the impression, certainly to the 
Japanese, that the French and Japanese Governments were acting 
almost simultaneously in their denunciation of the Treaty. 

Wiw1amM Putts 

500.A4B/618 

The Secretary of State to the French Ambassador (Laboulaye) 

WasHINGTON, January 12, 1935. 

ExcrtitENcY: I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of Your 
Excellency’s note of January 2, 1935, in which you quote a commu- 
nication received from your Government with respect to the notifica- 
tion by Japan of intention to terminate the Washington Naval 
Treaty. The statement that the French Government would not have 
been able in any case to agree to a continuance (réconduction) of the 
present Treaty is a source of surprise and disappointment. For its 
part, this Government has indicated regret at the prospective termi- 
nation of the Treaty, and has fully set forth its views in the state- 
ment which I made on the occasion of Japanese notification on De- 
cember 29, last, as well as in Mr. Davis’ speech in London on Decem- 
ber 6, copies of which I take pleasure in attaching. , 

I should be glad, however, to have you thank the Minister of For- 
eign Affairs for his courtesy in frankly informing me of the French 
Government’s views, of which I have taken careful note. , 

Accept [ete. ] CorpEeLL Huy



REPRESENTATIONS BY CERTAIN FOREIGN GOVERN- 
MENTS REGARDING SENATE COMMITTEE INVESTI- 
GATING MUNITIONS INDUSTRY 

811.113 Senate Investigation/10: Circular telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain 
(Bingham) 

WasuHinetTon, May 18, 1934—8 p. m. 

The President today sent a message to the Senate* in support of its 

action? in appointing a committee to investigate the problems inci- 
dent to the private manufacture of arms and munitions of war and 
the international traffic therein. He offered the fullest cooperation of 
the Executive Departments of the Government in furnishing the com- 
mittee with any desired information in their possession and “their 
views on the adequacy or inadequacy of existing legislation and of the 
treaties to which the United States is a party for the regulation and 
control of the manufacture of and traffic in arms.” 

The President stated that the evil of the uncontrolled private manu- 
facture of and traffic in arms and munitions could not be dealt with by 
isolated action of any one country and that 1t was recognized as a 
field in which international action is necessary. He urged ratification 
of the 1925 Arms Traffic Convention * as a concrete indication of the 
American people’s willingness to contribute toward the suppression of 
abuses which might have disastrous results for the entire world if per- 
mitted to continue unchecked. 

The concluding paragraph of the President’s message reads as 
follows: 

“It is my earnest hope that the representatives of the nations who 
will reassemble at Geneva on May 29 will be able to agree upon a 
Convention containing provisions for the supervision and control of 
the traffic in arms much more far-reaching than those which were em- 
bodied in the Convention of 1925. Some suitable international organ- 
ization must and will take such action. The peoples of many countries 
are being taxed to the point of poverty and starvation in order to 
enable governments to engage in a mad race in armament which, if 

* Congressional Record, vol. 78, pt. 8, p. 9095. 
Pursuant to Senate Resolution 206, 73d Cong., 2d sess.; see ibid., pt. 6, 

Dee text, see Foreign Relations, 1925, vol. 1, p. 61; for correspondence con- 
cerning ratification by the United States, see post, pp. 449 fff. 

* Meeting of the General Commission of the General Disarmament Conference; 
see pp. 63 ff. 

427
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permitted to continue, may well result in war. This grave menace 
to the peace of the world is due in no small measure to the uncontrolled 
activities of the manufacturers and merchants of engines of destruc- 
tion, and it must be met by the concerted action of the peoples of all 
nations.” 

Repeat to Paris, Berlin and Rome. A separate telegram is being 

sent Geneva.® 
Hout 

811.113 Senate Investigation /34 

The Argentine Ambassador (E'spil) to the Secretary of State ® 

[Translation ] 

Wasuinoaton, September 7, 1934. 

Mr. Secretary: The Committee of the United States Senate which 
is investigating at this time the sale of arms occupied itself at its meet- 
ing of the 5th day of the current month with examining, among other 

subjects, the activities of the Electric Boat Company in its endeavors, 

which failed to obtain in 1927 certain contracts for the construction 
of submarines for the Argentine Navy.’ 

My country’s Government and public opinion are following with 

full sympathy this salutary investigation, the results of which, it is 
to be hoped, will have great importance in the solution of the arma- 
ments problem. 

For that very reason, it is deplorable that under cover of this in- 

vestigation insinuations are ventured upon which are injurious to the 
good name of officials of a foreign country, when the said insinuations 

are not founded on even the most remote appearance of truth. 

In saying this, I am referring to certain expressions of Senator 
Bone, one of the members of the Investigating Committee who, in 
the course of the hearing of the 5th instant, as it appears from the 
pertinent part of the stenographic report, which I am sending here- 

with, gratuitously and with evident levity, made some affirmations 
derogatory to the good name of one of the most highly esteemed chiefs 
of the Argentine Navy, namely, Admiral Ismael Galindez, who, in 
1927, was Chairman of our Naval Commission in Europe.® 

Such affirmations could be treated with contempt, if they came from 
the ill-humor of one of the witnesses, whose hopes were deceived by 

* Telegram No. 155, May 18, 7 p.m., to the American delegate to the General 
Disarmament Conference; not printed. 

‘The reply of September 15, 1934, by the Secretary of State was similar in 
i084 p43 6° that transmitted to the Mexican Ambassador on September 17, 

™ See Foreign Relations, 1927, vol. 1, pp. 424 ff. 
* See Munitions Industry: Hearings before the Special Committee Investigating 

the Munitions Industry, 73d Cong., 2d sess., on S. Res. 206 (Washington, Govern- 
ment Printing Office, 1934), pt. 1, pp. 189-191.
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the attitude of the incorruptible official, but they cannot be treated 
with silence, however unfounded they be, when made by one of the 
Senators on the Investigating Committee. 

I thus feel, Mr. Secretary, that it is my duty to express, in the name 
of my Government, the most formal protest against the insinuations 
made by Senator Bone against an honorable and highly esteemed 
officer of the Argentine Navy. 

I avail myself [ete.] Freire A. Esprn 

811.113 Senate Investigation/18 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, September 10, 1934—7 p. m. 
[Received September 10—3: 30 p. m.] 

913. In the absence of the Ambassador in Belfast, Johnson ® 
called on the Acting Secretary of State this afternoon by request. Sir 
Robert Vansittart referred to investigation of the munitions industry 
now being carried on by a committee of the United States Senate, 
and to a communication from an unknown source in Warsaw reported 
to have been admitted before the committee as evidence, in which it 
was alleged that the King of Great Britain had brought pressure to 
bear upon the Polish Ambassador in London” in order to secure a 
contract for munitions for a British firm. The Acting Secretary said 
that he would confine his remarks “to terms of strict courtesy” but 
that he was under instructions to express the astonishment of his 
Government that such an irresponsible accusation should have been 
seriously taken and admitted as evidence and apparently given cre- 
dence by members of so high a body as the United States Senate. He 
said further that the matter had aroused the deepest indignation and 
resentment here, and that “it would not soon be forgotten”; that some 
people might consider such an incident of no importance and as one 
to be brushed aside, but that such would not be the case in this instance. 

The Acting Secretary also expressed resentment that no spontane- 
ous expression of regret had been forthcoming from the United States 
Government and intimated that such an expression might reasonably 
have been expected. According to Sir Robert Vansittart, the whole 
incident showed the most complete ignorance on the part of all con- 
cerned of the way things were done in London and of the ordinary 
working of the British Government. He was particularly indignant 
that a report from what he termed “an irresponsible armament tout 
in Warsaw” should have been given any serious consideration 
whatever. 

* Herschel V. Johnson, First Secretary of Embassy. 
* Constantin Skirmunt; see Munitions Industry, pt. 2, pp. 495-496.
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He requested that the substance of his statement be telegraphed to 
the Department. 

BIncHAM 

811.113 Senate Investigation/23 

Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State (Phillips) 

[Wasuineton, | September 11, 1934. 

The British Ambassador ™ called today and we discussed the action 
of the Nye Committee in giving publicity to rumors involving the 
heads of states and, in particular, the King of England. I gave Sir 

Ronald a picture of the Secretary’s activities of today, explained that 
he had spent over two hours with the members of the Committee in 
an effort to point out to them the embarrassment involved of giving 
publicity to mere rumors involving the heads of other states and 

important officials of foreign governments. I read him the letter ™* 
which Senator Nye had written to the Secretary after this conference, 
which I explained would be made public later in the afternoon, to- 
gether with a statement by the Secretary which was now being drafted. 

I gathered the impression that Sir Ronald had not been instructed 
to take up the matter with us and, when I told him that Sir Robert 
Vansittart had expressed himself somewhat strongly on the subject 

to a member of the American Embassy,” Sir Ronald expressed some 
surprise. He himself approached the subject laconically and said 
that he was glad to note in the press that the King would not dignify 
the statement by any denial. 

I promised Sir Ronald that I would send him later in the afternoon 
a copy of the two press releases 7* which the Department was about 
to make public. 

Wittram Puitwres 

811.113 Senate Investigation/37 | 

The Turkish Ambassador (Munir) to the Secretary of State™ 

The Turkish Ambassador presents his compliments to the Honor- 

able Secretary of State and has the honor to inform him that some 

“Sir Ronald Lindsay. 
48 Post, p. 437. 
* See telegram No. 518, September 10, from the Ambassador in Great Britain, 

supra. 
*% For texts of documents, see note of September 17 to the Mexican Ambassador, 

p. 436. 
* Except for a statement that copies of committee hearings would be shortly 

available from the U. S. Government Printing Office, the reply of September 17 to 
this note corresponded to that sent the Mexican Ambassador on September 17.
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allegations made regarding certain Turkish personalities in the course 
of the inquiry carried on by the Senate Munitions Investigating 
Committee, and reflected in different versions in the American press, 
have called the especial attention of the Turkish Government. 

The Government of the Republic desiring to be fully informed 
about the matter as far as Turkey is concerned, Munir Bey requests 
the Honorable Secretary of State to be good enough to obtain for 
the intention [attention] of the Turkish Government from the Com- 
mittee in question the full copies of the documents as well as the oral 
declarations containing the said allegations. 

M. M[vunir] 
WASHINGTON, September 11, 1934. 

811.113 Senate Investigation/22 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Brazil (Gibson) to the Secretary of State 

Rio pE JANEIRO, September 12, 1934—10 p.m. 
[Received September 183—12: 18 a.m. | 

915. Foreign Office has in strict confidence made available two tele- 

grams from Chargé d’Affaires in Washington concerning present 
Senate investigation of arms traffic. On September 11th Chargé 
d’Affaires sent second telegram stating that during a conversation 
with Assistant Secretary Welles in regard to the Chaco * the Chargé 
d’Affaires had brought up the question of the Senate investigation 
stating that he was greatly surprised by the allusions of graft paid to 
Brazilian officials and said “absolutely on his own” that Brazil had not 

protested “due to its respect for American institutions.” He added 
that the Argentine and Chilean representatives had protested against 
statements made in connection with their nationals. He asked if 
he might address an official note to the Department repeating what 
he had already stated although no definite decision has been taken. 
It is my opinion that the Brazilian Government will not instruct 
the Embassy to present a note on this subject. The official who showed 
me this correspondence is anxious to minimize its importance sug- 
gesting privately that it would perhaps be helpful if Mr. Welles were 
to address a confidential telegram to me alluding to his conversation 
with the Chargé d’Affaires and in some way minimize the importance 
of the allusions to Brazilian authorities in such a manner that I can 
show it to the Foreign Office. 

| Gipson 

“©. de Freitas-Valle. 
** For correspondence, see vol. rv, pp. 32 ff.
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811.113 Senate Investigation/22 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Brazil (Gibson) 

[Extract] 

WASHINGTON, September 18, 1934—3 p. m. 

123. Your 215, September 12,10 p.m. In a recent conversation, the 
Brazilian Chargé d’Affaires referred to the hearings now in progress 

before the Senate Munitions Investigation Committee and stated that 
be was astonished by statements made by some of the witnesses alleg- 
ing that bribes had been paid or were intended to be paid to officials of 
the Brazilian Government. The Chargé d’Affaires emphasized that 
his remarks were not made by instruction of his Government. 

I brought to his attention a letter *” addressed on September 11th to 

the Secretary of State by Senator Nye, Chairman of the Committee, 
_ which letter was made public on that date and which reads as follows: 

Please communicate the above to the Minister for Foreign Affairs 
and state that this Government deeply appreciates the friendly dis- 
position shown by the Brazilian Government in this matter. 

Should you deem it desirable, in the event that the documents above 
quoted have not been published in Brazilian press, it might be well to 
arrange for their publication in any way in which you may consider 
appropriate. 

Hoi 

811.113 Senate Investigation/32 

The Peruvian Ambassador (Freyre) to the Secretary of State 

WASHINGTON, September 18, 1934. 

Your ExceLLency: Press Agencies, reporting the hearings held by 
a Committee of the United States Senate on the sale of armaments 
effected by American manufacturers to foreign countries, have trans- 
mitted, and the Lima newspapers have published, a statement attrib- 

uted to Mr. C. W. Webster, representative of the Curtiss Wright Cor- 
poration, to the effect that the Peruvian Government had lately pur- 
chased from other firms airplanes at a price high above the price 
quoted by his own firm, and that, in order to carry through this ques- 
tionable transaction, person or persons not mentioned, presumably of 
Peruvian nationality, had received large commissions.¥ 

My Government is anxious to obtain more explicit information with 
regard to the person or persons who are supposed to have received these 

™ Post, p. 487. 
* See Munitions Industry, pt. 4, pp. 711-712.



MUNITIONS INDUSTRY INVESTIGATION 433 

commissions. If such practices are to be eradicated, it is essential that 

proper sanctions should be applied to those who may be guilty, and this 

my Government firmly intends to do; but no sanction can be applied 

until some definite person or persons may be brought to court. More- 

over, since wide publicity has been given to so serious a charge, it is 

only fair to dispel suspicions and place the blame squarely upon those 

who should bear it. 

The Embassy has therefore been instructed not to spare any effort in 

endeavouring to obtain an explicit statement as to the name of the 

person or persons who are supposed to have collected the commissions 

Mr. Webster is quoted to mention. 

In pursuance of these instructions, I venture to request Your Excel- 

lency’s kind official assistance,® so that my Government may be fur- 

nished with the evidence required and thereby enabled to co-operate in 

correcting an evil, that should not further be countenanced. 

I have [etc. ] M[anve.] DE Freyre y S[AnTANDER] 

811.113 Senate Investigation/28 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Brazil (Gibson) to the Secretary of State 

Rio pE JANEIRO, September 14, 19384—5 p.m. 
[Received 5:30 p.m.] 

292. Department’s telegram No. 123, September 13, 3 p.m. shown 

to Secretary General of Foreign Office” in absence of Minister. He 

greatly appreciated your message and said that the Brazilian Govern- 

ment would not take official notice of the matter. I have at his request 

furnished him with the texts you gave me, but he feels it is better not 
to give them publicity unless there are unexpected developments. 

GIBSON 

811.1138 Senate Investigation/27 

The Mexican Ambassador (Gonzdlez Roa) to the Secretary of State 

{Translation ] 

WasHINGTON, September 14, 1934. 

Mr. Secrerary: At some of the hearings which are taking place 
because of the investigation which a Special Committee of the Senate 
is carrying out on the armaments industry, I have noticed that state- 
ments offensive to my country in general have been made, and the 

2 Under cover of a note of October 8, the Secretary of State sent to the Peru- 
vian Ambassador a complete set of uncorrected galley proof of the hearings 
without appendices of documents referred to. 

* Felix de Barros Cavalcanti de Lacerda. 
791118—51——-34 |
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President of the Republic,” whose high office merits the greatest re- 
spect, has been mentioned. 

The cordial sentiments of sincere friendship which Your Excel- 
lency’s Government feels for my country are well known, but I cannot 
fail to protest that the name of the Official who represents the person- 
ality of the nation should be cited without justification. 

Once more do I have the pleasure [etc. | Frrwanpo Gonzitmz Roa 

811.118 Senate Investigation/31: Telegram . 

The Ambassador in Brazil (Gibson) to the Secretary of State 

Rio DE JANEIRO, September 15, 1934—3 p. m. 
[Received September 15—2: 55 p.m.]| 

223. My 222, September 14,5 p.m. Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
has sought to moderate press comment in regard to present Senate 
investigation of arms traffic and has succeeded in having some news 
despatches withheld through voluntary action of the press. However, 

there is definite resentment at the publication of names in connection 
with accusations of corruption which have not been substantiated. 

Minister of War” has considered it necessary to reply to press in- 
quiries with formal statement that he can guarantee there have been no 
irregularities since he has been in office but that he proposes to make 
careful examination into what has happened before. 

It is clear from statements made by various officials that from now 
on Americans seeking to make sales of armaments or other materials 
to the Brazilian Government will work at a disadvantage inasmuch as 
officials feel that merely by dealing with American commercial repre- 
sentatives they will be laying themselves open to the possibility of 
having their integrity brought in question by the Senate. 

Perhaps if the Committee realized the harm that is being done to 
legitimate American business interests it would find it possible to 
evolve some other method of conducting the investigation up to the — 
point where improper practices are established. GIBson 

811.113 Senate Investigation/72 

The Ambassador in Chile (Sevier) to the Secretary of State 

No. 193 Santraco, September 15, 1934. 
[Received September 24. | 

Sir: I have the honor to refer to my despatch No. 188 of September 
12, 1934,?* concerning the resentment which has developed in Govern- 

77 Gen. Abelardo Rodriguez. 
* Gen. Pedro Aurelio de Gées Monteiro. 
78 Not printed.
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ment circles with regard to the aspersions apparently cast on Chilean 
officials by the Senate Committee investigating the sale of war ma- 
terials. In confirmation of my subsequent telegrams No. 85 of 
September 13th * and No. 87 of September 14th,” I now have to in- 
form the Department that although the reaction in the Chilean press 
and in Government circles was at first rather temperate toward the 
statements in the investigation, subsequent developments and par- 
ticularly the unfortunate fact that apparently unfounded inferences 
of improper conduct concerning Chilean officials are being allowed to 
remain in the record without correction has not only seemingly irre- 
trievably lost the immediate sale of American aviation equipment 
amounting to $300,000 and presumably lost to American firms the pos- 
sibility of securing the balance of the $3,000,000 air development pro- 
gram, but is arousing general resentment toward the United States as 
well. There is no incident in Chilean-American relations which has 
arisen during the last few years likely to cause more ill-feeling in 
Chile and to undo the very fine atmosphere created as a result of our 
efforts in the Montevideo Conference.” 

In connection with the developments which have taken place since 
this Embassy’s telegraphic reports, there is enclosed a copy of a 
letter 74 addressed to the Minister of National Defense * by Mr. J. Van 
Wagner, the Manager of the airplane factory in Chile maintained by 
the Curtiss-Wright Export Corporation. It will be noted that this 
letter attempts to undo some of the bad feeling by stating that Com- 
mander Arredondo has taken no part in business dealings with the 
Curtiss factory and to show that the relations of Commander Arre- 
dondo and the Curtiss-Wright Corporation have been in every way 
proper and perfectly normal. The second enclosure” consists of a 
statement of Arturo Merino Benitez, former chief of the Chilean air 
corps, in which he takes exception to the inferences being made in the 
Senate investigation and outlines the general procedure for the pur- 
chase of air equipment which took place during his tenure of office. 
His letter, it will be noticed, closes with a warm endorsement of the 
integrity of the Chilean air force and a strong protest against the 
statements which have appeared in the investigation. As of addi- 
tional interest there is enclosed a copy of cablegram * sent by Com- 
mander Aracena in answer to the request of an American firm (ap- 
parently Curtiss) that bids on air equipment be kept open until . 
October; a copy of a cable * sent by Mr. Webster, the agent for South 
America for the Curtiss Company, to Commander Aracena; and a 
letter * addressed to the newspaper El Mercurio by Commander 
Arredondo. 

** Not printed. | 
* See Foreign Relations, 1933, vol. Iv, pp. 1 ff. 
* Emilio Bello Codecido. :
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As may be surmised not only is the investigation building up gen- 
eral resentment in Chile toward America but it is playing directly into 
the hands of our foreign competitors who are virtually being handed 
as a gift a handsome piece of business. It must be remembered that 
prior to these developments there was little doubt that American 
firms would secure the business. The Embassy is reliably informed 
in fact that representatives of foreign governments and foreign avia- 
tion equipment companies are literally cackling at the discomfiture of 
their American rivals. In this connection it is significant to note 
that Captain H. A. Brown, who is a retired British officer of the 
British air service is in Santiago at the present time to demonstrate 
the qualities of the Avro training planes. The French also are keep- 
ing in Santiago for the time being Captain Defourneaux of the French 
air service. 

Respectfully yours, For the Ambassador: 
Ropert M. Scorren 

Counselor of Embassy 

811.113 Senate Investigation/27 

The Secretary of State to the Mexican Ambassador (Gonzdlez Roa) 

WasHIneton, September 17, 1934. 

Excettency: I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of Your 
Excellency’s note of September 14, 1934, and I note with deep regret 
that Your Excellency considers certain statements made in the course 
of recent hearings of the Special Committee of the Senate Investigat- 
ing the Munitions Industry to be offensive to your country and, in 
particular, to the highly esteemed President of the Republic.” 

Although the Executive Branch of this Government has no control 
over a Legislative investigation of the traffic in munitions, it is my 
understanding that in the course of its hearings the Committee de- 

sires to avoid in every possible way the giving of offense to any 
Government é# or to its officials. 

I enclose a copy of a letter of September 11, 1934, which I have 
received from Senator Gerald P. Nye, Chairman of the Committee, 
and which has been given to the press in order to clear up any false 
impressions which may have been created as a result of references to 
officials of foreign governments in the course of the hearings. Simul- 

taneously with the publication of Senator Nye’s letter, I issued a 
statement on this subject for the press, of which I enclose a copy.” 

Gen. Lazaro Cardenas. 
3 Representations were made by seven foreign Governments; all but those 

of Chile and Venezuela are herein printed. 
» The texts of these two documents were also sent to the Governments of 

Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Great Britain, Paraguay, Peru, 
Turkey, and Venezuela.
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Again assuring you of my profound regret that through misap- 
prehension inferences offensive to Mexico or to the President of the 
United Mexican States may have been drawn from statements made 
in the course of the hearings of the Committee, I avail myself [etc.] 

| Corpett Huu 

[Enclosure 1] 

The Chairman of the Special Committee Investigating the Munitions 
Industry (Nye) to the Secretary of State 

WasHIncToN, September 11, 1934. 

My Dear Mr. Secretary: Reports have reached the Committee 
showing a misconception as to the nature of some of the allegations 
which have been introduced into the record of the Special Committee 
Investigating the Munitions Industry as exhibits. We have been 
endeavoring to find the truth in a mass of documents found in the 
files of Munitions manufacturers. The placing of such material in the 
record from foreign agents of American companies does not necessar- 
ily imply the substantiation of the statements found in these agent’s 
documents. There has been mention of highly placed personages in 
foreign countries. The Committee deeply regrets that a false im- 

pression may have been created, and that statements made by manu- 
facturer’s agents abroad, although believed by them, may be unfounded 
as far as those high personages are concerned, and the Committee 
regrets that the opinions of these agents seem to have been construed 
as necessarily reflecting the opinion of the Committee. 

Very sincerely yours, GrRrALp P. Nr 

[Enclosure 2] ™ 

Statement by the Secretary of State Issued to the Press on 
September 11, 1934 

I spent an hour or two to-day in conference with the Senate 
Munitions Investigation Committee, during which a number of phases 
of the work in hand were discussed in a cooperative spirit. 

The letter handed to me by Chairman Nye of the Committee well 
illustrates both the righteous nature of the investigation of the muni- 
tions situation, and some of the manifold difficulties that must be dealt 
with by the Committee. The Committee is consistently pursuing its 
single objective of exposing vast and unimagined abuses in the 
munition trade, with a view to remedial action, either by legislation 
or otherwise. 

** Filed separately under 811,118 Senate Investigation/23.



438 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1934, VOLUME! I 

Naturally, it was not in the mind of the Committee nor of any official 
of the American Government to give the slightest offense to any other 
Government or its officials. 

811.113 Senate Investigation/55 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (Welles) 

[ Wasuineton,| September 17, 1934. 

The Argentine Ambassador called this morning at the Department 
of State and said, by instruction of his Government, that the Argen- 
tine Government would greatly appreciate having for its confidential 
information the text of certain telegrams which had been referred to 
in the hearings before the Special Committee of the Senate,®° which 
had not been made public, but which it was understood from press 
reports dealt with transactions between certain American munitions 
manufacturers and officials of the Argentine Government and which, 
allegedly, involved the son of a former President of the Argentine 
Republic. The Ambassador stated that his Government desired the 
text of these telegrams solely for its own confidential information and 
not for publication. 

The Ambassador added that he appreciated greatly, and he was sure 
that his Government appreciated, the courteous attitude shown by the 
Special Committee of the Senate in not permitting the text of these 
messages to be published, but that the Argentine Government believed 
the information contained in these messages might be of value to it 
in the investigation which the Argentine Government was now carry- 
ing on as the result of certain charges made in the course of the hear- 
ings here. 

811.113 Senate Investigation/39 

Memorandum by the Secretary of State 

[WasHineTon,] September 18, 1934. 
The Chinese Minister * called and handed me an atde-mémoire, of 

which the attached is a copy.” He is requesting the Department to 

furnish the names of the General and other officials of China referred 
to in the munitions investigation of the Senate Committee but not 
expressly named. 

*” On September 27, copies of the telegrams were transmitted by the Secretary 
of State to the Argentine Ambassador. 

* Sao-Ke Alfred Sze. 
* Not printed.
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I told the Minister that at first impression I would be disposed to 
transmit his request to Senator Nye with the statement that I knew 
of no objection to furnishing the information requested provided it 
was kept confidential by the Chinese officials and the Chinese Gov- 
ernment. I stated that this would give his Government full informa- 
tion on which to base any. sort of investigation it might desire to 
prosecute. I added that should the Chinese Government publish 
these names as the ones referred to in the investigation of the Mu- 
nitions Committee here, it would be the same thing as the Munitions 
Committee itself making them public except that it would be done 
indirectly. 

The Minister replied that he would welcome this latter course. 
I suggested to him that I would think the matter over a little 

further and reserve the right to modify my attitude if any unexpected 
facts or developments not within my mind at present should arise. 

C[orpeti] H[ v1] 

811.113 Senate Investigation/61 

The Chinese Legation to the Department of State 

. Aiwr-Mémorre 

In connection with the hearings before the Special Committee of 
the United States Senate investigating the munitions industry it is 
reported in the press that Senator Nye said in an interview that he 
had evidence indicating that the $10,000,000 wheat loan made to 
China last year had been used to buy arms rather than to feed hungry 
Chinese. | | 

The National Government has cabled to the Legation an emphatic 
denial of the truth of this statement and requests that it be furnished 
with such evidence as the Senator is reported to have in his possession. 

WASHINGTON, September 18, 1934. 

811.113 Senate Investigation/51b: Telegram 

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

= WASHINGTON, September 19, 1934—8 p. m. 

112. From newspaper reports received yesterday through the 
Associated Press and United Press, it appears that Dr. Saavedra 
Lamas * informed the press in Buenos Aires that the Argentine Gov- 

ernment intended presenting through the Argentine Ambassador 

* Argentine Minister for Foréign Affairs.
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here an official note declaring the United States Government responsi- 
ble for damages occasioned high officials of the Argentine Govern- 
ment as the result of testimony given by certain witnesses before the 
Special Committee of the Senate Investigating Munitions. From 
the press reports it is not clear whether the Argentine Government 
intends that the Argentine officials who are alleged to have been 
injured by such testimony bring suit in the United States Courts 
against the witnesses in question or whether the Argentine Govern- 
ment desires to present a diplomatic claim. The Argentine Am- 
bassador has confidentially informed the Department that the note 
of presentation has not yet been received by him. 

If such a note is in fact presented, the effect upon public opinion in 
this country would be prejudicial and would presumably arouse in 
Argentina animosity against the United States. For that reason, you 
are instructed to discuss the matter informally and in the most 
friendly spirit with Dr. Saavedra Lamas. You should point out to 
him that the Special Committee of the Senate is carrying out official 
duties delegated to it by the United States Senate and that remarks 
made by United States Senators in the course of the hearings are in 
the same status as remarks made on the floor of the Senate and are 
consequently privileged. Furthermore, witnesses before the Com- 
mittee are required under the laws of the United States to testify and 
to produce documents called for by the Committee. Consequently, 
their testimony as testimony before courts of law is privileged and no 
suits could be successfully brought in the courts against these wit- 
nesses for statements made by them regarding Argentine officials 
unless it could be proved that they were guilty of perjury. Finally, 
as stated in my note to the Argentine Ambassador * written in reply 
to his note of protest against the reference made in the hearings to 
Admiral Galindez, the Executive branch of this Government, includ- 
ing, of course, the Department of State, has no jurisdiction over the 
Legislative branch of the Government and is consequently free from 
all responsibility for actions of the United States Senate or any of its 
members. In view of these facts, there is no ground for a diplomatic 
protest or claim against the United States Government and there 
would appear to be very remote possibility of any suit being success- 
fully brought in a United States Court against any of the witnesses 
appearing before the Committee on the ground that the testimony 
they had given had damaged the character of officials of a friendly 
government. If the note referred to in the press reports is presented 
by the Argentine Ambassador to the Department of State, the above 
facts will be set forth in my reply. 

“Dated September 15, not printed; it was similar in substance to that trans- 
mitted to the Mexican Ambassador on September 17, p. 436.
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You should emphasize, as I have stated publicly, and as has Senator 
Nye in a letter to me which has been made public, that neither the 
members of the Special Committee nor any official of this Government, 
have any desire to reflect upon the officials of any friendly Government 
and that I trust Dr. Saavedra Lamas has been incorrectly quoted by 
the press and that he has not in mind the presentation of a note to 
this Government which could accomplish no useful purpose and 
which might momentarily impair the particularly friendly feelings 
held for the Argentine Government and people by popular opinion in 
the U.S. 

Hout 

724.3415/4161 

The Perwian Ambassador (Freyre) to the Secretary of State 

WasHINGTON, September 19, 1934. 

Your Exceirtency: My Government have learnt with pained sur- 
prise that statements have been made before the Committee of the 
United States Senate, now investigating the sale abroad of armament 
by American manufacturers, to the effect that the Peruvian Govern- 
ment had acquired armament for the purpose of transferring it subse- 
quently to the Government of Bolivia. 
My Government instruct me categorically to declare that they have 

not sold or transferred armament to any country or individual. My 

Government deplore that suspicions and distrust should thus be al- 
lowed to spread, by means of baseless charges, thereby producing a 
situation liable to cause serious trouble among the countries of our 
Continent. Statements such as these, being contrary to fact, cannot be 
passed unchallenged, lest a doubt should subsist as to their accuracy. 

I have therefore been ordered to enter a formal protest, as I hereby 
have the honour to do, against the charge to which I refer, namely 
that my Government had purchased armament for the purpose of 
delivering it later to the Government of Bolivia. 

I have [etc. ] M[aANvEL]| DE Freyre y S[ANTANDER | 

811.113 Senate Investigation /52 : Telegram 

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

Buenos Ames, September 20, 1934—6 p.m. 
[Received 11 p.m.] 

1638. Department’s 112, September 19, 8 p. m. Local newspapers 
of September 18 carried text of a lengthy instruction addressed to 
[by?] the Minister for Foreign Affairs to the Argentine Ambassador
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in Washington directing him to present a diplomatic claim against 
our Government for moral damages to certain Argentine officials. 
(Full text by next air mail.) Presumably the newspaper reports of 
this publication inspired Department’s telegram under acknowledg- 

ment. 
I called on the Minister for Foreign Affairs this afternoon and 

discussed with him the contents of the Department’s message. Doc- 
tor Lamas was markedly cordial, repeatedly expressing his admira- 

tion and friendship for the United States and for you. He said 
he felt that the general aims of the Senate investigation were based 
on the highest motives and would undoubtedly be productive of bene- 
ficial results, adding that his special complaint was against making 
public the names of Argentine officials. 

Declared that his purpose in instructing his Ambassador as above 
was to lay a juridical base for use of, and for, the future with the 
United States or any other country adding that he thought Espil 
was presenting a note to the Department today. The Minister for 
Foreign Affairs told me further that he was publishing tomorrow 
morning the Department’s reply * to Espil’s note concerning Ad- 
miral Galindez, that it was necessary to placate public opinion here, 
and that unless something cropped up in the way of a local press 
campaign, or a disagreeable attitude on the part of the Argentine 

Congress, and provided nothing disturbing came out in the subse- 
quent sessions of the United States Senate Committee’s investiga- 
tions that the matter would end. 

On leaving the Minister he said “in short we will not give your 
Government any difficulty.” 

WEDDELL 

811.113 Senate Investigation /59 

Memorandum by the Secretary of State of a Conversation With the 
German Ambassador (Luther) 

[ WasHineTon,] September 20, 1934. 

After talking with me on another subject, the German Ambassador 

in a tone of entire formality made reference to the proceedings of 
the Senate Munitions Investigation as they related to the sale of arma- 

ments by American nationals to agencies in Germany. The Ambas- 
sador mildly brought this up and made feeble denial, intimating 

that they were purchases for purely commercial purposes. 

I stated to him, without in any way passing on or referring to the 
merits of the matter, that I had said all I felt disposed to say to the 

* Not printed.
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Senate Munitions Investigating Committee about the question of 
bringing out the full facts at all material to the objects and purposes 
of the investigation and the extent to which they might consider mak- 
ing public data of a purely hearsay nature which seriously reflected 
on the integrity of other governments or their chief officials. I 
added that there was nothing more I felt disposed to say. 

He replied that he had hoped I might say something that would 
show a little more consideration for the German Government in the 
circumstances than mere silence on my part. This closed the refer- 

ence to this phase of our conversation. 
C[orpett] H[ vi] 

811.113 Senate Investigation/60 : Telegram 

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

: Buenos Arres, September 22, 1934—1 p.m. 
[Received September 23—10: 30 a.m. ] 

166. Further supplementing my 163, September 20, 6 p.m., the 
Minister for Foreign Affairs today told me that he considered the 
matter as now ended; that within a fortnight local public opinion 

would have cooled down and the matter be forgotten. 
WEDDELL 

811.113 Senate Investigation/66a : Telegram 

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

WASHINGTON, September 22, 1934—2 p. m. 

118. The Argentine Ambassador called this morning at the Depart- 
ment to communicate the contents of a cabled instruction he had just 
received from Dr. Saavedra Lamas. The Ambassador was instructed 
to express the personal regard of Dr. Saavedra Lamas for the Secre- 
tary of State of the United States, as well as the high respect of his 
Government for the policy of the Government of the United States; 
that the purpose of the proposed Argentine note * was not to make a 

claim against the Government of the United States but merely to sup- 
port and amplify the former note of protest *” addressed to the Depart- 
ment by the Argentine Ambassador; that the Argentine Government 
felt itself satisfied with the reply sent by me to the Argentine Ambas- 
sador in answer to his former note; that without stating so publicly, 

** See telegram No. 112, September 19, to the Ambassador in Argentina, p. 439; 
and Ante » 498. 168, September 20, from the Ambassador in Argentina, p. 441.



444 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1934, VOLUME I 

the Argentine Government now considered the matter closed; and 
finally, that the Argentine Government fully appreciated the high 
motive and purpose of the Senate investigation. 

I understand, consequently, that the proposed second note of protest 
will not now be delivered. 

As soon as you have an opportunity, but without referring to the 

specific details of the Ambassador’s communication as above related, 
please express to Dr. Saavedra Lamas my appreciation of his message, 

which has given me great satisfaction. 
Huu 

811.113 Senate Investigation/107 

The Minister in Ecuador (Dawson) to the Secretary of State 

No. 1551 Quito, September 24, 1934. 
[Received October 4. ] 

Sir: The Ecuadoran press has devoted considerable space to reports 
of the activities of the special committee of the United States Senate 
investigating the operations of the munitions industry, and the dis- 
closures dealing with Latin-American countries have, of course, been 

followed with great interest by the Ecuadoran public. 
Thus far there has been surprisingly little editorial comment in the 

local press. In the only editorial of any interest which has come to my 
attention, H7 Comercio of Quito, while deploring the conditions 
revealed and the manner in which Latin-America has been exploited 
by munitions makers, refers to the investigation itself as a generous 
and purifying measure which indicates a “change of norms in the 
moral relations of peoples” and restores confidence in the United 
States. 

A principal reason for the absence of more general editorial com- 
ment is no doubt the circumstance that up to the present Ecuador has 
firured in reports of the investigation only in connection with the 
alleged sale to the Ecuadoran Government of tear-gas bombs by an 
American missionary, Mr. Paul Young, said to be the brother of the 
president of the Federal Laboratories Company. In publishing the 
report, the press has, of course, stressed the rather anomalous activi- 
ties of Mr. Young. Strangely enough, the conservative Debate has 
made no attempt to exploit the incident for a broadside against 
Protestant missionaries. It may be assumed, however, that it has made 
due note of the report for future reference. 

Respectfully yours, Witi1am Dawson
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811.113 Senate Investigation /69 : Telegram 

The Minister in China (Johnson) to the Secretary of State 

Pererne, September 25, 1934—3 p. m. 
[Received September 25—11: 25 a. m.] 

429. The following telegram has been received from Gauss ® at 
Nanking. 

“September 24, noon. The Political Vice Minister for Foreign 
Affairs * sent for me this morning to say that General Chiang Kai 
Shek has urged the Foreign Office to press its request already made 
through the Chinese Minister at Washington* for disclosure to 
Chinese Government of names of Chinese officials and Military officers 
who received commissions in arms transactions.” 

J OHNSON 

811.118 Senate Investigation/69 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in China (Johnson) 

WASHINGTON, September 25, 1934—6 p. m. 

808. Your 429, September 25, 3 p.m. Please instruct Nanking to 
inform Political Vice Minister for Foreign Affairs that Chinese Min- 
ister here has repeatedly asked for this information, and that De- 
partment promptly took appropriate steps to procure the information 
for confidential communication through the Minister to the Ministry 
of Foreign Affairs. Peck* should add that the Senate Committee 
concerned is handling a huge amount of material and some delay is 
unavoidable. 

Ho 

811.118 Senate Investigation/75 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Colombia (Washington) to the Secretary of State 

Bocord, September 25, 1934—6 p. m. 
[Received September 26—8 p. m.] 

77. With reference to my despatch 335, September 12th,*? Colom- 
bian Minister for Foreign Affairs * informs me his Government would 
greatly appreciate it if the two letters from Commander Strong to 

* Clarence E. Gauss, Counselor of Legation in China. 
*° Hsu Mo. 
* See memorandum by the Secretary of State, September 18, p. 438. 
* Counselor of Legation in China ; Consul General at Nanking. 
“ Not printed. 
“R. Urdaneta Arbeliez.
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the Colombian Consul General in New York disclosing certain de- 
fense plans of Colombia should be eliminated from the published 
report of the Senate Munitions Investigating Committee. As the 
Senate investigations have otherwise been received most favorably in 
Colombia it is believed that the suppression of the two letters would 
have a very desirable effect upon the Colombian Government. 

W AsHINGTON 

811.113 Senate Investigation/77 

The Peruvian Ambassador (Freyre) to the Secretary of State 

WASHINGTON, September 25, 1934. 
[Received September 27. ] 

Your Excettency: My Government have probed the facts con- 
nected with the statements,“ to which I had the honour to refer in a 
previous note,** made by Mr. C. W. Webster before the United States 
Senate munitions Committee. 

The following conclusions have been reached. 

1. Commander Romano * positively declares that at no time did he 
discuss with Mr. Webster the supposed commission paid for the pur- 
chase of British airplanes, nor did he disclose the contract under 
which this transaction was executed. 

2. The British airplanes were purchased at a price lower than the 
one quoted for the Falcon airplanes of Curtiss Wright Company. 

38. No comparative study was, or could have been made, between 
the performance of the British airplanes and that of the Falcon air- 
planes, since the latter arrived to Peru only recently. 

In view of these conclusions, squarely contradicting the statements 
attributed to Mr. Webster, and taking into account that no justifica- 
tion has been offered to substantiate these statements, my Government 
feel compelled to protest against the charges therein contained. Ata 
public hearing of a Committee of the United States Senate, allega- 
tions have been made and placed on record that cast a serious slur 

upon the conduct and good name of Peruvian officials. The high 
character of the body before which these allegations were made, the 
fact that the allegations were placed on record, the grave charges 
they imply and the wide publicity given them are factors that cannot 
be ignored. Nor can one dismiss these charges as non-important, 
because they lack official recognition. 

“ Munitions Industry, pt. 4, pp. 711-712. 
* Ante, p. 441. 
** Peruvian Naval Air Corps Officer.
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In compliance, therefore, with instructions received from my Gov- 
ernment, I have the honour herewith to enter a formal protest against 
the afore-mentioned allegations attributed to Mr. C. W. Webster, on 
the ground that they are injurious and unfounded. 

I have [etc. ] M. pe Frere y S[ ANTANDER | 

811.113 Senate Investigation/75 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chargé in Colombia (Washington) 

WASHINGTON, September 27, 1934—5 p. m. 

59. Your 77, September 25,6 p.m. You may say to the Minister 
for Foreign Affairs that at the request of the Colombian Chargé 
d’A ffaires in Washington, the Secretary of State requested the Chair- 
man of the Special Committee of the Senate to withhold from pub- 
lication the Colombian defense plans. Senator Nye at once acceded 
to this request, which he considered entirely reasonable and the De- 
partment is informed that when the testimony is made public, all 
that portion of the hearings referring to the defense plans will be 
omitted. 

Huy 

811.113 Senate Investigation/110 

The Ambassador in Brazil (Gibson) to the Secretary of State 

No. 488 Rio DE JANEIRO, September 28, 1934. 
[Received October 6. ] 

Sim: I have the honor to enclose herewith a translation * of a mo- 
tion presented in the Brazilian Chamber of Deputies on September 
25, 1934, signed by Deputy Acyr de Medeiros and other class 
deputies, concerning the armament inquiry in the United States 

Senate, in its relation to the purchase of Brazilian supplies in the 
United States. 

The local press has brought pressure to bear on the Minister of 
War * in connection with this matter, and he has ordered that an 
inquiry be conducted in his Ministry. It is believed that this mat- 
ter will not assume sensational proportions and that interest will 
probably die as soon as the Senate Investigation is terminated. 
Nevertheless it is believed that Brazilian military circles will be ex- 
tremely careful about their future dealings with American manu- 
facturers, and that consequently normal business that would 

ordinarily be given to American firms will go to their European 
competitors. 

“Not printed. 
“Gen. Pedro Aurelio de Gées Monteiro.
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In this connection it is gratifying to note that the Brazilian Foreign 
Office had exerted a moderating influence on the press in dealing with 
the Senate inquiry and that editorial comment here has for the most 
part been temperate in character. The Ministry has acted in several 
instances to persuade the press to forego publication of despatches of 
a sensational character. 

Respectfully yours, Hueu Gipson 

811.113 Senate Investigation/81 

The Secretary of State to the Chinese Minister (Sze) 

The Secretary of State presents his compliments to the Honorable 
the Chinese Minister and, referring to the Department’s memorandum 
of September 22, 1934,*** stating that a copy of the Chinese Minister’s 
aide-mémotire of September 18 *° in regard to the wheat credit extended 
to China last year had been transmitted to the Chairman of the Special 
Committee of the Senate Investigating the Munitions Industry, in- 
forms the Minister that the Chairman of that Committee has written 
the Department under date September 27 © stating that such infor- 
mation as the Committee has on this subject has not yet been thor- 
oughly investigated; that that investigation is now under way; that 
there have been newspaper articles upon the subject which have in- 
correctly quoted a member of the Committee; and that the Committee 
does not believe that the charges made in this connection will be 
substantiated. 

Wasuineron, October 3, 1934. 

“* Not printed. 
® Ante, p. 439. 
° Letter not printed.



ADVICE AND CONSENT BY THE UNITED STATES SENATE 
TO RATIFICATION OF THE ARMS TRAFFIC CONVEN- 
TION OF JUNE 17, 1925, WITH RESERVATION IN REGARD 
TO THE PERSIAN GULF FAVORED BY THE PERSIAN 
MINISTER? 

500.A14/632a 

The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the Senate Committee on 
Foreign Relations (Pittman) 

Wasuineron, April 12, 1934. 

My Dear Senator Prrrman: It is my understanding that the 
Convention for the Supervision of the International Trade in Arms 
and Ammunition and in Implements of War, signed at Geneva, June 
17, 1925,? and transmitted by President Coolidge to the Senate for its 
advice and consent to ratification on January 11, 1926, is still before 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. I should greatly appreciate it 
if you could take such steps as you may deem appropriate to secure 
favorable action on this Convention by the Committee and by the 
Senate. 

Since this Convention was transmitted to the Senate, the Depart- 
ment has, on several occasions, urged that it be given favorable con- 
sideration, and President Hoover, in a message of January 10, 1933, 
recommended that the Senate give its advice and consent to its ratifi- 
cation. The President is entirely in accord with the views of his two 
immediate predecessors in regard to the advisability of the ratification 
of this Convention by this Government. 

Enlightened public opinion throughout the world has, for many 
years, urged the adoption on the international plane of measures of 
supervision and control of the international traffic in arms. A Con- 
vention to this end was signed by the representatives of twenty-eight 
governments, including our own, at St. Germain-en-Laye and Paris on 

September 10, 1919.4 This Convention was in several respects un- 
satisfactory to this Government, and it was never submitted to the 

Senate. As long as the United States, which is one of the principal 
arms manufacturing powers, refused to ratify the Convention of St. 
Germain, the other powers naturally refused to subject themselves to 

*For correspondence relating to participation by the United States in the 
Conference for the Supervision of the International Traffic in Arms, Geneva, 
My a ane.’ 1925, see Foreign Relations, 1925, vol. 1, pp. 26 ff. 

* Congressional Record, vol. 76, pt. 2, p. 1448. 
* Foreign Relations, 1920, vol. 1, p. 180. 
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limitations which would have resulted, not in the control of the arms 
traffic, but in its transfer to those countries which were not parties 
to the Convention. Other governments, realizing the necessity for 
some measure of supervision and control of the international traffic in 
arms, urged us on several occasions to state our objections to the Con- 
vention of St. Germain in order that a new Convention might be drawn 

up from which these objections would be eliminated. As a result of 
this attitude on the part of other governments, meetings, at which 

this Government was represented, were held in Geneva in 1924,° and 
these meetings resulted in the drafting of a new Convention, which 
contained none of the features of the Convention of St. Germain to 
which this Government had made objection. The Arms Traffic Con- 
vention of 1925 is, in all essentials, based upon this Draft Convention. 

The whole history of the Convention is, therefore, such as to constitute 

for this Government a moral obligation to ratify it. 
The important provisions of the Convention are those limiting the 

export of arms to those intended for the direct supply of the govern- 

ment of the importing state, or with the consent of such government 

for the supply of a public authority subordinate to it, and those setting 

up a machinery of licenses or export declarations for all arms exported 
or imported and for full publicity in regard to the international traffic 

in arms. These measures would go far to curb the abuses of the in- 
ternational traffic in arms. The Convention has already been ratified 
by a number of the signatories. Some of these ratifications are, how- 
ever, conditional upon ratification by other specified powers, includ- 
ing, among those which have not ratified, the United States. We have 
reason to believe that ratification by this Government would probably 
result, within a brief interval, in the other ratifications necessary to 
put the Convention into effect. The ratification of this Convention is 
an important contribution which the American Government and 
people can make at this time to the cause of world peace; its remain- 

ing unratified cannot fail to produce, with justification, the impression 
that we are indifferent to the important problems with which the 
Convention deals. 

Sincerely yours, CorpELL Hun 

500.A14/6338a : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the American Delegate to the General Dis- 
armament Conference (Wilson) 

Wasuineton, May 1, 1934—6 p. m. 

144. The Senate Committee on Foreign Relations today recom- 
mended unanimously that the Senate give its advice and consent to 

* Meetings of the League of Nations Temporary Mixed Commission for the Re- 
duction of Armaments; see Foreign Relations, 1924, vol. 1, pp. 17 ff.
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the ratification of the Arms Traffic Convention of 1925. They 
added the reservation that the ratification should not become 
effective until the Treaty was ratified by 13 specified powers, among 
which are the principal arms producing nations. 

Hoy 

500.A14/689 

Memorandum by the Secretary of State 

[ Wasurneron,| May 14, 1934. 

The Persian Minister * called and entered a protest against ratifi- 
cation by the Senate of the so-called Small Arms Convention agreed 
to at Geneva in 1925. The Minister rested his objection upon the 
ground that the Persian Gulf was made a prohibitory or neutral 
zone, as though it did not belong to Persia, with the result that the 
British, for example, were insisting upon the privilege of halting 
vessels in the Persian Gulf and examining them for arms, and other- 
wise interfering with the integrity and rights of the Gulf of Persia. 
He added that last October a committee of the League of Nations 
had decided that this provision in the small arms treaty was unfair 
to Persia and should not be retained. In reply, I stated that I had 
some weeks ago sent a letter to the Senate urging ratification of this 
treaty as it was; that I was not especially familiar with the clauses 
in the treaty to which his government now objected; that it was un- 
fortunate his government had not made complaint at an earlier stage; 
but that I would be glad to examine the entire record in the matter 
and do whatever seemed to be fair and feasible in the circumstances. 

C[orpeLtL| H[ vx] 

500.414/636 

Lhe Secretary of State to the Persian Minister (Djalal) 

Wasuineton, May 16, 1934. 
My Dear Mr. Ministsr: I have carefully considered the questions, 

in regard to the Arms Traffic Convention of 1925, which you raised 
in your conversation with me on May 11 [74?], and I take pleasure in 

setting forth the position of this Government in regard to that Con- 
vention. I venture to hope that this explanation of our position will 
remove any doubts, which your Government may have, that ratifica- 

tion by this Government would delay or hamper the revision of the 
Convention which the Persian Government desires. 

* Ghaffar Khan Djalal. |
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You will remember that the revision of the Convention has re- 
cently been discussed at Geneva, with a view to incorporating in or 
appending to the proposed General Disarmament Convention provi- 
sions for the purpose of establishing some measure of international 
control of the international traffic in arms. The representatives of 
this Government were active in the discussions, in regard to this mat- 
ter, which took place in the Disarmament Conference Committee for 
the Regulation of the Trade in and Private and State Manufacture of 

Arms and Implements of War, during 1932 and 1933. The various 
statements which the Persian Delegates made during those discus- 
sions were sympathetically noted by this Government. On January 
28, 1933, we informed our Delegation at Geneva* that your Legation 
had expressed apprehension lest the Message of President Hoover of 
January 10, recommending that the Senate give its advice and consent 

to the ratification of the Arms Traffic Convention of 1925, might be 
construed as indicating this Government’s approval and support of 
those portions of Chapter III of that Convention to which your Gov- 
ernment objects. We added that this construction was unwarranted 
and instructed the Delegation that it should not oppose the accept- 
ance of the modifications proposed by the Persian Delegation. 

You realize, I am sure, how earnest have been the efforts of this 

Government to aid in the negotiation of a General Disarmament Con- 
vention. We must, however, face the fact that recent developments 
in various parts of the world have made the negotiation of such a 
Convention increasingly difficult. We shall continue to put forth our 
efforts at Geneva and to assist in every possible way in the negotiation 
of a Convention which will, we hope, embody a revision of the Arms 
Traffic Convention of 1925. Nevertheless, in view of the tremendous 
difficulties now facing the General Disarmament Conference and in 
view of the possibility that it may fail to conclude a Convention, this 
Government feels that it is advisable that the Arms Traffic Convention 
of 1925 be ratified, not because it considers that Convention to be 
without defects, but because, in default of any other Convention, it 
will serve to provide some measure of international control of the 
traffic in arms. We are convinced that supervision and control of this 
traffic is eminently desirable, and we feel that we must seize upon this 
occasion to assure, if possible, international action to this end. 

The Arms Traffic Convention is now before the Senate. The Presi- 
dent has urged that the Senate give its advice and consent to ratifica- 
tion. The Senate has not as yet acted upon this recommendation. It 
is probable that if the Convention is eventually ratified by this Gov- 
ernment, our ratification will be accompanied by a reservation, sub- 

> Telegram No. 284; not printed.
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jecting its coming into force in respect to the United States to its 
ratification by other specified powers. Ratification by this Govern- 
ment would imply no change in our position, as explained to your 
Legation in January, 1933, and would not result in any diminution 
of our efforts at Geneva. 

I am [etc.] CorpeLtL Hunn 

500.A14/641 

The Persian Minister (Djalal) to the Secretary of State 

WasuHineton, May 16, 1934. 

Your ExceLttency: With reference to my meeting with Your 
Excellency on Monday morning® regarding Article 3% of the Con- 
vention of 1925 relating to trade in arms and ammunition, I here- 
with have the honor to enclose a memorandum showing the just ob- 
jection of the Persian Government and the gross injustice done to 
Persian national right and integrity for Your Excellency’s perusal. 

I hope that Your Excellency will do justice in the matter as you 
always have done in dealing with all small nations, of which your 
work at the Pan-American Conference at Montevideo “ was a shining 

example. 
In addition, I enclose the list ? of modifications proposed by the 

Persian Government which have been accepted by the League of 
Nations and the Committee on Disarmaments. 

Sincerely yours, G. Dsavau 

[Enclosure ] 

MermoraNDUM 

Article 3 of the 1923 [1925] Convention for the Suppression of 
International Trade in Arms and Ammunitions, which includes the 
Persian Gulf in the special zones and gives the right to other powers 
of control and search of boats in the Persian Gulf is designated to 
bring a taint to Persian integrity and to violate Persian national 
rights; with the consequent result of the violation of the principles 
on which the League of Nations is based, that is, equality of all mem- 
bers in all international laws. The very fact that wholly and partially 
the African States such as Egypt, Libya, Tunis, Algeria, Ethiopia, 

* May 14; see memorandum by the Secretary of State, p. 451. 
* Here and throughout the enclosed memorandum, Chapter III entitled “Special 

Zones” is meant. 
“For correspondence concerning American participation, see Foreign Rela- 

tions, 1933, vol. Iv, pp. 1 ff. 
* Not printed.
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etc., which have neither army nor navy, are exempted from the special 
zones and the Persian Gulf included brings to glaring light the motive 
as above-mentioned with which the interested parties have framed 
Article 3, to curb Persia in her direct commercial communication with 

the continent. 
The Persian Government which has disarmed all the tribes in Persia 

for the maintaining of internal peace and order and would not allow 
a single shotgun to enter Persia is not likely to slacken its vigilance in 
the preventing of the smuggling of arms and ammunition through its 
sea and territory into Persia or to the Arab tribes along the southern 
coast of the Persian Gulf. Such being the case, Persia is more inter- 

ested in the suppression of trade in arms and ammunition in the 
Persian Gulf than any other nation. As an instance I may mention 
one or two cases of the arrest two years ago by Persian Custom Houses 
at ports on the Persian Gulf of foreign boats carrying arms and ammu- 
nition to certain tribes on the southern coast of the Persian Gulf. 
Nobody can dispute the Persian Government’s power of control when 
nine armed ships of the most modern type with trained officers and 
sailors are maintaining perfect and strict order all over the Persian 
Gulf. 

The very fact that the League of Nations has recognised the justice 
of the claims of the Persian Government and its objection to Article 3 
of the Convention and referred the Persian claims to the Disarmament 
Committee, which in turn has admitted their justice and voted for the 
revision of Article 3 of the Convention (as recorded on page 5 of the 
Committee’s report of 1933) leaves no doubt as to the gross injustice 
in including the Persian Gulf in the special zones. Such being the case, 
ratification of such a treaty by the United States Senate and Govern- 
ment, which have won the confidence and admiration of the world by 
their strict justice and disinterestedness, which characterizes their 
dealings in all international affairs, as well as their support of small 
nations, will shock the confidence not only of Persia but of all the 
nations which have voted against Article 3 of the Convention. 

Persia asks for nothing but justice and the freedom of the only sea 
by which she has access to other continents to continue her peaceful 
commercial relations. The Government of the United States can 
justly postpone a little longer, pending the revision of Article 3, with- 
out incurring injustice by ratifying a treaty, the gross injustice of 
which is already admitted by the League and the Committee on 
Disarmament. 

At the seventh meeting of the League of Nations, held October 18, 
1932, Chairman M. de Scavemius stated as follows: In regard to the 
Persian request that the Committee should pronounce on the desira- 
bility of modifying the 1925 Convention, it should be noted that the
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Convention [Committee?| had already received several requests for 
the amendment of the Convention and that consequently the Persian 
delegates’ request had been met; and after a long discussion the Chair- 
man said that, after consulting the meeting on this point, he noted that 
the Committee accepted the principle of recommending the revision 
of the 1925 Convention. 

500.A14/641 

The Secretary of State to the Persian Minister (Djalal) 

WasuHineTon, May 19, 1934. 

My Dear Mr. Minister: I am in receipt of your note of May 16, 
1934, together with its enclosures, in regard to the Arms Traffic Con- 
vention of 1925. Due note has been taken of the objections of your 
Government to that Convention, which are set forth in the memoran- 
dum which you enclose. You have undoubtedly now received my note 
of the same date in which I explained the position of this Government 
in regard to the Convention and to the objections of your Government 
to certain provisions thereof. I hope that this note has removed any 
misconstruction which your Government may have placed upon the 
desire of this Government to secure some measure of international 
supervision and control of the international traffic in arms through 
the ratification of this Convention. 

I am [etc. ] CorpELLt HULL 

500.A14/659 

Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State (Phillips) 

[ Wasuineron,| May 25, 1934. 

The Persian Minister called again in connection with the Arms 
Traffic Convention now before the Senate. He insisted that it would be 
illegal for this Government to ratify the Convention in its original 
form because Article 3 had already been revised by agreement among 

the powers; he said that he had already discussed the matter with 
Senator King and, I believe, with some other Senator and that it would 
be a simple matter to attach a clause to the treaty as follows: “Subject 
to the revision voted by the League Committee on Disarmament with 
reference to Article 3.” Not knowing precisely the subject matter of 
Article 3 and especially of the so-called League action in its connection, 
I said nothing more than that I would look into the matter though I 
was very doubtful that there was anything which we could properly 
do in the circumstances. 

WILLIAM PHILLIPS
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600.A14/655 

The Persian Minister (Djalal) to the Secretary of State 

Wasutneton, May 26, 1934. 

Your Excettency: Having been the victim of an accident and 

having been helplessly confined to my room since the twelfth instant, 
I take this opportunity to acknowledge Your Excellency’s communi- 

cation of May 19, 1934, and have the honor to state that I have tele- 
graphed the content of the above-mentioned communication as well as 
Your Excellency’s sincere sympathies and good-will to my Govern- 
ment, which will no doubt communicate their reply. As soon as I 

have received it, I shall inform Your Excellency. 
Meantime, your desire to render all possible help and justice to the 

Persian Government with reference to Article 3 [Chapter IIT] of the 
Convention of 1925 encourages me to submit to Your Excellency my 

Government’s view as plainly as possible. 
The Persian Government’s expectation of the United States, which 

has neither political nor naval interest in the matter, and in doing 
justice toward small nations has gone so far as to renounce its own 
treaty rights over certain countries, is to show the Persian Govern- 
ment full justice in this case and render them active support, but not 
as in the present manner; that is, to take active part in ratifying a 
Convention prejudicial to Persian national rights and the law of Na- 
tions and assure future passive support to Persia by a promise that 
their representatives in Geneva will not oppose any revision that may 
be put forward with reference to Article 38. Not only is such passive 
support short of the Persian Government’s expectation of full and 
active justice, but, as the Convention is drawn up by the members 
of the League, and the League itself, having admitted the objection 
of the Persian Government, has decided on the revision of Article 3; 
such being the case, the ratification by the American Government 
(which is not a member of the League) before the revision of Article 3 
not only gives the impression of an unfriendly action but the legality 
of such ratification is open to question. 

Therefore, if the Government of the United States feels compelled 
to hurry up the case, they can achieve their end by taking a more 
just and lawful course; that is, by ratifying it subject to the revision 

decided by the League. | 
With one short message from Your Excellency to the Foreign Com- 

mittee that condition can easily be added to the ratification, and the 
Persian Government will be among those small nations who have 
already experienced the thrill of active justice on the part of your 
Government through Your Excellency’s decision. 

Very sincerely yours, G. Dsauan
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500.A14/659 

The Under Secretary of State (Phillips) to the Persian Minster 

(Djalal) 

Wasuineton, May 29, 1934. 

My Dear Mr. Mrntisrer: Since our conversation on May 25, 1934, 
I have made a careful study of the questions which you raised in 

regard to the Arms Traffic Convention of 1925, and I have considered 
with attention the restatement of the position of your Government 
contained in your note of May 26. An examination of the records 
of the Department has failed to reveal that either the League of 
Nations or the General Disarmament Conference has arrived at any 

decision in regard to a revision of Chapter III of the Convention. 
The Report on Progress of Work of November 12, 1932, of the Com- 
mittee for the Regulation of the Trade in and Private and State 
Manufacture of Arms and Implements of War of the Disarmament 
Conference refers to the declaration of the Persian Delegation, in 
regard to the Convention, and states that if this objection is to be met, 
it will be necessary to amend certain provisions thereof. The Report 
continues “The Committee, recognizing the Persian Government’s 
difficulty, stated that it was prepared to take the Persian proposal into 
consideration when the Convention comes to be examined with a view 
to its revision.” #8 This Government is entirely in accord with the 
position of the Committee in regard to this matter, and, in any dis- 
cussions of the revision of the Convention, our Delegation at Geneva 
will consider with the utmost sympathy the objections of your Gov- 
ernment to Chapter ITI of the Convention. 
You will have noted the final paragraph of the President’s Message 

to the Senate of May 18,** in which he said: “It is my earnest hope 
that the representatives of the nations who will reassemble at Geneva 
on May 29 will be able to agree upon a Convention containing pro- 
visions for the supervision and control of the traffic in arms much 
more far-reaching than those which were embodied in the Conven- 
tion of 1925.” You will have noted also that Mr. Norman Davis, in 
his speech before the General Commission of the Disarmament Con- 
ference on May 29% stated that this Government was ready to join 
in measures for suppressing the evils arising from the private manu- 
facture of and the international traffic in arms and that it “is pre- 
pared to negotiate in connection with disarmament a treaty that 
would deal drastically with this problem.” 

* League of Nations, Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of Arma- 
ments, Conference Documents, vol. 11, p. 483. 

* Congressional Record, vol. 78, pt. 8, p. 9095. 
® Ante, p. 79. .
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The treaty which we have in mind would consist in part of a revision 

of the Arms Traffic Convention of 1925, and we hope that in carrying 

out that revision, a solution will be found which will be entirely 
acceptable to your Government. 

I am [etc. | WILLIAM PHILLIPS 

500.414/660 

The Under Secretary of State (Phillips) to the Persian Minster 

(Djalal) 

WASHINGTON, June 4, 1984. 

My Dear Mr. Minister: I acknowledge the receipt of your note 

of May 28, 1934,1* with further reference to the objections of your 

Government to the Arms Traffic Convention of 1925. 
In reply, I invite your attention to my note of May 29, 1934, in which 

I restated in some detail the position of this Government. 

The type of reservation which you suggest would not be possible 

under our constitutional procedure. The action most appropriate 

in the circumstances would, therefore, appear to be ratification of the 

Convention by this Government coupled with continued efforts at 

Geneva to secure its revision. 
I am [etc.] Witi1am PHitiies 

500.A14/661 

The Persian Minister (Djalal) to the Under Secretary of State 

(Phillips) 

WASHINGTON, June 5, 1934. 

My Dear Mr. Purmuirs: I have the honor to acknowledge the re- 

ceipt of your letter of May 29, 1934, as well as your letter of June 4, 

1934, and to say that I communicated by telegram the content of your 

first note explaining your Government’s point of view about the Con- 

vention of 1925 and your ultimate decision to change it by a more 

impartial and just Convention. I have also communicated the purport 

of your last note explaining that the reservation which my Govern- 

ment desires would not be possible under constitutional procedure and 

that the action most appropriate in the circumstances would, there- 

fore, appear to be ratification of the Convention by this Government 
coupled with continued efforts at Geneva to secure its revision. 

I avail myself [etc.] _ G. Dsauat 

** Not printed.
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500.A14/661 

The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American Delegation 
to the General Disarmament Conference (Davis) 

WASHINGTON, June 14, 1934. 

Sir: I refer to my instruction of June 5, 1934,” and enclose, for 
your personal and confidential information, a copy of a note of June 5, 
1934, from the Persian Minister in this capital,!* in regard to the Arms 
Traffic Convention of 1925, 

Your attention is invited to the fact that the “ultimate decision” 
ascribed by the Minister to this Government is not entirely in accord 
with the statements made in the notes which he acknowledges. Should 
any statement of the Persian Delegate in Geneva, in regard to the 
position of this Government in this matter, represent inaccurately our 
position in such a manner as to cause possible embarrassment, you are 
authorized to use the statements made in our notes of May 16, May 19, 
May 29 and June 4, 1934, to the Persian Minister in such a manner 
as your discretion may dictate. 

Very truly yours, For the Secretary of State: 
R. Warton Moore 

500.A14/670a 

The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the Senate Committee on 
Foreign Relations (Pittman) 

WasHINeTON, June 15, 1934. 
My Dear Senator Pirrman: I was greatly disappointed to learn 

this morning that the Senate had accepted Senator King’s reserva- 
tion’ to the Arms Traffic Convention of 1925. After our telephone 
conversation on Wednesday, I had hoped that you might find it pos- 
sible to bring about the defeat of that reservation. 

This reservation is, I feel sure, based upon a misconception of the 
terms of the Convention and upon a lack of knowledge of the geo- 
graphical and political situation in the region of the Persian Gulf. 
It is highly objectionable in substance in that it would appear to rec- 
ognize alleged Persian rights, which neither this Government nor 
any of the European Governments would be prepared to recognize. 

The Persian Gulf is approximately 500 miles long, with an average 
width of 200 miles. The Straits of Hormuz at the entrance are over 
50 miles wide. The Gulf is in no sense an inland body of water; it is 
a large and important arm of the Sea, of which the shores are shared 

7 Ante, p. 102. 
* Supra. | 
*” See telegram No. 162, June 20, 7 p. m., to the Chairman of the American 

delegation, p. 461. | a
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by eight powers. Persia has no rights beyond the three mile limit 
which are not shared by all the other powers on the globe. There 
seems to be a vague idea in some quarters that the Persian Gulf be- 
longs to Persia because of its name. On this theory Mexico would 
exercise sovereign rights over the Gulf of Mexico, Japan over the Sea 
of Japan, India over the Indian Ocean, et cetera, et cetera. ‘There is 
nothing in the Convention which grants any special privileges in the 
matter of search to any of the Signatory Powers and Persia could 
share those privileges by ratifying the Convention. Territorial 
waters are specifically excluded from the zone in which the right of 
search may be exercised. 

Apart from its specific substance, the reservation is objectionable in 
that such a reservation by this Government would postpone indefi- 
nitely the coming into effect of the Convention, as we could never 
conceivably obtain consent to this reservation on the part of other 
signatory powers. The putting into effect of this Convention is an 
essential item in the announced foreign policy of the President and an 
item in which he has expressed particular interest. 

I should greatly appreciate it if you could find it possible to bring 
about a reconsideration of this reservation and the ratification of the 
Convention without it. In compliance with my instructions, Mr. 
Joseph C. Green of the Division of Western European Affairs, has 
already spoken to you in regard to this reservation and I have directed 
him to hold himself entirely at your disposition should you wish any 
further information concerning it or concerning the position of the 
Department in regard to it. 

As Senator Robinson of Arkansas has spoken to me about this 
reservation, I am writing him also in regard to it. 

Sincerely yours, Corpetit Huby 

500.A14/674 . 

Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State (Phillips) 

[WasHINoton,| June 18, 1934. 

I telephoned Senator Robinson this morning to inquire whether 
anything could be done to eliminate the reservation to the resolution 
by which the Senate gave its advice and consent to ratification of the 
Convention for the Supervision of International Trade in Arms, Am- 
munition and Implements of War, which was proposed by Senator 
King and.agreed to by the Senate. 

The Senator told me that he had been prepared to resist Senator 
King’s reservation, but that unfortunately at the time of consideration 
he had been called to the White House by the President; he expressed 
the opinion that nothing could now be done about it inasmuch as Sen- 
ator Pittman was “violently opposed” to any re-consideration and as
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Senator King had stated that he would keep the Senate in session all 
summer if any attempt were made to have his reservation withdrawn. 
Under these circumstances, I agree with the Senator that it did not 
seem as if anything could be done. 

WitiraM PHinures 

500.414/670 

Memorandum by Mr. Joseph C. Green of the Division of Western 
European Affairs» 

[Wasuineton,] June 19, 1934. 

In accordance with precedent, the procedure in connection with the 
ratification of the Arms Traffic Convention of 1925 would be as fol. 
lows: 

The Senate’s resolution giving advice and consent with reserva- 
tions to ratification certified by the Secretary of the Senate, and the 
original certified copy of the Convention have been received in the 
Department. No action can be taken by the President until the rati- 
fication with reservations has been drawn up in the Department and 
submitted to him for signature. When the President has signed, the 
ratification with reservations will be sent to our Embassy in Paris for 
transmission to the French Government, which is the depository of 
the ratifications. The French Government will thereupon circular- 
ize the other signatory Powers, informing them of the ratification by 
this Government and of the text of the reservations. The League of 
Nations will publish the fact of ratification and the text of the reserva- 
tions. This Government’s ratification with reservations would not be 
valid until it has been specifically accepted by the other parties to the 
Convention. 

There is no way by which the President could ratify the Convention 
without the reservations and without transmitting them to the French 
Government for circulation. 

This memorandum has been concurred in by Le—Mr. Hackworth; 
TD—Mr. Barnes; NE—Mr. Murray; and WE—Mr. Moffat. 

JosepH C, GREEN 

500.A14/670c : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American Delegation 
(Davis) 

WasHIinerton, June 20, 19834—7 p. m. 
162. Our 429, June 7,7 p.m. The Senate on June 15 gave its ad- 

vice and consent to ratification but added the following reservation : 

” Noted by the Secretary and Under Secretary of State. 
% Ante, p. 111.
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“ | .. subject to the reservation that the said convention shall 
not come into force so far as the United States is concerned until it 
shall have come into force in respect to Belgium, the British Empire, 
Czechoslovakia, France, Germany, Italy, Japan, Sweden, and the 
Union of Soviet Socialistic Republics, and with the further under- 
standing that such adherence to this treaty shall not be construed as 
denying any right of sovereignty which the Kingdom of Persia may 
have in and to the Persian Gulf or to the waters thereof.” 

The portion of this reservation which pertains to the Persian Gulf 
was unsuccessfully opposed by the Department. 

The Department will telegraph when the President ratifies. 
Hoy 

500.A14/671 : Telegram 

The American Delegate to the General Disarmament Conference 
(Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

GENEvA, June 21, 1934—1 p. m. 
[Received June 21—9: 25 a. m.] 

910. Your 162, June 20,7 p.m. I share the concern of the Depart- 

ment in respect of that portion of the reservation which pertains to 
the Persian Gulf. 

Negotiations are advancing with some measure of success in respect 
to manufacture of and trade in arms.” The British delegation though 
somewhat reluctant is acquiescing in the program which we are spon- 
soring. Attaching as they do high importance to the special provisions 
of the Treaty of 1925 the Senate’s reservation may make them still 
more reluctant to acquiesce in provisions in the Disarmament Conven- 
tion for a comprehensive control in respect to the production of and 
trade in armaments which may involve amendments to the 1925 
Convention. 

I recognize the value [in?] its external effect of our ratification of 
the 1925 Convention but the reservation respecting the Persian Gulf 
raises so many difficulties both immediately and in respect to inter- 
national law that I hope the President will consider whether in view 
of all the circumstances he should permit it to become law. 

Repeated to London for Davis. 

WILson 

| “For correspondence covering this phase of the General Disarmament Confer- 
ence, see pp. 120 ff.
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500.A14/671 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the American Delegate (Wilson) 

WASHINGTON, June 22, 1934—4 p. m. 

438. Your 910, June 21,1 p.m. I have not as yet recommended to 
the President that he ratify the Convention, and no action will be taken 
until we are in receipt of further information in regard to the probable 
attitude of other parties to the Convention toward that portion of the 
reservation which pertains to the Persian Gulf. Please ascertain dis- 
creetly from persons in Geneva, whose opinion may be of value, the 
probable effect of ratification with this reservation (a) upon the time 
at which the Convention could become effective and (6) upon the nego- 
tiations now proceeding with a view to the inclusion in the General 
Disarmament Convention of provisions pertaining to the international 
traffic in arms. : 

You may point out that the reservation literally interpreted has little 
if any significance. It does not ascribe to Persia any rights which she 
does not already possess. You may also point out that ratification 
with this reservation would not imply any intention on the part of this 
Government either the Senate or the President to interfere with the 
status quo in the Persian Gulf or to take any part whatever in any dis- 
putes which have arisen or may arise in respect to rights to territory in 
that part of the world. 

Telegraph fully. 

Hutt 

500.A14/675 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

GENEVA, June 23, 1934—2 p. m. 
[Received June 23—10:15 a.m.] 

912. Your 438, June 22, 4 p. m. 
(1) On receipt of your telegram I discussed this matter very in- 

formally with Malkin.?* He disclaimed any deep knowledge of the 
subject but stated that for many years the British had exercised certain 
rights of visit and search in the Persian Gulf presumably on the basis 
of agreements anterior to 1925; that he could see no legal effect in the 
Senate’s reservation. He added that he thought the only effect of the 
reservation would be political in that it would make the Persians even 
more difficult than they are at present and would stiffen their attitude 
by the knowledge that their cause had found support in the United 
States. | 

* Sir H. W. Malkin, Legal Adviser to the British Foreign Office.
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(2) I question whether I can pursue this matter further here to a 
useful purpose and without running the risk of publicity on the ques- 
tion. I venture to suggest that the British Government could be more 
adequately sounded on the matter through our Embassy at London. 

(3) Further, the treaty of 1925 provides that the French Govern- 
ment is the depositary of ratification therefore presumably it would 
be for the French Government to decide whether the reservation by the 

Senate would make it necessary to circulate the powers which have 
already ratified the treaty asking them whether they accepted the 
Senate’s reservation. In the possibility that you may desire to con- 
sult the Embassies in Paris and London I am sending copies of the 
pertinent telegrams to them. 

(4) I venture further to state that my reading of the reservation 
shows ambiguity in the use of the phrase “such adherence”. In accord- 
ance with the phraseology this might be interpreted as meaning that 
we would not accept the treaty unless the States named accepted our 
“onderstanding” respecting the Persian Gulf. 

(5) Concerning point (6) first paragraph your 488 at this moment 
I cannot amplify what I reported in my 910. However, the problem 
of gun running in the Persian Gulf is so important to the Indian Gov- 
ernment that any act having even indirect effect upon it must give 
serious concern to the British Government. I will of course report any 
further developments. 

WiLson 

' §00.A14/675 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in France (Straus) 

WASHINGTON, June 25, 1934—6 p. m. 

251. No. 912, June 23, 2 p. m., from Amdelgat, Geneva, to the 
Department, and previous telegrams in regard to the Senate’s reser- 
vation included in the resolution giving advice and consent to the rati- 
fication of the Arms Traffic Convention of 1925. 

Please discuss this matter fully and confidentially with the Foreign 
Office with a view to ascertaining the reaction of the French Govern- 
ment to possible ratification by this Government, with the reservation. 
You may point out that the reservation literally interpreted has little 
if any significance. It does not ascribe to Persia any rights which she 
does not already possess. You may also point out that ratification 
with this reservation would not imply any intention on the part of 

either the President or the Senate to interfere with the status quo in 
the Persian Gulf or to take any part whatever in any disputes which 
have arisen or may arise in respect to rights to territory in that part 

of the world.
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Would the French Government consider it necessary to obtain the 
acceptance of this reservation by the other contracting parties? 

Repeat mutatis mutandis—except the final paragraph—to London 

as No. 267, 
Ho. 

500.A14/675 : Telegram . 

The Secretary of State to the American Delegate (Wilson) 

WASHINGTON, June 25, 1934—6 p. m. 

439. Your 912, June 23,2 p.m. The Department is instructing the 
Ambassadors in London and Paris to sound out the Governments to 
which they are accredited. 

The Department does not attach any special significance to the 
phrase “such adherence”. It is believed that that phrase was errone- 
ously used where “such ratification” was intended and that it refers to 
ratification by this Government. 

Hui | 

701.9111/412 

Memorandum by the Secretary of State 

[WasHineton,] June 26, 1934. 

The Persian Minister called at my invitation. I inquired of him 
how long he had been in the Diplomatic Service, and he replied for 
thirty-five years. I then stated that what I was about to say to him 
was not in any sense a reference to, much less a criticism of, any mem- 
bers of either House of Congress; that I myself had served with them 
for twenty-four years and on account of long association, and friend- 
ship, and understanding no differences could arise between us; and 
that in fact, as stated, these of my remarks did not directly or indirectly 
have any members of Congress in contemplation. 

I then addressed the Minister and stated that under the laws of 
the United States, the foreign affairs of my Government were con- 
ducted primarily through the State Department, and that it was in- 
excusable on his part to go over the heads of the State and the entire 
Executive Department and go to members of the Senate and present 
his views and the views of his Government in regard to a proposed 
reservation by the Senate to a pending treaty, about to be voted upon, 
without the knowledge of the State Department and without any op- 
portunity on the part of the State Department to give to the Senators, 
thus approached, such comment and views upon and in reply to the 
representations thus made by the Persian Minister to the Senators. 

791113—51_36
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I added that the Minister of course knew that no government could 
conduct its foreign affairs in this sort of fashion, and that any repeti- 
tion of such practice by the Minister and his Government would neces- 
sarily be treated much more seriously than in the present instance. 

The Minister did not deny that he had conferred with and presented 
data in support of his contention to Senators without the State Depart- 
ment having any chance to know what he was thus presenting or to 
comment upon it. His chief plea was that other governments per- 
mitted any and all kinds of conferences with members of the parlia- 
mentary branch of government and representations in the most ex 
parte manner to them touching the contentions of a foreign govern- 
ment about a given question pending. I of course replied that it was 
unnecessary to go into the merits of the practices of other governments 
in any sense; that the law was very definite as to the method of con- 

ducting the foreign affairs of my Government. 
I concluded with the statement that my remarks to the Minister had 

nothing to do with the merits of the Small Arms Treaty pending in 
the Senate, nor to the Reservation presumably in behalf of the Persian 
Government that was attached to the Treaty before its ratification; 
but that I was simply making it clear to the Minister that it was not 
possible for this Government at least to conduct its foreign affairs in 
the manner undertaken by the Minister and his Government in con- 
nection with the recent consideration of the Small Arms Treaty in- 
stead of first by the Executive Branch of the United States 
Government and then by the United States Senate. 

C[orpett] H[ oir] 

701.9111/412 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in Persia (Hornibrook) 

No. 22 WasHINGTON, June 28, 1984. 

Sir: Iam enclosing herewith a copy of a memorandum * of a con- 
versation which I had with the Persian Minister on June 26, 1934, 
the contents of which are self-explanatory. 

Upon receipt of this instruction I desire you to seek an interview 
with the Foreign Minister and, stating that you are acting under in- 
structions from your Government, read aloud to him the text of my 
memorandum. You should, however, refrain from leaving with the 
Foreign Minister any copy of this memorandum or any aide-mémoire 
on the subject. 

I should be glad to have you report by mail any comment which the 
Foreign Minister may make in this connection. 

Very truly yours, CorpeLL Hua 

* Supra.
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500.A14/680: Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary 
of State * 

Lonvon, July 7, 1934—1 p. m. 
[Received July 7—8: 30 a. m.] 

391. Department’s 267, June 25, 6 p. m.7* Matter has been dis- 
cussed with Foreign Office. They agree readily that reservation has 
no substantial significance but fear that its effect on intensely na- 
tionalist Persian Government will be to encourage them in allegedly 
preposterous claims to islands on Arabian coast of the Gulf, and 
render more difficult proper policing of its waters. They will in- 
struct British Embassy at Washington to approach the Department 
informally with a view of ascertaining background and reasons for 
adoption of reservation. Officials of the Foreign Office with whom 
the matter was discussed did not appear to be greatly disturbed as to 
any general effect the reservation might have upon the enforcement of 

the convention nor did they think it had any technical significance 
which will require its acceptance by the other contracting parties. 
They seemed genuinely to feel however that Great Britain’s difficul- 
ties in dealing with the Persian Government would be greatly en- 

hanced. They also appear unable to understand why the United 
States Senate felt it necessary to adopt the reservation as the con- 
vention impinges in no way on the sovereignty of Persia in her own 
territorial waters. 

BINGHAM 

500.A14/684 

Memorandum by the Chief of the Division of Near Eastern Affairs 
(Murray) * 

[Wasutneron,] July 12, 19384. 

Mr. F. D. G. Osborne, Counselor of the British Embassy, called 
by appointment on me this morning to say that he had been instructed 
by his Government to make informal inquiry as to the background 
and reasons for the reservation regarding the Persian Gulf which 
was added by the Senate in giving its advice and consent to the Arms 
Traffic Convention of 1925. | 

* Telegram No. 292, July 10, 2 p. m., to the Ambassador in Great Britain, con- 
tained the following instruction: “Your No. 391, July 7, 1 p. m. Repeat to 
AmHmbassy, Paris and to American delegation, Geneva. Hull.” 

** See last paragraph of telegram No. 251, June 25, 6 p. m., to the Ambassador in 
France, p. 464. 

“ Copies sent to the Embassies in France and Great Britain and to the Amer- 
ican delegation to the General Disarmament Conference, Geneva.
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Mr. Osborne stated that the British Foreign Office, and in par- 
ticular Mr. Oliphant, Assistant Under Secretary of State who handles 
Persian Affairs, appeared very much upset over the Senate’s reserva- 
tion and feared that this development would complicate Anglo- 
Persian relations and render the Persians even more intractable than 

they are at the present time. 
I repeated to Mr. Osborne what we have already stated to the Brit- 

ish Government, namely that the reservation literally interpreted has 
little if any significance; that it does not ascribe to Persia any rights 
which she does not already possess; and that ratification with this 
reservation would not imply any intention on the part of either the 
President or the Senate to interfere with the status quo in the Persian 
Gulf or take any part whatever in any disputes which might have 
arisen or may arise with respect to rights to territory in that part of 
the world. I also informed Mr. Osborne that the Department was 
not advised of the possibility of this reservation being passed by the 

Senate until very shortly before it was done and that the Department 
had endeavored to prevent it; that, furthermore, the Senate reserva- 
tion was adopted, without discussion and with no apparent concern 
as to its significance, if any, during the last moments of a crowded 
session. Mr. Osborne replied that he was glad to know this since his 
Government seemed to believe that the Senate had sat all day in 
solemn session discussing Persian affairs and after mature considera- 
tion had decided to intervene in that part of the world. He said he 
felt sure he could dispel any misunderstanding which his Government 
might have on that score. 

Mr. Osborne also seemed unaware of the fact that the Convention 
had not yet been ratified by the President and seemed relieved to learn 
of the fact. 

I took the occasion during my conversation with Mr. Osborne to 
inquire as to the accuracy of the statement made to Mr. Phillips by the 
Persian Minister to the effect that “it was usual for a foreign diplo- 
matic representative to discuss matters which had been submitted to 
the Foreign Office with members of Parliament and to endeavor to 
solicit their interest and support; that frequently cases arose when 
the Foreign Office was unresponsive to a foreign representative’s re- 
quest and that approach was therefore made in the ordinary routine 
to members of Parliament.” Mr. Osborne replied that no such pro- 
cedure was in practice in Great Britain and that the Foreign Office 
would most certainly object if any foreign representative attempted to 
negotiate over its head with members of Parliament. He added that 
no member of Parliament would, of course, ever take action on behalf 
of a foreign representative in London without first gaining the ap- 

proval of the Foreign Office. 
Wauace Murray
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500.A14/685 : Telegram 

The Chargé in France (Marriner) to the Secretary of State 

| Paris, July 20, 1934—10 a. m. 
[Received July 20—7: 42 a.m.] 

539. Department’s 293, July 18,6 p.m. I saw Massigli” yester- 
day afternoon who said that with respect to first part of the reserva- 
tion France had no objection either as to matter or form. As to the 

second part concerning the Persian Gulf although they felt that the 
matter was irrelevant they had no objection to its basic meaning but 
on legal grounds felt that it would be necessary for France as the 
depositary of the ratifications of the treaty to obtain the consent of 
all the other parties to the treaty to this reservation. He likewise 

feared that the just consideration of special reservations of this kind 
might induce a great variety of reservations on the part of other 
powers. 

He was sorry that Barthou’s ® absence in England and subsequently 
in the south of France had delayed this informal answer. 

Copies to London and Geneva. 

MarrInER 

500.A14/690 

Memorandum by the Secretary of State 

[Wasuineton,| August 9, 1934. 
The Persian Minister called and stated that he had received a com- 

munication from his government about the Senate reservation to the 
Small Arms Treaty referring to the Jurisdiction over the Persian Gulf 
as it affects Persia and England. This was presumably inspired by 
the transmission to the American Minister to Persia of a copy of my 
reprimand * of the Persian Minister in Washington on account of 
his going over the head of the State Department and endeavoring to 
secure a Senate reservation [by personal contact with Senators King 
and Pittman, particularly the former.] * The Minister said that his 
Government regretted the incident and at the same time it was obliged 
to feel appreciative of what had been done by the Senate with respect 
to the adoption of the reservation, to the effect that the ratification of 
the Small Arms Treaty should not be construed as affecting any rights 

78 Not printed. 
* Assistant Director of Political Affairs, French Foreign Office. 
* French Minister for Foreign Affairs. 
* See memorandum by the Secretary of State, June 26, p. 465. 
* Marginal note in the original to bracketed clause: “omitted in copy of 

memo[randum] sent to Leg[atio]n at Teheran.”
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that Persia might have in and to the waters of the Persian Gulf, etc. 
He said that his government desired very earnestly to urge that the 
President ratify this Treaty with the Senate reservation intact. This 
he repeated many times, stating in each instance that this Treaty 
without reservations would unquestionably infringe upon the rights 
of Persia in the Persian Gulf; that it was not possible to ratify the 
Treaty without a reservation without at the same time dealing with 
the jurisdiction of Persia over the Gulf and settling the matter on its 
merits against Persia. 

I replied that I would first repeat my condemnation and that of my 
Government of the tactics of the Minister in going over the head of 
the State Department as aforesaid; that such action was unjustifiable, 
and, from my viewpoint, inexcusable; that it only confuses the situa- 
tion, especially in this instance, without getting any results, to say 
nothing of the bad taste on the part of the Minister in pursuing such 
tactics. 

I then stated that the different notes I sent the Minister and his 
government fully explained the attitude of the United States Govern- 
ment then and now; that our paramount purpose was to promote small 

arms reduction by cooperating in the ratification of the Treaty of 
1925; that it was not our purpose to take any part between his gov- 
ernment and any other government with respect to individual con- 
troversies; that we proposed to ratify the Small Arms Treaty without 
reservation, and, as my different notes assured the Minister and the 
Persian Government, if, by any possibility or any particular construc- 
tion, any error or mistake should reveal itself, my government would 
be ready in a separate meeting or conference or proceeding to take 
any and all steps necessary to do justice in the matter. I added that 
this was still the attitude of my government. I stated that the Pres- 
ident would naturally go over the entire record in determining 
whether he would or would not ratify the Treaty with the Senate 
amendment; and that it would then remain to be seen whether, in 
the event the Treaty should be passed on to the French Government 
as the depository, other governments would be circularized and what 
would be their action. 

The Minister of course insisted that the Treaty should be killed, for 
the reason that it undertakes to settle in England’s favor by implica- 
tion at least more or less of the claims of Persia to jurisdiction over 
the Persian Gulf and its islands. 

I again repeated to him the position of this government and de- 
clined to indicate to him that I would recommend to the President 
anything in the least different from the position the State Depart- 
ment has occupied in this matter from the beginning. 

: C[orpvett] H[vw]
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500.A14/694 

The Persian Minister (Djalal) to the Secretary of State 

Wasuineron, August 11, 1934. 

Your Excetnency: In order to prepare a memorandum to serve 
as a reference for Your Excellency, I venture to put on record the 
principal points in the conversation which I had the honor of having 

with you last Thursday.* 
Your Excellency maintained that the object in ratifying the Con- 

vention of Geneva of 1925 without any reservation was, “to maintain | 
the neutrality of the American Government in a dispute between the 
Persian Government and that of England, and afterwards, to pro- 
ceed with drafting another convention with reference to the arms 
traffic, favorable to Persia; and that in case of making a reservation in 
favor of Persia, in order to maintain our neutrality we had to make 
the reservation in favor of England as well.” Whereupon I pointed 
out that England does not have, and never has had, any coastal terri- 
tory on any side of the Persian Gulf to give her a single claim of 

sovereign rights in the Persian Gulf. 
For imperialistic motives she thrust herself in the Persian Gulf 

at the time when Persia was weak, forcing and inducing by all possible 
means, certain sheikhs along the Southern coast of the Gulf, and in the 
islands in the Gulf, to enter into treaty relations with her to the detri- 
ment of the sovereign rights of Persia. On the other hand, the ter- 
ritory all along the Northern coast, together with numerous islands 
scattered throughout the Gulf, is Persian territory. Therefore, to 
give England any sovereign right, much less to put her on an equal 
footing with Persia, is wholly unjustifiable and incomprehensible; 
and to ratify a treaty which is purposely designed to encroach on 
Persian sovereign rights in the Persian Gulf, will show inexcusable 
partiality to the imperialistic motives of England. 

Furthermore, to put the Persian Gulf (more than half of its coast 
constituting Persian territory; with numerous islands scattered all 
over the Gulf, all properly organized, with customs houses established 

in all ports; with regular naval communication; and a navy of the 
most modern type to control the Gulf waters) on the same footing 

| with the Red Sea (both coasts of which are inhabited by a semi-sav- 
age people, without proper authority, navy, or even customs houses) 
by placing it in a special zone, is not only a gross injustice but in- 

sulting to the Persian people and Government. 
Such a crafty convention is made purposely, no doubt, to give 

England her desired ends. Knowing that the Persian Government 
would never submit to such a humiliation by signing the Convention 

* See memorandum by the Secretary of State, August 9, supra.
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in which the Persian Gulf is placed in a prohibited zone, and there 

being no other signatory power which may have an interest in the 

Persian Gulf or have a navy to control the arms traffic, this function 

and duty will automatically fall to the British Government, who will 

alone control the Persian Gulf under the pretension of having the 

mandate of all the Governments. Such humiliation has even been 

spared to the African states such as Egypt, Libya, Algeria, Ethiopia, 

etc., which are exempted from the prohibited zone in the Geneva 

Convention. 

A few weeks ago, when, under your suggestion, I discussed with 

Mr. Green the unjustifiability of putting the Persian Gulf in the pro- 

hibited zone, the latter remarked that it was necessitated and justi- 

fied by the fact that the Southern coast is inhabited by semi-savage 

Arabs. Whereupon I observed, “Then why are the African coast 
and port of Alexandria not included in the zone?” Mr. Green re- 
plied that the Egyptian people are all civilized. When I proved to 
him that the scale of civilization of the Egyptian tribes, is lower than 
that of the inhabitants of the Southern coast of the Persian Gulf, Mr. 

Green observed that since the waters of the Alexandria port were under 
British control, there was no necessity for such a step. Thereupon 

I retorted, “Now we have touched the point! Wherever it is under 
British control, no matter how savage may be the inhabitants, it 
should be exempted from the prohibited zone; but wherever it is 
not already controlled by England, in order to place it under her 

domination, it should be included in the prohibited zone.” 
As I mentioned to you, in spite of the fact that Persia has in her 

possession all possible means of controlling the Gulf, Persia is ready 
to cooperate with England in controlling the arms traffic in the 
Gulf, on the condition that the Persian Gulf be removed from the pro- 
hibited zone. 

The latest report from our representative at the League of Nations * 
is to the effect that the League of Nations Committee,® including the 
American representative,** voted for the revision of the Geneva [Con- 
vention]. They also made certain alterations in the Convention 

which were approved by the American representative on the Com- 

mittee. One of the alterations was with reference to the prohibited 

zone, the Committee proposing that it should be confined to the Red 

Sea and the Gulf of Aden, and that the Persian Gulf and the Gulf 

of Oman be exempted from the prohibited zone. They proposed 

* Colonel Ali Khan Riazi. 
* Presumably the Committee for the Regulation of the Trade in and Private 

and State Manufacture of Arms and Implements of War, General Disarmament 

Conference. For minutes of meeting, July 2, see League of Nations, Conference 
for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments, Conference Documents, vol. 111, 
pp. 896-901. 

* Hugh R. Wilson.
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further that control of arms traffic in the Persian Gulf should be 
left to an arrangement or agreement between Persia and England. 

That is the decision of the League of Nations Committee in which 
your representative has participated, and which he has approved. 

Such being the case, as I have mentioned above, I am sure Your 
Excellency will agree that the ratification of the Geneva Convention 
without reservation not only will be interpreted as support of English 
imperialistic motives and aggression in Persian waters and territory, 
but will also strengthen the validity of the Geneva Convention in 
the eyes of the world. And England, finding her position so strength- 
ened, will refuse to replace that convention by the one which you have 
in mind. : 

I and my Government are sure that such is not the intention of the 
American Government, especially under the Presidency of Mr. Roose- 
velt, who has done and is doing a great work for the freedom of all 
nations. The President’s action in renouncing the American treaty 
rights in Cuba,3” Haiti,* and other South American countries, and 
giving them complete freedom and satisfaction, are shining examples 
of that fact. 

In the course of the conversation Your Excellency also mentioned 
that as some other Governments have ratified the Convention without 
reservation, making a reservation on the part of the United States 
would be an exception to the rule. As I remarked verbally, those who 
ratified the Convention without reservation did so without knowing 
the real facts and without realizing the injustice which they were 
doing to Persian national rights. When they heard the complaint 
and explanation of the Persian representative in the League of Na- 
tions, they gave their approval and consent to the revision of the 
Convention. 

But the case is quite different with your Government. Your Gov- 
ernment is aware of the Persian complaints and the injustice that is 
designed in drafting the Convention against Persian Sovereign rights; 
and your representative in the Committee of the League of Nations 
has agreed and approved, as I mentioned above, the recommendation 
of the Committee for a revision, and exclusion of the Persian Gulf 
and that of Oman, from the prohibited zone. 

Therefore, to ratify the Convention without reservation will give 
the impression to the whole world, not only of deliberate action on 
the part of your Government against neutrality, but of deliberate 
backing of the Imperialistic designs and motives of the English 
Government. 

“For text of treaty, see vol. v, section under Cuba entitled “Treaty of Re- 
lations Between the United States and Cuba, Signed May 29, 1934.” 

* For correspondence concerning the Agreement of August 7, 1983, see Foreign 
Relations, 1933, vol. v, pp. 691 ff.
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I sincerely hope that Your Excellency will, as you promised, ex- 
plain all these facts to His Excellency Mr. Roosevelt, and prove to 
him that the only just course lies in signing the ratification with the 
reservation already passed in the Senate, with unanimity, which 
demonstrated to the world the sense of justice of the American people. 

Availing myself [etc. | GHAFFAR DsaLaL 

500.A14/675 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the American Delegate (Wilson) 

WasuHineoTon, August 14, 1934—6 p. m. 

444, Your 912, June 23, 2 p.m. A note of August 11 from the 
Persian Minister reads in part as follows: 

“The latest report from our representative at the League of Nations 
is to the effect that the League of Nations Committee, including the 
American representative, voted for the revision of the Geneva [Con- 
vention]. They also made certain alterations in the Convention which 
were approved by the American representative on the Committee. 
One of the alterations was with reference to the prohibited zone, 
the Committee proposing that it should be confined to the Red Sea and 
the Gulf of Aden, and that the Persian Gulf and Gulf of Oman be 
exempted from the prohibited zone. They proposed further that 
control of arms traffic in the Persian Gulf should be left to an ar- 
rangement or agreement between Persia and England. 

That is the decision of the League of Nations Committee in which 
your representative has participated, and which he has approved.” 

What justification is there for any of these statements? Please 
telegraph fully referring to Conference Documents when possible. 

HU 

500.A14/705 

The Minister in Persia (Hornibrook) to the Secretary of State 

No. 179 Trueran, August 15, 1934. 
[Received September 20.] 

Sir: I have the honor to report that on August 18th, Mirza Mohsen 
Khan Rais, Chief of the Treaty Division of the Foreign Office, called 
at the Legation by appointment and announced that he had been 
authorized by the Minister for Foreign Affairs to discuss the Persian 
position in regard to the Arms Traffic Convention of 1925. 

Mr. Rais stated that when the Convention was signed in 1925 the 
Persian Delegate to the League * had not only protested against the 
formulation of the Convention in the terms then adopted, but had 
confirmed such protest by leaving the session of the League at which 

* Prince Arfa, Mirza Riza Khan; see League of Nations, Records of the Sixth 
Assembly: Plenary Meetings, Text of the Debates, pp. 55-56.
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the same was considered. “Persia”, said Mr. Rais, “had never recog: 
nized the Convention; had never signed it, and never would sign it in 
its present form or permit the same to be applied in the Persian Gulf 
in so far as concerned the provisions making Persian vessels subject 
to search.” He added that Persia was much interested in the objects 
sought to be attained by the Convention and was thoroughly in sym- 
pathy with its expressed purpose to restrain the traffic in arms with 
the Persian tribes. He further pointed out that Great Britain was 
also obviously interested in the traffic in arms in the Gulf on account 
of the desire of the latter to prevent the introduction of arms to the 
disaffected elements in India. He also made the significant observa- 
tion that the many reservations attached to the Convention by the 
nations which have ratified the same have so emasculated the Conven- 

tion that it will never have any force or effect. 
Mr. Rais then asserted that when the Persian Minister interceded 

with “friends of Persia” in the United States, including Senator 

William H. King of Utah, it was done to safeguard Persia’s interests 
in the Gulf through the reservation which was passed by the United 

States Senate. He added that the Persian Foreign Office had recently 
been informed by the Persian Minister in Washington that the latter 
had been given to understand that President Roosevelt has expressed 

| himself as dissatisfied with the form in which the reservation had been 
passed by the Senate because of the fact that it took cognizance of the 
rights of only one nation in the Persian Gulf. The Persian Minister 
also advised the Foreign Office that his informant gave him to under- 
stand that such an expression of opinion from the President was not 
to be interpreted as indicating that the President raised any question 
as to the rights of Persia in that sector. 

Mr. Rais then expressed his gratification because of the moral 
support given to Persia as a result of the action taken by the United 
States Senate in adopting the reservation and made the rather amazing 
request on behalf of the Minister for Foreign Affairs that I cable the 
Department expressing the very great importance which Persia 
attaches to the maintenance of the status quo in respect to the Conven- 
tion and of the hope entertained by his country that the American 
Government would lend the same moral support to Persia’s rights in 
the Gulf which had already been accorded by the United States Senate. 

In reply to my suggestion that a matter of this character could be 
presented with more clarity in a regular despatch than by cable, Mr. 
Rais asserted that as the President would return shortly from his 
vacation, it was the intention of the Persian Minister to take the 
matter up with the Secretary of State immediately after the date of 
his return and therefore he very much desired that I should cable the 
views of the Foreign Office on this subject to the Department. Several 
times this request was repeated during the course of the interview
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but I declined to accede to the same on the ground that these views 
could perhaps best be presented by the Persian Minister in Wash- 
ington and that I had heretofore been specifically instructed by the 
Department to refrain from using the cable in reporting matters in 

connection with the Senate reservation to the Arms Traffic Convention. 
The purpose of the interview was manifestly predicated on the idea 

of convincing me as to the legality of the Persian claims in the Gulf, 
explaining their reasons for opposition to the Arms Traffic Convention 
of 1925, justifying to some extent at least the inexcusable conduct of 
Djalal in pressing these claims before members of the Senate, and, if 

possible, to obtain from the Legation a friendly cable to the Depart- 
ment which might tend to minimize the Djalal incident and perhaps 
even enlist the support of the Department behind the claims of Persia 
in the Gulf. In other words, to nominate the American Minister to 
Persia as Assistant Persian Minister to Washington with instructions 
to draw upon the United States Government for all cable charges. 

Frequent references by him to my own friendship for Persia and 
the major role which Senator King played in obtaining the reserva- 
tion, together with what was tantamount to a request that I personally 
intercede in the matter, leaves no room for doubt in my mind as to 
the purpose which prompted Mr. Rais to visit the Chancery. 

In reply to the veiled defense of the acts of the Persian Minister 
to Washington in connection with the passage of the Senate reserva- 
tion, and in the absence of any specific and satisfactory explanation 
for his pernicious political activity, I informed Mr. Rais that the 

Djalal incident had quite naturally left rather an unfortunate impres- 

sion with the Department; that the criticism of the latter’s action 

was not based upon any question of sovereignty over the Persian Gulf, 

but solely upon one of the propriety of approaching members of the 

United States Senate on this subject; that while I would personally 

be only too glad to be of service in clearing up any misunderstanding 

between my own Government and Persia, that the questions raised 

in the present interview must of necessity be handled in Washington. 

I therefore promised to send to the Department by the next regular 

pouch a full and complete report of the views which he had expressed 

on behalf of the Foreign Office. 
Respectfully yours, Wa. H. Horniprook 

500.A14/6938a 

The Secretary of State to President Roosevelt 

Wasnineron, August 15, 1984. 

My Dear Mr. Preswent: In advising and consenting on June 15 to 

the ratification of the Arms Traffic Convention of 1925 the Senate 

adopted the following reservation :
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“Resolved that such adherence to this Treaty shall not be construed 
to deny any right or sovereignty which the Kingdom of Persia may 
have in or to the Persian Gulf or the waters thereof.” 

This action was taken at the instance of the Persian Minister in 
Washington who, despite the fact that he had been fully advised on 
several occasions that such a reservation was unacceptable, conferred 
with one or more members of the Senate and induced the passage of 
the reservation over the objections of the Department. 
When the American Delegation at the Arms Conference at Geneva 

was informed of the adoption of the reservation, Mr. Wilson im- 
mediately telegraphed *° that in his opinion the reservation raised so 
many difficulties, both in respect to the negotiations at Geneva and in 
respect to international law, that he hoped you would consider whether 
the convention should be ratified. Upon being requested to submit 
his further views, Mr. Wilson reported “ that authorities whom he 
had consulted in Geneva had expressed the opinion that the reserva- 
tion would make the Persians even more difficult to deal with than 
they were at present. He also suggested the desirability of consulting 
the French and British Governments with respect to their attitude 
toward the reservation. 

After consultation with the Foreign Office, the Embassy at London 
telegraphed ” that although the British authorities felt that the reser- 
vation had no substantial significance they feared it would encourage 
the Persian Government in its allegedly preposterous claim to certain 
islands in the Persian Gulf and would render more difficult the proper 
policing of the Gulf waters. Subsequently the British Chargé d’Af- 
faires in Washington, acting under instructions from London, called 
twice at the Department to inquire into the reasons for the reserva- 
tion. Although he was assured * that neither the President nor the 
Senate had any intention of interfering with the status quo in the 
Persian Gulf or of taking any part in disputes with respect to terri- 
torial questions in that area, he stated that his Government continued 
to be concerned and feared that the Persians would stir up trouble 
unless this Government issued a clear statement that it did not sup- 
port the Persian claim to sovereignty over the Gulf. 

The French Government in expressing its attitude toward the reser- 
vation stated that on legal grounds it would be necessary for France, 
as the depositary of the Convention, to obtain the consent of all the 
signatory Powers.** Fear was expressed that the consideration of 

® Telegram No. 910, June 21, 1 p. m., p. 462. 
* Telegram No. 912, June 23, 2 p. m., p. 463. 
” Telegram No. 391, July 7, 1 p. m., p. 467. 

“ See memorandum by the Chief of the Division of Near Eastern Affairs, p. 467. 
“ See telegram No. 539, July 20, 10 a. m., from the Chargé in France, p. 469.
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this reservation by the signatory Powers would lead to further reser- 
vations which would indefinitely delay, if not actually prevent, the 
coming into force of the Convention. 
From the point of view of our own interests mention should be 

made of the official Persian protest made to us with respect to a con- 
cession obtained by an American company for the development of 
petroleum resources in the Bahrein Islands.* The Persians assert 
sovereignty over these Islands although they have not been in actual 
possession since 1783. The situation with respect to the ownership of 
these Islands has been thoroughly aired before the League of Na- 
tions and from our study of the relevant documents we see little if 
any basis for the Persian claim. We are fearful, however, that the 
Persians, encouraged by the Senate reservation, may use their naval 
forces to seize the tankers of the American company, or otherwise to 
hamper the company’s legitimate activities. In this connection, it 
should be mentioned that a bill has recently been introduced in the 
Persian Mejliss authorizing the Persian naval forces to exercise con- 
trol within a distance of twelve nautical miles of the Persian shore. 

For convenient reference I enclose a memorandum * setting forth 
the foregoing considerations in detail. 

The situation is therefore that despite our earnest efforts at Geneva, 
London and Paris to obtain a favorable reaction to the Senate reser- 
vation, we have met with no success whatever, and it has become 
abundantly clear that it will be impossible to bring the Convention 
into force in the near future, if ever, as long as the reservation stands. 
In view of these circumstances, and bearing in mind the possible ad- 
verse effect which the reservation may have upon our interests in the 
Persian Gulf, I venture to recommend the desirability of returning 
the Convention in question to the Senate for its further advice and 
reconsideration of the reservation with reference to the Persian Gulf. 

In making the foregoing recommendation I believe I should also 
advise you of the objectionable behavior of the Persian Minister in 
Washington, as exemplified not only by his negotiations with members 
of the Senate over the head of the Executive but also by the tone of his 
oral statements and notes, a copy of the latest of which is enclosed.” 
With your approval, I contemplate replying to the Minister in the 
sense of the attached draft. 

Faithfully yours, _ CorpELL Huu 

* See vol. m1, pp. 890 ff. 
“ Not printed. 
“Dated August 11, p. 471. 
“Not printed; for note as sent to the Persian Minister, August 24, see p. 481.
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500.A14/692 : Telegram 

The Secretary of the American Delegation to the General Disarma- 

ment Conference (Reber) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, August 16, 1934—11 a. m. 
[Received August 16—9: 50 a. m.] 

924. Department’s telegram No. 444, August 14,6 p.m. It is dif- 
ficult to find justification for the conclusions drawn by the Persian 
representative in respect to the revision of the Geneva Convention 
and alterations in the barred zones since no final decision concerning 
either of these questions has been taken by the General Commission, 
by the Plenary Committee for the Regulation of Trade in and Manu- 
facture of Arms or by its subcommittee on trade in arms. 

The recent committee meeting dealt primarily with provisions con- 
trolling manufacture in view of the fact that as the report of the 
committee states (Conference D 171 July 2, 1984, paragraph No. 6 *) 
“as regards trade in arms the adaptation of the convention of 1925 
to the needs of the Disarmament Conference has already been studied 
in the subcommittee on trade.” For discussion of a proposed Persian 
amendment see page 11 of the document under reference. 

As regards earlier recommendations concerning revision of the 
1925 convention the report of the subcommittee on trade (Conference 
document C. C. F. 40 and 40 A May 27, 30, 1933 paragraph 2 °°) refers 
to a previous decision of the Plenary Committee approved by the 
Bureau November 1932 to the effect that “The committee has again 
[agreed] in principle to recommend the revision of the 1925 Conven- 
tion but for reasons of expediency to limit the amendment to the 
minimum strictly required.” This decision formed the basis of the 
work of the subcommittee whose report was forwarded to the General 
Commission as an annex to its own progress report (Conference 
document 160 June 3, 1933 *). 

As regards the testimony in the note of the Persian Minister con- 
cerning agreed alterations in the prohibited zones paragraph 29 of 
the subcommittee’s report referred to states inter alia that the sub- 
committee has decided to refer to the Plenary Committee the question 
of the Persian Gulf and the Gulf of Oman which more especially con- 
cerns the United Kingdom and the Persian delegations. Thus the 
subcommittee has made no final recommendations concerning the 
barred zone nor has there been a decision by the Plenary Committee 
in this respect. 

“ Conference Documents, vol. m1, pp. 891-901. | 
© Tbid., vol. 11, p. 565. 
® Toid., p. 508.
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The Persian delegation had proposed that the control of arms traf- 
fic in the Persian Gulf should be left to an arrangement between Great 
Britain and Persia. This was not accepted by the United Kingdom 

delegation (paragraph 29 of the report). The other members of the 

subcommittee took little part in the discussion of this question save to 
urge the United Kingdom and Persian representatives to endeavor to 
reconcile their differences so as to permit some measure of agreement 
to be inserted in the final report. 

Further studies by the subcommittee on trade are scheduled to take 
place in September. 

REBER 

500.A14/7003 

Mr. Joseph C. Green of the Division of Western European Affairs to 
the Acting Secretary of State 

[Wasuineron,| August 22, 1934. 

Tue Acting Secretary: In compliance with your instructions, I 
have drafted an Instrument of Ratification for the Arms Traffic Con- 
vention of 1925, containing a statement concerning the Senate’s reser-  ° 
vation in regard to the Persian Gulf, which follows substantially the 
suggestions made by the President. I attach the draft hereto. 

Mr. Barnes of TD® informs me that he has not been able to find any 
precedent for the inclusion of such a statement in an Instrument of 
Ratification. However, as the statement is merely interpretative, it 
would not appear to affect the validity of the ratification. 

I am strongly of the opinion that a statement by the President, 
interpreting the Senate’s reservation, would fail to achieve the pur- 
pose which he has in mind, viz: the bringing into effect of the Con- 
vention at an early date.** We have already been informed that the 
French Government would feel it incumbent upon it to obtain the 
consent of all the other parties to the Treaty to the reservation. There 
are 87 signatory powers; one other power has acceded and, in ad- 
dition, 12 other powers have been invited to accede. The circulariz- 
ing of these powers, the explanation through diplomatic channels of 
the reservation and of the explanatory statement which would un- 
doubtedly be called for by many of the powers and the attaining of 
their consent to the reservation,—assuming that even with such an 
explanatory statement it could be obtained—would undoubtedly delay 
the coming into effect of the Convention for two or three years and 
perhaps indefinitely. 

* Treaty Division. 
Marginal note in the original: “I concur. P.M.” [Jay Pierrepont Moffat, 

Chief of the Division of Western European Affairs. ]
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The possible reaction of certain Senators to such an explanatory 
statement should perhaps be considered. 

The essential thing is the establishment of a system of supervision 
and control of the international traffic in arms and munitions of war 
at an early date. The only practical means to this end would appear 
to be the elimination by the Senate of the reservation in regard to the 
Persian Gulf. 

JOSEPH C. GREEN 

[ Enclosure—Extract] 

Draft 

FRANKLIN D. Roosrveir 

PRESIDENT OF THE Unrrep States or AMERICA 

To Att Tro WHom Tuese Presents SHatt Come, GREETING: 

Now, Tuererors, be it known that I, Franklin D. Roosevelt, Presi- 
dent of the United States of America, having seen and considered the 
said convention do hereby, in pursuance of the aforesaid advice and 
consent of the Senate, ratify and confirm the same and every article 
and clause thereof, subject to the aforesaid reservation and under- 
standing, which understanding is not to be construed as meaning that 
the United States of America has any interest in any question which 
may have arisen or which may hereafter arise in regard to the sover- 
eignty of the waters of the Persian Gulf or of any territory situated 
therein or adjacent thereto, nor is this understanding to be construed 
as implying that the United States of America has any intention of 
expressing any opinion, or becoming involved in any controversy in 
regard to the sovereignty of the aforesaid waters and territory. I 
hereby declare that in ratifying and confirming the said Convention, 
the sole motive of the United States of America is to further the estab- 
lishment of a system of supervision and control of the international 
traffic in arms and munitions of war. 

In Testimony WHEREOF, etc. 

500.A14/694 

The Secretary of State to the Persian Minister (Djalat) 

Wasuineron, August 24, 1934. 
Sir: I have received your communication of August 11, 1934, with 

further reference to the Geneva Arms Convention of 1925 and have 
noted with surprise its contents. 

791118—51——37
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While this Government is at all times prepared to give careful con- 
sideration to the views, when properly presented, of the Persian 
Government, I regret to inform you that I cannot regard your present 
communication as meriting such consideration, in view not only of 
its general tone and tenor but also of the many misleading statements 
and the mis-statements (which I will assume are not intentional) 

which it contains. 
I may add that the suggestion contained in the personal letter which 

you addressed to Mr. Phillips on August 21° does not modify my 
views, as set forth above, regarding your Note of August 11. 

Under the circumstances, therefore, I consider that no useful pur- 
pose would be served by further discussion with you of the Geneva 
Arms Convention. 

Accept [etc.] CorpeLL Hui 

500.A14/695 

The Persian Minister (Djalal) to the Secretary of State 

WasHiIneTon, August 25, 1934. 

Your Excetiency: I have the honor to acknowledge your note of 

the 24th instant, in answer to the memorandum which I sent to you 
on August 11, containing the purport of the conversation that I had 
with Your Excellency, explaining that it would be contrary to the 
sense of justice and equality that has always inspired the policy of 
the United States Government in dealing with the small nations, if 
the Geneva Convention were ratified without reservation. I regret 
to say that Your Excellency, in your note, takes exception “to the 
general tone and tenor, and misleading statements and misstatements 
in my note.” 

The contents of my memorandum were divided into two parts. 
The first explained how the Convention was designed with the purport 
of encroaching on the Persian Natioial and historical sovereign rights 
in the Persian Gulf, and to humiliate Persia in the eyes of the world 
by placing the Persian Gulf on an equal footing with the Red Sea, 
while that humiliation is spared to the African states such as Egypt, 
Libya, Algeria, etc. 

The second part was the praise of the United States Government, 
(especially under the presidency of His Excellency Mr. Roosevelt.) 
which has shown to the world its just policy in dealing with the small 
nations by renouncing its treaty rights in favor of Cuba, Haiti, ete. 

Your Excellency’s remark, I think cannot be applied to the second 
part of my memorandum, and is applicable only to the first part. I 
quite admit that my general tone in explaining to you the injustice 

* Not printed.
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to which Persia has been subjected, was very plain and very outspoken. 
However, I regret that my complaints and general tone in demon- 
strating the aggressive designs of other powers against Persian na- 
tional rights, should meet with your disapproval, as my intention 
was only to evoke further the sense of justice of your Government. 

In my letter to Mr. Phillips I simply mentioned that if Your Ex- 

cellency does not recollect having made the statement, “to proceed 
with drafting another convention with reference to the arms traffic, 
favorable to Persia,” I am ready to cross it out and not make it a 
subject of dispute. While the paragraph is more or less of the purport 
of Mr. Phillips’ own wording in his letter of May 29, to the effect that, 
“The treaty which we have in mind would consist in part of a revision 
of the Arms Traffic Convention of 1925, and we hope that in carrying 
out that revision, a solution will be found which will be entirely 
acceptable to your Government,” and also Your Excellency’s refer- 
ence in your note of May 16 to the discussion of the revision of the 
Convention of 1925 in Geneva. In any case, my record of the purport 
of the conversation was open to correction if desired. 

The only other part of my memorandum which might be the object 
of the word, “misleading” or “misstatement,” is my statement that the 
League of Nations Convention (in which the United States represen- 
tative participated) approved of the revision of the Convention of 
1925, recognizing the justice of the Persian representative’s complaint 
and explanations. In support of this, as I have mentioned in my letter 
to Mr. Phillips, I have telegraphed to the Persian Legation in Geneva 
to forward to me all the necessary official documents which I hope will 
soon be here for Your Excellency’s perusal. 

I am sure Your Excellency will agree that there could not be any 
intention of misleading in the quotation of our official reports which, 
unfortunately, do not correspond to those of the United States 
representative. 

Accept [etc. ] G. Dsauar 

500.A14/695 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Minister in Persia (Hornibrook) 

No. 45 Wasuineron, August 28, 1934. 
Sir: With reference to previous correspondence regarding the activ- 

ities of the Persian Minister in Washington in connection with the 
ratification by the United States of the Arms Traffic Convention signed 
at Geneva in 1925, there is enclosed a copy of a note which the Minister 
addressed to the Secretary of State on August 11, 1934.°° The general 
tone of this communication is so obviously improper and it contains so 
many misleading statements and misstatements that the Secretary con- 

® Ante, p. 471.
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sidered it necessary to send the Minister a reply under date of August 
24, of which a copy is enclosed.*¢ 

You may on a suitable occasion, if you consider that any useful 
purpose would be served, refer casually to the substance of the Secre- 
tary’s present communication, in conversation with competent Per- 

sian officials. 
There are also transmitted, for the information of the Legation, a 

copy of a letter which the Minister addressed to me on August 21,°" as 
well as a copy of a note which he sent to the Secretary on August 25 ** in 
reply to the Secretary’s note of August 24. 

Very truly yours, WituiamM PHILLIPS 

500.A14/702 : Telegram 

The Minister in Persia (Hornibrook) to the Secretary of State 

TrHERAN, September 15, 1934—noon. 
[Received September 15—9: 40 a. m. | 

31. Commenting upon instruction No. 39 *® Chief of the Third Politi- 

cal Division stated that failure on the part of the American Govern- 
ment to follow lead of the Senate would result in important repercus- 
sions in the cordial relations now existing between the two countries. 
In view of this threat suggest objectionable reservation be not 
approved. 

Hornisrook 

500.A14/715 

The Minister in Persia (Hornibrook) to the Secretary of State 

No. 250 TEHERAN, October 27, 1934. 
[Received November 28.] 

Sir: I have the honor to refer to the Department’s instruction No. 
45 of August 28, 1934, regarding the activities of the Persian Minister 
in Washington in connection with the Arms Traffic Convention of 
1925, and to report as follows: 

Because of the Persepolis negotiations ** and the latitude which 
was given to me in Departmental instructions as to the opportune 
time in which to present the contents cf the above-mentioned instruc- 

tion, the matter was not presented until October 25th, and then pre- 
sented informally to the Prime Minister following a conference on 
another subject. 

% Ante, p. 481. 
* Not printed. 
Supra. 

° Not printed; it contained a copy of the memorandum by the Secretary of 
State of a conversation with the Persian Minister, August 9, p. 469. 

58 Negotiations on behalf of the University of Chicago in connection with the 
restoration of the ancient city of Persepolis.
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On the above-mentioned occasion I informed the Prime Minister as 
to the salient facts in connection with the discourtesy of the Persian 
Minister to the American Secretary of State and of the note which 
had been transmitted by the latter informing him of his unwillingness 
to further discuss with the Minister the Arms Traffic Convention of 
1925. 

It was quite apparent from the Prime Minister’s reaction that he 
had not as yet been informed of this merited rebuke to his representa- 
tive in Washington. He immediately launched out into a long and 
friendly discussion of the rights of Persia in the Gulf, the struggle to 
obtain the recognition of the same by other powers, and the injustice 
which would be perpetrated upon Persia by the terms of the Arms 
Traffic Convention of 1925, unless the rights of his country could be 
protected by a resolution similar to that which was passed by the 
United States Senate. 

I informed the Minister that the question of sovereignty over the 
waters of the Persian Gulf was of course not involved in the incident 
which I had mentioned; that my Government had repeatedly assured 
the Persian Minister in Washington that it did not propose to concern 
itself with any dispute between Persia and another friendly power 
over such sovereignty ; that the present unpleasant situation had been 
provoked in the first instance as a result of the political activities of 
Djalal in approaching members of the United States Senate in an 
effort to secure the passage of the Senate reservation, and pointed 
out in a friendly way that the Department of State quite naturally 
resented this breach of good form. 

I reserved the contents of this instruction for the Prime Minister for 
the reason that Djalal was named by him to his present post, and 
thought it might perhaps fall on more fertile soil in the office of the 
Prime Minister than in that of the Foreign Office. If, as is generally 
believed, the Prime Minister and Djalal are still friendly, it is quite 
possible that the former may so arrange matters that Djalal will be 
transferred to an environment which is more congenial than that of 
Washington at the present moment. 

Respectfully yours, Wm. H. Horniproox 

701.9111/431 
Memorandum by the Secretary of State © 

[Wasuineron,] November 15, 1984. 

The Persian Minister called and first expressed the regret of his Gov- 
ernment about the published reports concerning the treatment of the 

® Copies sent to the Embassies in France and Great Britain, the Legation in 
Persia, and the American delegation to the General Disarmament Conference.
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two American flyers who made a forced landing in Persia and repre- 
sented that they were unlawfully detained by Persian authorities. 

The Minister then said that the chief purpose of his call was to 
explain and to express regret about my having taken exception to his 
conduct during recent months in connection with the Small Arms 
Treaty pending ratification by the Senate. I stated that I need not 
repeat what I had said before about his violation of the proprieties in 
going over the head of the State Department and conferring with 
Senators in support of his contention about the treaty construction. 
I stated also that a letter he sent to me at a later stage concerning this 
matter contained some very obnoxious words and sentences; that I did 
not know of course whether it was fully intentional on his part or 

, whether it was due to his lack of understanding of the English lan- | 
suage; but that there was no doubt about the objectionable and obnox- 
ious nature of the language. He disclaimed repeatedly any intention 
or purpose to give offense, to which I made no reply or comment. He 
finally added that of course if he was not proving acceptable here that 
it would be his duty to be transferred to another post. I again made 
no comment. 

C[orpett] H[vr] 

500.414/730 

Memorandum by the Chief of the Dwwision of Western European 
Affairs (Moffat) 

[Wasuineton,] December 15, 1934. 

Senator King called to see me to inquire as to the status of the 1925 
Arms Traffic Treaty which had been passed by the Senate last spring 
with his reservation. The President has not yet ratified the treaty. 
Senator King came in to inquire why not and what were the future 
prospects for the treaty. 

I explained that when the Senate had consented to ratification with 
the Persian Gulf Reservation we had inquired of the French Govern- 
ment, which was the depositary of the treaty, what formalities would 
be required. The French Government replied that the reservation 
would have to be accepted by all signatory Powers and possibly by 
some additional adhering Powers. Assuming approval by all Powers, 
experience had shown that this would take at least a year or two. We 
had then made informal inquiries at Geneva and elsewhere and found 
that the chances were decidedly against universal acceptance of the 

_ reservation. We thus found ourselves in the situation of having the 
reservation, if maintained, prevent the treaty going into effect.
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In the circumstances, was the reservation of sufficient importance to 
warrant losing the treaty? The Senator said that he could not be- 
lieve that any Power would decline to accept the reservation which 
he considered merely to affirm Persian rights in or over the Persian 
Gulf. He said it must be as offensive to Persia to have British gun- 
boats running up and down the Persian Gulf as it would be to us if 
British gunboats were running up and down Lake Michigan. I took 
the Senator to the map and showed him that the parallel was not apt 
as while Lake Michigan was entirely surrounded by American terri- 
tory, Persia only held the north side of the Persian Gulf, while Iraq, 
Koweit, a British possession, Arabia, Oman, et cetera, were on the 
south side. The Senator agreed. 

His next question was: Is the treaty really important? I told him 
that we considered that it was very important. He asked whether the 
new treaty * would not be better. I said undoubtedly, but that it had 
not as yet been negotiated or signed, much less ratified. This would 
at best take some time and we wanted the 1925 Convention put into 
force as soon as possible. 

Senator King then asked if the President was going to return the 
treaty to the Senate. I told him that this was a political question 
which was entirely out of my province and on which I had no infor- 
mation. He asked who might know. I suggested that he might wish 
to talk with Judge Moore ® on the political phases, or if he wished to 
pursue the Persian angle further, that he see Mr. Murray. 

| PrerREPONT Morrat 

500.A14/7274 

The Chief of the Division of Near Eastern Affairs (Murray) to the 
Secretary of State 

[ WasHineton,| December 17, 1934. 
Dear Mr. Secretary: I am returning to you herewith your letter 

of September 10, 1934,°* to the President setting forth your reasons for 
believing that the Geneva Arms Convention of 1925 should not be 
ratified with the present reservation regarding the Persian Gulf. 

There is also attached the President’s memorandum dated Septem- 
ber 14, 1984, addressed to you, stating that the Treaty is to be held 
in abeyance and to be returned to Congress in January. 

“ Draft submitted by the American delegation to the Bureau of the General 
Disarmament Conference ; for correspondence concerning this treaty, see pp. 120 ff. 

“R. Walton Moore, Assistant Secretary of State. 
* Not printed.
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Referring to our conversation of today on this subject, you may 
wish to hand to the President the attached file with the suggestion 
that he may care to discuss the matter with Senator Pittman with a 
view to the introduction by the Senate of a resolution requesting that 
the Geneva Arms Convention of 1925 be returned to the Senate for re- 
consideration. Such reconsideration would, of course, entail the re- 
moval of the reservation regarding the Persian Gulf for reasons set 
forth in detail in your attached letter of September 10, 1934. 

WatuacE Murray



NEGOTIATIONS LOOKING TOWARD AN “EASTERN 
LOCARNO” PACT OF MUTUAL GUARANTEE 

740.0011 Mutual Guarantee (Eastern Locarno) /2 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation to the General Disarma- 
ment Conference (Davis) to the Secretary of State 

GENEVA, June 6, 1934—6 p. m. 
[Received June 6—2:55 p. m.] 

876. Barthou? tells me that he and Litvinoff? have reached pre- 
liminary agreement and reduced to writing certain aspects of an 
“Eastern Locarno”, that Barthou has discussed this with Beck * who 
was non-committal in his attitude and will seek instructions, that 
Litvinoff is shortly going through Berlin and proposed to apprise the 
Germans of what was going on. Barthou requested permission to 
do it himself and is this afternoon cabling details to Francois-Poncet * 
together with the assurance that the earnest desire of both Govern- 
ments is to have Germany adhere to this Eastern Locarno. 

From French sources it is reported that the larger plan is that France 
will recognize German rearmament as a further inducement to Ger- 
many to enter the Eastern Locarno and then return to the Conference ° 
and the League of Nations on an equal footing and with equality of 
rights thus recognized. 

Davis 

740.0011 Mutual Guarantee (Eastern Locarno) /4 

The Ambassador in Germany (Dodd) to the Secretary of State 

No. 948 Brruin, June 20, 1984. 
[Received June 29. ] 

Sir: I have the honor to report that Russo-German relations have 
invited public attention of late by reason of the proposed “Eastern 
Locarno,” the transient visit of Litvinov to von Neurath,® and the 
alleged consideration of Russia in the course of the Venice 
conversations.’ 

* Jean Louis Barthou, French Minister for Foreign Affairs. 
* Maxim Litvinov, Soviet Commissar for Foreign Affairs. 
* Josef Beck, Polish Minister for Foreign Affairs. 
* André Francois-Poncet, French Ambassador in Germany. 
* General Disarmament Conference; for correspondence, see pp. 1 ff. 
*Constantin von Neurath, German Minister for Foreign Affairs. 

''Between the German Chancellor, Adolf Hitler, and the Italian Premier, 
Benito Mussolini. 

489
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It was learned at the Soviet Legation in this capital that Mr. Lit- 
vinov, while passing through Berlin, suggested to Baron von Neurath 
that Germany should join a pact of non-aggression, consultation, and 
mutual assistance, to which Russia, Germany, the Border States in- 
cluding Finland, Poland and the Little Entente should be parties. 
According to the source above mentioned, the German Foreign Minis- 
ter replied that the question would of course be studied but that, speak- 
ing off hand, it seemed to him that Germany, being insufficiently armed 
for its own defense, could not undertake to go to the assistance of any 
other country. In other words, it was intimated that Germany might 
possibly participate in a pact of non-aggression and consultation, but 
not in one of mutual assistance. Asked as to the attitude of Poland 
in this respect, the informant stated that both Poland and Finland 
would base their attitude upon that of Germany. The matter had also 
been broached to Mr. Bene&,° who apparently was agreeable to the 
idea. The proposal was not made either in detailed form or in writing 
but orally and in general terms. 

In reply to the question as to whether the recall of the German 
Ambassador in Russia, Nadolny, was due to his support of this par- 
ticular scheme—a report which had reached me from another source— 
the answer was made that this step had been determined some time 
ago. It was intimated that the diplomatist in question had expressed 
himself to Chancellor Hitler in favor of the previous proposal for 
guaranteeing the Border States, and that the Chancellor had strongly 
objected, the exchange of views being sufficiently animated to cause 
Nadolny to fall into disfavor. His successor is to be the German 
Minister in Roumania, von Schulenberg, for whom the “agrément” 
has been already requested. 

The accounts published in the press of the conversations in Venice 
indicate that Mussolini was opposed to any such a regional pact as 
that suggested by the Russian Foreign Minister. 

There are enclosed herewith three translated excerpts,? one from 
the Berliner Boersen Zeitung in regard to Russian subversive activi- 
ties, a second from the Vélkischer Beobachter of the 14th of June, in 
which Alfred Rosenberg * indicates that the conversations in Venice 
should have as one of the topics the protection of Europe against 
Communist subversive activity, and a third from the Berliner Boersen 
Zeitung of June 15 which claims that a French Military Mission will 
soon visit Moscow and that French armament firms are active in 
that country. 

Respectfully yours, Wituram E. Dopp 

* Eduard Bene&, Czechoslovak Minister for Foreign Affairs. 
° Not printed. : 
* Editor in chief of the Vélkischer Beobachter.
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{40.0011 Mutual Guarantee (Wastern Locarno) /5: Telegram 

The Ambassador in Italy (Long) to the Secretary of State 

Rome, June 22, 1934—1 p. m. 
[Received 3 :54 p. m.] 

129. I had a long conversation this morning with Suvich" as a 
result of which I am able to amplify and clarify some of the state- 

ments in my No. 126, June 20, 1 p. m.,? which reported shorter and 
less conclusive conversations. 

Suvich still says that the conversations between Hitler and Musso- 
lini were inconclusive and that no engagements or definite agreements 
were arrived at. The two men were in actual personal conversation 
for a total period of 414 hours. The subjects covered were: (1) Aus- 
trian relations, (2) disarmament, (3) Germany’s relations with the 
League, (4) Germany’s relations with Russia, (5) Germany’s rela- 
tions with the Vatican, (6) Danubian relations. 

(1) As regards Austria, the attitude of Hitler was that he was not 
responsible for the atrocities and for the subversive acts directed 
against the Dollfuss * Government which he maintained were the re- 
sult of Austrian Nazis. He proposed the necessity of an election to 
be held in Austria to determine some successor to Dollfuss who should 
not be a member of any of the warring parties so that there could come 
out of it a government which would be directly representative of an 
independent Austria. He further said that he was not interested in 
Anschluss, partly for the reason that he had too many other troubles 
and did not care to complicate the situation or add an additional dif- 
ficulty but he did not definitely renounce Anschluss as a German ob- 
jective. On the other hand, Mussolini maintained that it was not 
opportune to hold elections in Austria and that it would be imprac- 
tical to get a true expression of the popular will as long as subversive 
acts continued to agitate the people and to disturb the economic and 
political situation in that country. Consequently Mussolini opposed 
and definitely declined the idea of an election and insisted that the 
situation must develop naturally so that there would come out of the 
complicated affair in Austria a government which would be a definite 
realization of Austrian independence. In response to my direct ques- 
tion as to whether there would be an election in Austria in the fall 
Suvich said definitely there would not be. He further said, however, 
that the meeting of the two men had done a great, deal to clarify the 
views of each of them, and that he thoroughly believed that there 
would be a gradual cessation of the difficulties in Austria if Hitler 

“Fulvio Suvich, Italian Minister for Foreign Affairs. 
“Vol. 1, p. 27. 
* Engelbert Dollfuss, Chancellor of Austria,
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should control the forces operating in the name of the Nazis in Ger- 

many. Suvich expressed himself as pleased with the prospect for the 
future and as being hopeful that the Nazi anti-Dollfuss activities 

would gradually calm down. 
(2) As concerns disarmament Hitler said that he was not opposed 

to a convention along the lines of the British proposal ** but that he 
could not recede from the position which he had taken in view of the 
fact other nations were fully armed with offensive weapons and he 

must insist’ for Germany an equality in defensive weapons and a 
minimum of 300,000 effective national defences but would be willing 

to scale down somewhat provided the other powers would take some 

steps in limitation of their own armaments. His position in that 

respect has not changed. 
(3) As regards Germany’s relations with the League Hitler said 

that there was no obstacle in German policy to a return to the League 
except the question of disarmament and if that question was settled 

Germany would be also glad to consider the proposal of full coopera- 

tion with the other nations and her reentry into the League but it 

could not be considered until she was accorded what the people of 
the nation felt were their rights in the premises. 

(4) As regards Russia and the recent proposals made by Litvinov 

for an Eastern Locarno, Hitler said that he had not declined the sug- 
gestion of Russia but that he had decided not to last summer and that 
he thought his answer would be in the negative largely because he 
accepted the Italian point of view that regional pacts were contrary 

to the best policy of Europe. He said that he would probably make 
that answer to Litvinov and would couple with it the other reason 
that from the German point of view, it would seem to complicate the 
political situation of Europe rather than to help it. Mussolini said 
that that was the Italian point of view, that there were already enough 

pacts such as the Kellogg Pact,” the League of Nations ”* itself and a 

Western Locarno,” and that a multiplication of pacts could only de- 
tract from the seriousness of those already existing. 

(5) As regards the Vatican Suvich said that Mussolini had advised 

Hitler that it was unwise to antagonize the Catholic Church and had 
remarked that it was fairly simple to oppose the tangible organiza- 
tions of a political or military character but very difficult to antag- 

“League of Nations, Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of Arma- 
ments: Conference Documents, vol. 11, pp. 476-493. 

* For correspondence relating to the Kellogg Pact, see Foreign Relations, 1928, 
vol. I, pp. 1-235; for text, see ibid., p. 153. 

“ Treaties, Conventions, etc. Between the United States of America and Other 
Bogner s; 1910-1923 (Washington, Government Printing Office, 1923), vol. m1, D. 

“ For correspondence relating to the Locarno Pact, see Foreign Relations, 1925, 
vol. 1, pp. 16 ff.; for texts of agreements (October 16, 1925), see League of 
Nations Treaty Series, vol. Liv, pp. 289-363.
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onize the sentiments and religious feelings of man. I asked directly 

whether there had been an offer of mediation on the part of Mussolini 

vis-a-vis the disagreement between Hitler and the Vatican. Suvich 

answered positively that there had been no offer of mediation and no 
discussion. | 

(6) Concerning the Danubian States the statement stands as made 
in my original telegram under reference to the effect that the general 
subject of economic rehabilitation was discussed but no specific ar- 

rangement concluded. 
Speaking generally Suvich said that he got the impression that 

Germany was in a bad situation economically and financially and 
that there were additional signs of political unrest. He said that he 
did not now know whether Hitler was strong enough to run the 
machine or whether the machine was going to run Hitler. He added 

pointedly “Hitler is not a Mussolini.” 
Suvich was pointed in his statements to the effect that there had 

been no attempt at definite agreements and no intention to arriving 
at any specific engagements, and expressed himself as very well 
pleased with the general outcome of the conversations. He said that 
it did Hitler a lot of good to get a different point of view and see a 
different set-up and to have a political experience outside of the con- 
finesof Germany. He further said that there was no definite arrange- 
ment that Mussolini would return the visit and go to Germany and 
that it was not probable that it would happen at all, and denied that 
there was any definite arrangement for the return visit. 

Copies mailed to Berlin, Vienna, Geneva, Moscow, European In- 
formation Center. Lone 

740.0011 Mutual Guarantee (Hastern Locarno) /8 

The Ambassador in Germany (Dodd) to the Secretary of State 

No. 1011 Berurn, July 7, 1934. 
[Received July 17.] 

Sir: I have the honor to refer to my despatch No. 948 of June 20, 
entitled “Russian-German Relations”, in which reference was made 
to the suggestion of a pact of non-aggression, consultation and mu- 
tual assistance between Russia, Germany, the border states—including 
Finland and Poland and the Little Entente. The information given 
in that despatch was derived from the Soviet Embassy in Berlin. 

On a recent visit at the Foreign Office in connection with other mat- 
ters, the occasion was improved to learn the German version of this 
affair. It was stated by the competent official that the French Am- 
bassador approached the Foreign Office with the statement that Mr. 
Litvinov, whose visit was to take place in a few days, would propose
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such a pact. When, however, Mr. Litvinov came, he indicated that 

the idea was a French one. France, according to the Embassy’s in- 

formant, had at one time considered joining the pact, but later thought 

merely to guarantee it. 
The German Government was not particularly interested in the 

parentage of the proposed treaty. It felt, however, that a pledge 
of mutual assistance to so many countries might involve it in unfore- 
seeable complications and moreover it is not in favor of policies sug- 
gesting pre-war alliances. Asked as to the attitude of the other coun- 
tries the Foreign Office indicated that both Poland and Finland were 
opposed to any such pact and that the Baltic States were less than 
lukewarm with the exception of Lithuania, which was in favor, and 

also Czechoslovakia. 
Respectfully yours, Wiu1am E. Dopp 

740.0011 Mutual Guarantee (Eastern Locarno) /9: Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary 
of State 

Lonpon, July 10, 1934—10 p. m. 
[Received July 10—9 p. m.1*] 

398. From Davis. At his request I called upon Barthou this after- 
noon. In a talk limited by the brief time remaining before his 
departure he outlined the results of his talks in London. 

Not only was he pleased with the reception accorded him both in 
Bucharest and Belgrade but also was most enthusiastic over what 
he said had been accomplished here. He explained that the conver- 
gations with the British had been marked by real cordiality and 
frankness and had cleared up any misunderstanding which might have 
arisen between the two countries. The talks had resulted in clarify- 
ing the respective Anglo-French policies and in reaching an under- 
standing as to a common approach to the problem of general European 
appeasement and to a solution of the question of German rearmament. 
Both nations now realized that their common interest lay in facing 
together a Germany no longer under the control of Hitler but under 
the domination of the Reichswehr. 

In the talks at the Foreign Office here which had lasted all day yes- 
terday and throughout the morning today, Barthou said he had ex- 
plained, and he thought to the British satisfaction, the reasons for 
France’s policy towards Russia which had had to be either one of 
reaching an understanding on the basis of an Eastern Locarno or of 
refusing to discuss security with Russia which would have driven the 

* Telegram in two sections. | ,
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latter into the German camp. He said that France’s support of the 
Russian idea of an Eastern Locarno has been given with the definite 
understanding that there was to be no military alliance and that the 
pact would be European in its scope and exclude the Far East. In their 
discussions of the Eastern Locarno Simon” had asked Barthou if 
France would also guarantee Germany against Russian aggression. 
This Barthou said his Government would be willing to do but thought 
it better not to insert mention of it in the present draft of the pact but 
to add it later if Germany so stipulates. Barthou said that Simon had 
accepted this explanation as satisfactory and had agreed that the Brit- 
ish Government should recommend to Germany and Poland that they 
join the Eastern Locarno. When Simon proposed that as a condition 
to the discussion of this pact there should be a prior discussion of Ger- 
man rearmament Barthou replied that Germany’s security would be so 
enhanced by its acceptance of the pact that it would subsequently be 
easier to discuss rearmament. At the British suggestion, however, a 
formula had been agreed upon to permit of simultaneous consideration 
of the two. He did not have time to explain this more fully. Bar- 
thou summarized the results of his talks in London as having reached 
the following specific agreements: 

1. Great Britain accepts the idea of an Eastern Locarno as a con- 
tribution to European peace. 

2. Great Britain agrees to recommend to both Germany and Poland 
that they adhere to this pact. 

3. Great Britain will explain to Italy the significance and impor- 
tance of the Eastern Locarno, and, 

4. Great Britain will agree to Russia’s entry into the League 
upon condition that it will abide strictly by the stipulations of the 
Covenant. 

Barthou said that the atmosphere which had made possible such a 
satisfactory exchange of views with the British was due to three 
things. First, the valuable assistance of the Americans in Geneva, 
second, his outburst at Geneva and third, the revelations of the re- 
cent German revolution which had accentuated the common interest 
of England and France. 
Although he himself was compelled to return to France today 

Barthou explained that he was leaving Piétri ?° here for several more 
days to continue his conversations with the Admiralty which up to 
the present time had resulted in agreement in principle on certain 
points. He said that Piétri was anxious to call upon me at the earliest 
opportunity and would then explain and discuss fully with me the 
substance of his talks with the British. | 

BincHAM 

* Sir John Simon, British Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs. 
” Francois Piétri, French Minister of Marine.
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740.0011 Mutual Guarantee (Hastern Locarno) /11: Telegram 

The Ambassador in Italy (Long) to the Secretary of State 

Rome, July 13, 1934—6 p. m. 
, [Received July 18—3:05 p. m.] 

143. Evening press publishes communiqué and inspired editorial 
which indicate a modification of attitude of the Italian Government 
regarding an Eastern Locarno and practically announcing it approves 

the plan but withholds participation. 
Lone 

740.0011 Mutual Guarantee (Mediterranean) /44 

Memorandum by the Chief of the Division of Western European 

Affairs (Moffat) 

| WasuincTon,] July 16, 1934. 

The Spanish Ambassador * called this morning and asked if we 
had any news with regard to the Mediterranean Pact which was al- 
leged to have been discussed by Mr. Barthou during his recent Euro- 
pean negotiations. I replied that our information was of the vaguest. 
In general we understood that the French desired to inaugurate a 
series of interlocking security pacts of which Locarno was the first 
and the so-called Eastern Locarno was to be the second. While one 
heard references in general terms to a Balkan Pact or a Mediterranean 
Pact, I thought that these could for the present be regarded as pious 
aspirations rather than concrete plans. We had been interested to 

note that Italy, which a few weeks ago opposed the idea of all regional 

pacts, was now giving it a rather distant blessing in the case of the 

proposed “Eastern Locarno”. 
The Ambassador said that Madrid was naturally extremely in- 

terested and that if at any time we had any information which we 

could properly pass on, he hoped we should do so. 

: Pierrepont Morrar 

740.0011 Mutual Guarantee (Eastern Locarno) /15: Telegram 

The Ambassador in the Soviet Union (Bullitt) to the Secretary 
of State 

Moscow, July 20, 1934—7 p. m. 
[Received 7:05 p. m.] 

904. I discussed today with Litvinov the status of the Hastern 

Locarno negotiations. He said that he had received formal promises 

* Luis Calderén.
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from the French and Czechoslovak Governments to enter into a pact 
of mutual assistance even though any or all other governments con- 
cerned should reject such a pact. The French Ambassador, Alphand, 
has given me the same information. 

Litvinov pointed out that Germany was thus confronted with ac- 
ceptance of the Eastern Locarno or the alternative of a defensive 
agreement between France, Czechoslovakia and the.Soviet Union. 
He added that Mussolini had instructed his Ambassador in Berlin ”? 
to advise the German Government in the strongest possible terms 
to accept the Eastern Locarno and to point out that the alternative 
was a French-Czech-Russian alliance which he, Mussolini, desired 
to avoid. 

Litvinov expressed the opinion that there was a good chance that 
Germany would accept after bargaining with the French calling for 
an increase of German armaments. He said he felt that the Poles 
also could not in the long run afford to stay out, that Polish-German 
flirtation was based on some sort of a gentlemen’s understanding be- 
tween Pilsudski*# and Hitler of which he had been unable to get the 
text. The same statement was made to me by Alphand. Litvinov 
said that Pilsudski had been greatly upset by the decrease in Hitler’s 
power as he had based his policy of the past few months on the as- 
sumption that Hitler would control Germany for the foreseeable 
future. 

Litvinov said that he was bringing no pressure to bear on Lithuania, 
Latvia and Estonia to obtain their adhesion to the pact, that he 
felt sure they would come in when they realized that a pact would 
be concluded either with or without them. I pointed out the difficulty 
of Lithuania with regard to definition of the Polish boundary. He 
replied that Lithuania could never attack Poland and that he believed 
a form of words could be found to cover this obstacle. 

He expressed the hope more or less as a joke that the Government 
of the United States would follow the example of the British Gov- 
ernment and give its public endorsement to the Eastern Locarno 
proposal. In reply I merely smiled. 

Litvinov said that further negotiations with Germany and Poland 
were entirely in the hands of the French, that the Soviet Government 
had left that part of the work to Barthou, but that the Italian nego- 
tiations were being handled largely by the Soviet Ambassador in 
Rome. 

BULuLitr 

* Vittorio Cerruti. 
8 Marshal Josef Pilsudski, Polish Minister of War. 
“Viadimir Petrovitch Potemkin. , 

791118—51——-38
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740.0011 Mutual Guarantee (Eastern Locarno) /16: Telegram 

The Ambassador in the Soviet Union (Bullitt) to the Secretary 
of State 

Moscow, July 20, 1934—10 p. m. 
[ Received July 20—8: 45 p. m.] 

206. Supplementing my 204, information I have received confi- 
dentially from the Lithuanian Legation indicates that contrary to 
Litvinov’s remarks Soviet diplomacy has been most active with regard 
to the Baltic states in general and Lithuania in particular. To save 
the situation produced by the recent German economic reprisals 
against Lithuania the Soviet Government concluded a contract for 
the purchase of one million gold rubles of slaughtered and live pork 
within a period of 2 months and has shown other signs of active 
friendliness. 

The Lithuanian Minister for Foreign Affairs ™ arrives in Moscow 
on August 1st. His visit is specifically for the purpose of signing the 
protocol prolonging the pact of nonaggression ** but the Lithuanian 
Legation states that the Soviet Government will take advantage of 

his visit and that of the Estonian Foreign Minister” on July 28 to 
settle the participation of the Baltic states in the Eastern Locarno. 
The Lithuanian Legation believes that it will be possible to find a 
formula whereby Lithuania might adhere to the Eastern Locarno 
without prejudice to her position in respect of Vilna. 
From a number of reliable Soviet sources I gather that the chief 

worry of the Soviet Government is with regard to the adhesion of 
Poland. It is generally believed here that it will be difficult to over- 
come Pilsudski’s opposition as he is supposed to cherish a dream 
that a Japanese-Soviet conflict may give Poland an historic oppor- 
tunity to rush to the rescue of the victor. 

BuL1Litt 

740.0011 Mutual Guarantee (Hastern Locarno) /21 

The Ambassador in Germany (Dodd) to the Secretary of State 

No. 1067 Beruin, July 24, 1934. 
| [Received August 3. ] 

Str: Referring to despatches Nos. 1025 and 1032 of July 13 and 
16 respectively,”® I have the honor to enclose further data in regard 
to the proposed Eastern Pact. From this it will be seen that the 

* Stasys Lozoraitis. . 
* Treaty of Non-Aggression signed at Moscow, September 28, 1926, League of 

Nations Treaty Series, vol. Lx, p. 145. 
* Julius Seljamaa. 
* Neither printed.
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Germans object to the proposals, though apparently they are in no 
hurry to reply and seem to be waiting for other countries to make 
smoother the path of German rejection. 

Enclosures 1 and 2 consist of the English text of the proposals as 
delivered to the German Foreign Office by the British Embassy. The 
first document is the original French proposal, and the second the 
British amendments accepted by the French, which the former held 
would place Germany on a basis of equality with France. 

Enclosure 3 consists of a confidential memorandum of conversation 
between Dr. Meyer, Chief of the Eastern Division in the Ministry for 
Foreign Affairs, and the Counselor of the Embassy,” in which the 
former set forth the German objections to the proposals. 

Enclosure 4 * comprises German press comment. 
Respectfully yours, Wiuu1aMm E. Dopp 

[Enclosure 1] | | 

French Proposals Regarding a Treaty of Regional Assistance To Be 
Signed by Poland, Russia, Germany, Czechoslovakia, Finland, 
Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania 

1. Treaty or Recronau AssIsTANCE TO BE SIGNED BY PoLanp, Russia, 

GERMANY, CzecHOosLOvVAKIA, Finuanp, Estonia, Latvia, Lrruv- 
ANIA 

Part I | 

(a) These countries would bind themselves in conformity with 
Covenant immediately to lend assistance to one another in the case 
of attack by one contracting state on another. 

(6) Nosupport would be given by any of signatories to an aggressor 
country not a party to treaty. 

Part II 

(a) Inthe case of attack or threatened attack by a contracting coun- 
try, the other parties would consult together with a view to avoidance 
of a conflict and in order to promote a return to peace. 

(6) The signatories would undertake the same commitment in the 
case of attack or of threatened attack by a Power which is not a 
signatory against a signatory Power. 

(c) The consultations referred to in paragraphs (a) and (0) of 
Part II could extend to other interested Powers or to Powers entitled 
to participate in them by virtue of other treaties. 

(@) Where one contracting country could benefit from provisions 
of Article 10 and Article 16 of Covenant of League, the other signa- 

* J. C. White. 
* Not reprinted. |
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tories would undertake to secure a complete application of such pro- 
visions by League of Nations. 

2. AGREEMENT BETWEEN FRANCE AND Russia 

(a) As towards France, Russia would accept obligations arising 
from Treaty of Locarno as though Soviet Union were a signatory of 
that treaty on same footing as Great Britain or Italy. 

(6) As towards Russia, France would accept Commitments which 
would arise for her under Part I, paragraphs (a) and (6), of Regional 
Treaty if she were a signatory, in cases where it is a question of action 
in fulfilment of Article 16 of Covenant or decisive action taken by 
Assembly or Council or in fulfilment of paragraph 7 of Article 15 of 
Covenant. 

(c) France would be invited if case arose to participate in consulta- 
tions provided for in Treaty of Regional Assistance under terms of 
Article (a) of Part IT. 

3. A GENERAL Act, SIGNATORIES: ALL STATES SIGNATORIES OF TREATY 
or Recionat ASSISTANCE AND IN ADDITION FRANCE 

(a) The two preceding treaties are recognized as being of a character 
to contribute to maintenance of peace. 

(6) They are without prejudice to obligations and rights of con- 
tracting parties as members of League of Nations. 

(c) Entry into force of three acts is subject to their ratification and 
to entry into League of Nations of Russia. 

| {Enclosure 2] 

British Counterproposals Accepted by the French, Regarding a Treaty 
of Regional Assistance To Be Signed by Poland, Russia, Germany, 
Czechoslovakia, Finland, Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania 

(1) In the view of the French Government Russia ought to be 
prepared to give Germany as well as to France the same guarantees 
against non-provoked aggression as those which she would be bound 
to give if she were a signatory to the Treaty of Locarno, 

(2) In regard to the proposed Eastern Pact France would be pre- 
pared to give the same guarantees to Germany and Russia. 

(3) The French Government agrees with His Majesty’s Government 
in holding that the conclusion of such a pact and Germany’s partici- 
pation in the system of reciprocal guarantees now contemplated would 
afford the best ground for the assumption of negotiations for the con- 
clusion of a convention such as would provide a reasonable application 
of the principle of German equality of rights in a régime of security 
for all nations.
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[Enclosure 3] 

Memorandum by the Counselor of Embassy in Germany (White) of a 
Conversation With the Chief of the Eastern Division in the German 
Ministry for Foreign Affairs (Meyer) 

I asked Dr. Meyer as to what he could tell me of the so-called East- 
ern Locarno proposals in addition to what he had previously com- 
municated. 

Dr. Meyer proceeded to give me the text in English of the original 
French proposals and of the modifications suggested by the English 
and accepted by France. Both of the documents had apparently been 
given out by the British Embassy. Dr. Meyer said that although the 
matter was still being considered with a view to seeing what the attitude 
of the other powers was, and no immediate answer was contemplated, 
yet the following objections might be raised: 1) the Germans did 
not wish to have the Russian or French armies march in through 
their country with a view to carrying out the clauses of the treaty; 
2) the treaty was based on a military alliance between Russia and 
France which would give those two countries the principal say in carry- 
ing out the terms of the proposed pact. Asked whether a military al- 
liance already existed between Russia and France, Dr. Meyer replied 

that he thought not; Russia had made the proposal for such an alliance 
and France had endeavored to turn this into a pact for regional secur- 
ity; 8) the pact would work in favor of the stronger powers against 
the weaker ; among the latter was Germany, by reason of her armament 
situation, and Russia and France were among the former; 4) Germany 
might be drawn into quarrels or wars between the signers and have to 
supply troops; 5) Germany might be called upon to take up arms 
against non-signing powers. Particularly did this apply in case of 
war in the Far East, when this country would have to support Russia 
against Japan, a commitment which the British were very careful to 
avoid for themselves. Dr. Meyer stated that the members of the Little 
Entente—other than Czechoslovakia—had not been proposed as signers 
so far, though they might come in later. 

Another objection of the German Government to the proposed pact, 
mentioned by Dr. Meyer, was that Germany considered that the Rus- 
sian guarantees proposed for the existing Pact of Locarno would not 
be a source of additional strength, but rather the reverse. 

He considered that the British had endorsed the Eastern Pact be- 
cause: 1) it would relieve the British of the continuous pressure from 
France for further guarantees in favor of the latter; 2) in the hope 

that it might keep things quiet in the east of Europe; 3) it would be a 
means of getting Germany back into the League. In this last con- 
nection, however, Dr. Meyer held that the English were mistaken, as
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nothing was said about the changes which Germany desired in the 
League and—more important—nothing was said in regard to the 
equal treatment (Gleichberechtigung) of Germany inarmaments. At 

this point naturally Dr. Meyer alluded to the speech of M. Barthou at 
Bayonne. 

Dr. Meyer agreed that the Finnish Government had definitely re- 
jected the proposals. He said the Scandinavian countries were also 
opposed to the pact although they had not been urged to join; further, 

that he had had no conversation with the Poles on the subject. 
J. C. WHITE 

BERtxIn, July 24, 1934. 

740.0011 Mutual Guarantee (Eastern Locarno) /30 

The Ambassador in the Soviet Union (Bullitt) to the Secretary 
of State 

No. 105 Moscow, July 27, 1984. 
[Received August 10.] 

Sir: As the Department is aware, the attitude of the Soviet press 
towards Great Britain has been one of traditional hostility. I now 
have the honor to report that Monsieur Barthou’s visit to London has 
been the signal for a marked change in tone. 

At the beginning of June, Karl Radek defined the fundamental 
lines of British foreign policy as shaped to avoid commitments, either 
direct or indirect, which might encourage a conflict with the United 
States and, simultaneously, to encourage the anti-Soviet policy of 
Japan and Germany. Subsequently, deeply impressed by British 
utterances, particularly those of Winston Churchill and other die- 
hards exhibiting sympathy for Soviet policy and approval of the 
proposed Eastern Locarno, Radek explained on July 15 (Pravda) 
that England was beginning to realize that the menace of invasion 
by air from Germany was more real than the menace of Soviet pene- 
tration into India. The German air menace, he said, was the cause 
of the recent meetings between members of the French and British 
general staffs. In exchange for the French support which England 
had obtained, French diplomacy had demanded that Great Britain 
show a benevolent neutrality towards an Eastern Locarno. England’s 
favorable decision in the matter had, of course, been facilitated by 
recent events in Germany. | 

The conditions imposed by England, before acquiescing in the pro- 
posed Eastern pact, namely, that Germany be invited to participate 
and that the guarantees given by France, Germany, and the U.S.S. R.,
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be strictly mutual, were not criticized adversely by Karl Radek or 
any of the Soviet editorial writers. 

The entire range of the Soviet press has taken pride in pointing 
to the British change of attitude as evidence that the sincere efforts 
of Soviet diplomacy in the interest of peace had been recognized. 
And, irrespective of the motives prompting this change, England’s 
new attitude was to be approved and encouraged. 

A brief announcement has recently appeared in the press, that an 
agreement has been concluded between the Soviet and English Gov- 
ernments for an exchange of military attachés. This, too, is accepted 

as evidence of improved relations between the two countries. 
The leading editorial of the Pravda of July 16 declared, on the 

general subject of the Anglo-French conversations, that the: proposed 
Eastern Locarno would “play an important role in the consolidation 

of peace, not only in Europe but outside of Europe as well”. The 
proposal made in London that France and the U. 8. 8S. R. would 
mutually guarantee their eastern and western frontiers was described 
therein as “a new and powerful guarantee of peace in Europe”. 

Germany’s attitude towards the proposed Eastern pact has been 

attributed to the imperialistic aims of the National Socialist Govern- 
ment. The present strained relations between the U. S. S. R. and 
Germany, according to Karl Radek, could not respond solely to dif- 
ferences in the forms of Government. This had not prevented friendly 

relations between the U. S. S. R. and Italy. He thought the real 
reason was in Germany’s thirst for expansion eastward. Only formal 
obligations assumed by Germany could dispel this impression before 
the world. 

A leading editorial of the Zzvestia of July 16 replied to the argu- 
mentation of the Deutsche Diplomatisch-Politische Korrespondenz 
which denounced an Eastern Locarno as an attempt to encircle Ger- 
many. /zvestza contended that there could only be one eventuality 
in which one of the signatories of the pact would be confronted by 
all the rest ; namely, when the signatory in question was the aggressor. 
A German refusal to sign would have the motive force of water on 
the mill wheel of an Anglo-French military alliance, a development 
which Germany greatly feared. The same article treated also of the 
attitude of Poland. A similarity was seen between the attitudes of 
both Poland and Germany and the cause was attributed to the influ- 
ence of Germany. Jzvestia argued that Poland was the only country 
whose frontiers had been seriously questioned. Germany, in the 

Polish-German pact, had assumed only the obligation, bereft of inter- 
national significance, not to raise the question of the Corridor for 
ten years. An Eastern Locarno was, in fact, the best guarantee that
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Poland could have. In conclusion, it was hoped that the gravity of 
the situation as well as the political common sense of Colonel Beck 
would prevent Poland from procrastination and from imposing im- 
possible conditions which would be equivalent to a negative reply. 

The general impression which seems to prevail in well informed 
Soviet circles is that the most delicate point in the consummation of 
an Eastern Locarno is Poland. It is generally conceded that the pres- 
tige and authority of Marshal Pilsudski have not diminished in Po- 
land; that it is he who still shapes Polish policy. The consensus seems 
to be that the Marshal is still inspired by towering ambitions and the 
dream of restoring the past grandeur of Poland. It is suggested that 
he foresees a conflict between the U. S. S. R. and Japan in the rela- 
tively near future; that he considered such an eventuality a rare 
chance for Poland to regain her past glory and that he was, in conse- 
quence, reluctant to tie his hands in any way in order to be able to take 
full advantage of the situation at the opportune moment. 

If Germany refused to enter an Eastern Locarno, it would not be 
fatal to the project, but if Poland, too, refused, an Eastern Locarno 
would be made impossible. In this event, as previously reported to 
the Department, it seems entirely clear that France, the U.S. S. R. and 

Czechoslovakia will negotiate a pact of mutual assistance. 
The next point of preoccupation is Lithuania. Since both the Cor- 

ridor and Bessarabia have disappeared for the present from the lime- 
light, the difficulties in respect of Vilna and Memel are more promi- 
nent in the international complex. While Mr. Litvinov manifests 
unconcern in respect of the Lithuanian attitude toward an Eastern 
Locarno, it has been learned that Soviet diplomacy has been very 
active in currying Lithuanian favor. Substantial purchases were 
recently made in Lithuania at a time when German trade reprisals had 
provoked an acute economic crisis there. Great cordiality marked the 
recent flight to Moscow of Lithuanian aviators and there are many in- 
dications that the Soviet Union attaches real importance to the task of 
inducting Lithuania into an Eastern Locarno. 

Soviet-Baltic relations will be the subject of a subsequent despatch 
following the approaching visit to Moscow of the Estonian and Lith- 
uanian foreign ministers. The fact that their Latvian colleague is 
not coming to Moscow for the present to join in signing the protocols 
extending the non-aggression pacts with the Soviet Union, is ex- 
plained by the fact that the portfolio of foreign affairs has been tem- 

* Protocol renewing Treaty of Non-Aggression of September 28, 1926, with 
Lithuania is in League of Nations Treaty Series, vol. cLxxxvi, p. 267; protocol 
modifying Treaty of Non-Aggression of February 5, 1932, with Latvia is in League 
of Nations Treaty Series, vol. cxLvmI, p. 113; protocol renewing Treaty of Non- 
ons of May 4, 1932, with Estonia is in League of Nations Treaty Series, vol.
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porarily taken over in Latvia by the Prime Minister ” and that it has 
been deemed more practical, for reasons of ceremonial, to wait until 
a foreign minister @ ttre is appointed, an appointment which is ex- 
pected in the near future. 

Reverting to the subject of Anglo-Soviet relations, I have the 
further honor to report that the Soviet Government is reliably re- 
ported to be convinced that a far-reaching agreement has been con- 
cluded between Great Britain and Holland whereby Great Britain is 
free to establish lines of defence in Holland against air attack. In 
return for this, Great Britain has guaranteed the security of the 
Dutch East Indies. I am informed that the Soviet authorities view 
this development complacently and that their attitude towards Great 
Britain has, indeed, grown so benign that even British activities in 
Southern Chinese Turkistan no longer arouse Soviet misgivings. 
Respectfully yours, Wit1a8m ©. Borurr 

740.0011 Mutual Guarantee (Hastern Locarno) /17 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in the Soviet Union (Bullitt) to the Secretary 
of State | 

Moscow, July 30, 19384—11 a. m. 
[Received 11:50 a. m.] 

225. The visit to Moscow of Selijamaa, Foreign Minister of 
Estonia, has produced great diplomatic activity and remarkable 
results. 

1. Yesterday afternoon Selijamaa and Bilmanis, Latvian Minister 
to the Soviet Union, signed an “agreement” to enter the Eastern 
Locarno provided Poland and Germany should also enter it. There 
was no acceptance of a specific written text. The proposal made by 
Litvinov contained two clauses: (1st, a general guarantee of mu- 
tual assistance by all signatories; (2d), a special guarantee by Russia 
of the borders of France and Germany, by France of the borders of 
Russia and Germany, by Germany of the borders of Russia and 
France. 

The following text was published this morning as a declaration of 
Litvinov: 

“The Estonian Government declares that it assumes a favorable 
attitude to the Eastern pact of mutual assistance in which the 
U. 8. 8. R., Poland, Germany, Czechoslovakia and the Baltic states 
would participate. 

In consideration of the absence of a definite text Estonia reserves 
the right to make the necessary modifications and changes on receiving 
the text.” 

” Karl Ulmanis.



506 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1934, VOLUME! I 

The news was also published that the Latvian envoy in Moscow had 
made an identical declaration on behalf of his Government. 

Litvinov last night was in a state of triumphant delight at the defeat 
he had administered to Beck, Foreign Minister of Poland. According 
to Litvinov and Radek the true story of Beck’s visit to Estonia is the 
following: Beck was able to persuade Selijamaa to agree to have 
Estonia stand with Poland in the negotiations with regard to the 
Eastern Locarno and Beck’s announcement to the press to this effect 
is said to have been based on actual statements by Selijamaa. The 
President of Estonia, Pats, under pressure from Great Britain, the 
Soviet Union and France then ordered Selijamaa to reverse his 
position. 

Litvinov informed me that Selijamaa on arriving in Moscow had 
said that Beck had misunderstood his verbal remarks and that Beck’s 
statements to the press were “outrageously inaccurate.” 

Litvinov added that he had already a pledge from Lithuania to 
enter the pact. | 

The Polish Ambassador last night was in a state of disordered agi- 
tation. He began a conversation with Radek with the remark “I am 
interested to see clearly that the Soviet Union has now disinterested 
itself entirely in the maintenance of friendly relations with Poland.” 
Radek expressed the fear that Litvinov’s triumph over Beck had been 
too dramatic and wounding and that wounded pride might lead Poland 
to hysterical opposition to the Eastern Locarno. 

Litvinov expressed the opinion that Poland and Germany would 
make counterproposals for a series of bilateral pacts and that no 
agreement on the Eastern Locarno could be reached until late autumn. 

Buuuirr 

740.0011 Mutual Guarantee (Eastern Locarno) /18 : Telegram 

Lhe Ambassador in the Soviet Union (Bullitt) to the Secretary 
of State 

Moscow, July 30, 1984—noon. 
[Received July 30—11:25 a. m.] 

226. Continuing my No. 225, the Latvian Minister informed me 
last night that in case Poland and Germany should refuse to enter the 
Eastern Locarno Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania would nevertheless 
join in the pact with France, Czechoslovakia and the Soviet Union. 

The Latvian Minister stated further that his Government had in- 
formed itself fully with regard to the present negotiations between 
Poland and Lithuania about which I had spoken to him in our con- 
versation of July 11th, reported in my despatch No. 85, J uly 12, 1934.% 

* Not printed.
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He said that Lithuania and Poland were now close to agreement on 
the following basis: 

(a) There should be an entirely secret agreement between Lithuania 
and Poland to the effect that Poland would give autonomy to Vilna 
and the Vilna district. 

(6) Poland publicly would guarantee Lithuania in the possession 
of Memel. 

(c) The frontier would be opened to commerce. 
(d) The Polish and Lithuanian armies would cooperate in case of 

war. He expressed the opinion that the agitations of the Poles with 
regard to the Eastern Locarno might produce a considerable delay in 
the conclusion of these negotiations. 

Boiuirr 

740.0011 Mutual Guarantee (Hastern Locarno) /19 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in the Soviet Union (Bullitt) to the Secretary 
of State 

Moscow, August 3, 1934—4 p. m. 
[Received August 3—11: 03 a. m.] 

241, Litvinov and Lozoraitis, Lithuanian Minister of Foreign 
Affairs, yesterday issued a joint statement with regard to the Eastern 
Locarno proposal which contained the following statement: 

they further came to the conclusion that the almost universal feel- 
ing of disquiet and alarm fully justified by the present international 
situation demands collective measures of security by all the nations in 
the eastern part of Europe and that the measure most responsible to 
this aim is the project of an eastern regional pact of mutual assistance 
which has been approved by the majority of the participants noted and 
also by nearly all great Kuropean nations and in which the U.S.S. R. 
and Lithuania have already declared their readiness to take a direct 
part.” 

Buiuitr 

740.0011 Mutual Guarantee (Hastern Locarno) /20 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in the Soviet Union (Bullitt) to the Secretary 
of State 

Moscow, August 3, 1934—5 p. m. 
[ Received August 3—2: 40 p. m.] 

243. Supplementing my 239,* in the course of a conversation with me 
last night Lozoraitis, Lithuanian Foreign Minister, stated that he 
intended to act in concert with Litvinov to the fullest possible extent 
in attempting to bring about the Eastern Locarno. 

* Dated August 3, 2 p. m.; Foreign Relations, The Soviet Union, 1933-1939, 
section on 1934.
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He expressed the opinion that Poland would be compelled to accept 

in principle but would make every possible difficulty when details 

had to be discussed. 

Lozoraitis denied vehemently that the information with regard to 
Lithuanian-Polish relations, (reported on the authority of the Lat- 

vian Minister in my number 226 **) was up to date. He stated that 

he had had discussions [with] Colonel Prystor ®* and more recently 

with another Polish representative, that until the eve of his coming 

to Moscow he had been most hopeful of reaching some sort of an 

agreement with Poland, that the Poles were profuse in professions of 
friendship but that every concrete proposition made to him was one 

which involved a greater or lesser infringement of the sovereignty of 

Lithuania. He stated that he had replied finally just before coming 

to Moscow that Lithuania would not consider for an instant federa- 

tion with Poland in return for the attachment of Vilna and the sur- 

rounding district to the Lithuanian state and would not consider 
agreeing that the Lithuanian army should cooperate with the Polish 

army in case of war. He added that the negotiations had been broken 

off definitely but that he hoped later to be able to come to some agree- 
ment with regard to purely economic matters. 

Lozoraitis said that he would base his policy in the future on the 

closest possible cooperation with the Soviet Union and that so long as 
he was sure of Soviet friendship he believed that Lithuania would be 

immune from German or Polish hostility. He added that on his return 

to Kaunas he intended to resume at once his negotiations with Estonia 

and Latvia for the establishment of a common front in all political 

negotiations. ‘These statements of Lozoraitis were confirmed fully 
by Baltrusaitis, the Lithuanian Minister to Moscow with whom I have 

intimate relations. 

BouLuirr 

740.0011 Mutual Guarantee (Hastern Locarno) /42 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Poland (Cudahy) to the Secretary of State 

Warsaw, September 5, 1984—4 p. m. 
[Received September 5—2:15 p. m.] 

46. Beck expresses opinion Eastern Locarno will fail. 
CuDAHY 

* Dated July 30, noon, p. 506. 
7 Aleksander Prystor, member of the Polish Diet and former Prime Minister.
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740.0011 Mutual Guarantee (Eastern Locarno) /58 

The Ambassador in Germany (Dodd) to the Secretary of State 

No. 1300 Brruin, September 20, 1934. 
| [Received September 28. ] 

Sm: Referring to my telegram No. 185 of September 11, 4 p. m., I 
have the honor to enclose a copy, in the vernacular, of the German 
memorandum in reply to the proposal for an Eastern Pact of Mutual 
Assistance sponsored by the French and Russians, together with a 
translation of the same. <A further brief comment by Baron von 
Neurath made in the course of a speech at the German Foreign Insti- 
tute, which, however, does not add very much to the arguments, is 
forwarded as enclosure 3. <A brief summary of the pact was con- 

tained in the above mentioned telegram. A further summary is to be 
found in enclosure 4, which represents a translation of the official 
press statement in regard thereto. Enclosures 5a to 5g * represent 
press comments, in translation, which supplement, sometimes quite 
pointedly, the official arguments. 

The German memorandum may be said to close the first chapter of 
the proposed Eastern Pact. Whether there will be others remains 
to beseen. The Foreign Office by no means rejects the idea of further 
negotiations and indeed intimates as a general direction in which 
such might be conducted either a series of bilateral agreements, or a 
collective obligation of non-aggression together with consultation of 
the powers interested. 

The German note is a smooth and clever document, enabling this 
Government to contrast itself favorably as a protagonist of peace in 
comparison with France and Russia. As far as one can see here, the 
net result of the Franco-Russian proposal sponsored by England is to 
establish a common ground of agreement between Germany and Po- 
land, to give the Germans a pretext for making a more effective plea 
for equality of armament than they have hitherto perhaps been able 
to do, and generally to expose the unpractical side of the Franco-Rus- 
sian scheme. Such a result would seem to be equivalent to a diplo- 
matic defeat for France and the Soviets, and one 1s tempted to wonder 
how Barthou and Litvinoff came to place themselves in a position 
which they might have foreseen would have the result indicated. 
Among my colleagues I have found two different points of view 

expressed; one, that the project for an Eastern Pact was merely to 
prepare the ground for a Franco-Russian alliance; and the other that 
the French persuaded themselves that the main danger of war lies in 
the Far East. The position of the British can be more readily under- 
stood. They are only interested to a very secondary degree themselves 

% Not printed. 
*° None printed. :
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in the Pact; their advocacy of it presumably relieving them for the 
time being of the perennial French pressure for guarantees of security. 
They would have been indirectly benefited had the Pact turned out 
to be a success, and they are no worse off by reason of its rejection. 

Respectfully yours, For the Ambassador: 
J.C. WHITE 

Counselor of Embassy 

[Enclosure—Translation] 

German Memorandum Replying to the French and Russian Proposal 
for an Eastern Pact of Mutual Assistance 

In June of this year the French Government and the Government 
of the Union of Socialist Soviet Republics verbally informed the Ger- 
man Government of the broad outlines of the plan for a so-called 
Eastern Pact of Mutual Assistance. In July the British Government 
transmitted a written scheme of a Pact; according to this draft the 
first part of the new Pact system has in view a treaty between Germany, 
Poland, Russia, Czecho-Slowakia, Finland, Estonia, Latvia and Lithu- 
ania; the chief stipulations provided that in the case of a crisis these 
States should proceed to joint consultations and in the case of an attack 
by one of the Contracting Parties against another of the Contracting 
Parties they should lend immediate military assistance to the country 
attacked. This eight-Power treaty is to be supplemented by an Ad- 
ditional Treaty between France and Russia in which on the one hand 
Russia would undertake the same obligations which England and 
Italy have undertaken as guarantors of the Rhine Pact of Locarno and 
whereby, on the other hand, France would be considered as a signatory 
of the eight-Power treaty so far as Germany and Russia were con- 
cerned and would be entitled to participate in consultations of these 
Powers. 

On the basis of the informations hitherto received by the German 
Government with regard to the plan many important points are still 
left open. Nevertheless the German Government have carefully ex- 
amined the fundamental principles of such a Pact system. The in- 
formations received call for certain observations which the German 
Government would like to make at this stage to the Governments in 
question. These remarks will, no doubt, help to clear the situation. 

There is an observation of a fundamental character which the Ger- 
man Government must make at the outset. They have in the course 
of the disarmament negotiations always held that by far the most ef- 
fective way of guaranteeing the security of all countries would be a 
general disarmament or at least the establishment of a reasonable and 

“Ante, p. 499.
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just proportion of armaments between the different States. At the 
same time they expressed that they would be prepared to participate 
in other agreements of a political character in so far as these agree- 
ments complied with the demands for complete reciprocity and in so 
far as they actually would serve as guarantees of peace. It was with 
this idea in mind that the German Government have repeatedly offered 
to conclude long-term non-aggression pacts with all neighbouring 
countries, renouncing the use of force in any form. The German 
Government stands by this attitude. They desire nothing more than 
peace for Germany. They firmly reject the idea of aggression against 
any other State or the use of any kind of force in international rela- 
tions. On the other hand it is only logical that they can not partici- 
pate in any kind of international system of security so long as other 
Powers will contest German equality of rights with regard to arma- 
ments. A self-respecting nation can not be expected to enter into a 
special kind of political relationship with other Powers, if they 
simultaneously treat it as a second-class nation and as a nation of minor 
rights, where a question is concerned which is inseparably bound up 
with what this relationship aims at. Moreover, any system of se- 
curity which is not firmly based upon equality of military rights must 
in practice necessarily work out to the disadvantage of the State 
differentiated. Considering the protracted discussion concerning the 
relation between security and disarmament, considering the Five- 
Power Declaration of December 1932,*! as well as the facts which led 
up to Germany’s withdrawal from the Disarmament, Conference and 
the League of Nations, and considering more especially the disarma- 
ment negotiations between the Great Powers in the course of the first 
months of this year, the German Government did not expect to be 
called upon to participate in a Pact system involving extensive new 
obligations, while her equality is still being treated as an open ques- 
tion. According to the documents transmitted by the British Govern- 
ment the latter obtained the consent of the French Government to a 
declaration bringing the conclusion of the proposed Pact into rela- 
tionship with the disarmament question. This declaration would 
seem to confirm the apprehensions of the German Government with 
regard to what the initiators of the plan are aiming at, rather than 
todispelthem. “The conclusion of such a Pact and Germany’s partic- 
ipation in the system of reciprocal guarantees now contemplated”— 
so the British draft says—“would afford the best ground for the re- 
sumption of negotiations for the conclusion of a convention such as 
would provide for a reasonable application of the principle of German 
equality of rights in a regime of security for all nations.” # The in- 

“ Foreign Relations, 1932, vol. 1, p. 527; for correspondence concerning Ger- 
many’s demand for equality of armaments, see ibid., pp. 416 ff. 
“See enclosure No. 2 to despatch No. 1067, July 24, from the Ambassador 

in Germany, p. 500.
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terpretation given to the declaration by the initiators of the plan ap- 
pears clearly from a public speech made by the French Minister for 
Foreign Affairs when he stated that there could be no question of 
disarmament being negotiated parallel to the Eastern Pact; it could 
only be said that the conclusion of the Eastern Pact might perhaps 
create a new atmosphere which would permit to examine what effect 
this Pact might have on disarmament. The German Government 
must emphasize that they can not bea party to sucha policy. Without 
justification Germany is called upon to make prestations by anticipa- 
tion which she would have to reject, even if the construction of the 
Pact did justice to the German point of view. The negotiations with 
regard to the realization of German equality of rights in the beginning 
of this year led to an almost complete agreement between the British, 
Italian and the German Governments; “ on the basis accepted by the 
three Powers they might rapidly and without difficulty have been 
brought to a conclusion, if all Powers concerned had been willing. If 
now the realization of the new demands for security is to be given 
preference to an international settlement of disarmaments, thus leav- 
ing the latter in a state of complete uncertainty, the German Govern- 
ment can not agree to this; more especially as all the highly-armed 
States have since last spring proceeded to a further increase of 
armaments, thereby more and more reducing the chances of a general 
limitation of armaments, to say nothing of a general disarmament. 

There is another point in connection with the previous question. 
Under the present scheme the entry into force of the new Pact system 
is subject to the entry of the Union of Socialist Soviet Republics to 
the League of Nations. No mention is made in the scheme of Ger- 
many’s future relations to the League of Nations. If this omission 
is to indicate that the initiators of the plan are taking it for granted 
that Germany will return to the League of Nations as a matter of 
course, the German Government must refer to their declaration re- 
peatedly made that Germany’s future relationship to the League of 
Nations can not be discussed so long as her equality of rights is in 
any way questioned from certain quarters. 

This decisive point having been made clear, the German Govern- 
ment would make the following observations with regard to the pro- 
posed Pact system. 

It is evident that the essential point of the system is the obligation 
of the Contracting Parties to lend immediate assistance in case of 
war. Thus the idea of joint assistance of States to another State in 
case of attack is once more put into discussion, an idea repeatedly 
brought forward in varying forms in certain quarters ever since the 
foundation of the League of Nations. AJl international negotiations 

** See pp. 1 ff.
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conducted in connection with the sanction clauses of the Covenant have 
shown with increasing evidence the extraordinary difficulties met by 
any attempt to introduce a collective Pact system providing for the 
obligation of an automatic military assistance, a system which in a 
crisis would function justly and on an equal basis for all. These dif- 
ficulties hardly diminish if a system of sanctions and guarantees 
comprising all States or a large number of States is replaced by 
regional Pacts of certain groups of States. Except under circum- 

stances and in the case of problems of quite a special kind as they exist, 
for example, in the case of the Rhine Pact of Locarno, a regional Pact 
system of this kind will in practice, as a general rule, either fail com- 
pletely or it will merely operate along the lines indicated by other 
political engagements and interests of different Powers and corres- 
ponding in no way to the aims of the Pact. Even on the supposition 
that at the critical moment, the contracting parties will give preference 
to considerations of loyalty to the Pact over other engagements and 
interests, it is difficult to imagine how such a Pact could afford ade- 
quate protection to partners of military inferiority against partners of 
strong military power. Moreover the tendency to secure as far as 
possible the automatic functioning of assistance would involve the 
danger of the Pact being put into operation more easily in an arbitrary 
way and by political machinations. 

If the proposed Pact system is examined from the points of view 
indicated above, serious doubts must arise as to whether, under the 
existing circumstances, this system can really be considered as an 
effective instrument of peace, working indiscriminately under all cir- 
cumstances. The question arises as to what considerations have led 
to the selection of the eight Powers named as partners of the Eastern 
Pact. In this connection it must further be asked for what reason 
France is called upon to act as a guarantor of the Eastern Pact, and 
for what reasons this guarantee is to be so stipulated in a special 
treaty, that it only applies to Germany and the Soviet Union and not 
to the other Contracting Parties to the Eastern Pact. The serious 
complications which might arise from this or a similar grouping of 
Powers can easily be gathered, if you consider the geographical situa- 
tion of the Powers concerned, their individual political interests and 
furthermore the fact that several of these countries are already bound 
by other political engagements. Far from putting into doubt the 
loyalty of the Governments concerned, yet the German Government 
does not feel convinced that the engagements stipulated by the new 
Pact system would in every case prove sufficiently strong and that they 
would not come into conflict with given realities. The assistance pro- 
vided for in the Pact is, in the case of war, to be given “immediately” 
j. e. at once and unconditionally, no time being given to wait for the 
result of the consultation between the Governments or the decision of 

791113—51——-39
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any other Institution and no allowance being made for the agreement 
of the States obliged to offer assistance. Is it not likely that, under 
such a system, the Powers obliged to lend assistance will have different 
views as to which of the States drawn into the conflict has been at- 
tacked? Is it not likely that in case of such a divergence arising it 
would easily happen that either the attitude of the strongest Power 

or Powers would decide and compel the other partners to follow suit, 
or that the question at issue would lead to the formation of opposing 
groups among the partners, resulting in a war of all against all? But, 
putting aside the possibility of such differences of opinion, would it 
not lead to extraordinary difficulties in many cases, if the Contracting 
Parties are bound not only to military assistance but also to permit the 
troops of any other partner to march through their own territory ? 
Finally it should not be left out of consideration that the formation 
of such groups, in so far as it actually increases the security of Con- 
tracting Parties, might, for this very reason, under certain circum- 
stances cause reactions on States not being partners which would be 
out of harmony with the general interest in the preservation of the 

peace of the world. 
The example of the Rhine Pact of Locarno, providing under certain 

circumstances, for the automatic assistance of the Guarantor Powers, 
can not be cited as against these possibilities. The Rhine Pact deals 
with a very concrete and clearly defined political problem. Its appli- 
cation was from the outset sufficiently clear to the limited group of 
Powers concerned to enable them to form an accurate opinion on the 
extension of their obligations. Complications as indicated above are, 
as matters stand, practically out of the question. There is no need to 
prove that matters would be quite different in the case of the new Pact. 

The Governments now supporting the plan of an Eastern Pact must 
appreciate that the German Government can not take into considera- 
tion such an extensive project but with the utmost caution and after 
weighing carefully all possibilities. The central situation of Germany 
in the midst of heavily armed states makes this imperative. How can 
Germany undertake the obligation to intervene in indefinite conflicts 
of other States which do not concern her or in which she is not in- 
terested? She would thereby make herself the battleground for all pos- 
sible conflagrations in Europe and draw upon herself dangers which no 
serious adherent of such a Pact can possibly expect her to face. These 
apprehensions can not simply be dispelled by stating that the object of 
the Pact is precisely to prevent the outbreak of war and that therefore 
this eventuality need not be seriously considered. That is a petitio 
principii, for by so reasoning you are taking for granted what, in the 
opinion of the German Government, must be a matter of doubt, i. e. 
whether such a Pact would actually have the effect of guaranteeing the 
maintenance of peace between the Contracting Parties under all cir-
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cumstances. There is therefore no ground whatever for the argument 
that any apprehensions with regard to the consequences of the pro- 
posed Pact provisions may be dispelled by expressing the mere hope 
that these provisions will never receive practical application. 
Furthermore Germany can hardly expect any real advantages from 

the Pact which would outweigh the dangers referred to. The German 
Government can not refrain from speaking quite openly about cer- 
tain delicate points raised by the problem presented to them, the other 

Governments having opened the plan of the Eastern Pact to public 
discussion although they could have no doubt as to the German point 
of view. The German Government is under the impression that the 
Additional Treaty referring to the mutual obligations of France and 
Soviet Russia is a construction which is neither called for nor sug- 
gested by the natural requirements of the situation in Eastern Europe 
nor by any need for a greater stability of the Locarno system. What- 
ever may be the ideas of the other Powers interested in eastern ques- 
tions or partners to the Locarno system with regard to the part now to 
be played by the two countries France and Russia, Germany can not 

see how she might gain thereby. Even if the Additional Treaty were 
so drawn up that the guarantee given by France and Russia were to 
act equally in favor of Germany, this would, as a matter of fact, only 
constitute a formal equality. The German Government can not con- 
sider it a practical reality that Germany, one day, should be defended 
in her own territory by Soviet-Russian troops against an attack from 

the west or by French troops against an attack from the east. 
In expressing the aforesaid doubts and apprehensions, the German 

Government does not wish to evade a joint examination of the ques- 
tion as to whether and what new guarantees for security can be created 
for Europe or for certain parts of Europe in addition to the settle- 
ment of the armament question. They are inclined to believe that, 
in general, the best results will be achieved by the method of bilateral 
agreements, because such agreements can always be adapted to the 
concrete circumstances and therefore do not run the risk of either re- 
maining pure theories or of leading to complications. They do now, 
however, wish altogether to reject the idea of multilateral pacts. In 

case the other Governments would wish to pursue the idea of multi- 
lateral pacts, the German Government would, however, earnestly sug- 
gest that stress should not be laid on the agreement to immediate 
military assistance in case of war, but rather upon other methods of 
securing peace. The idea of a collective obligation of non-aggression 
and the idea of consultation between the Powers interested, in a politi- 
cal crisis, would present themselves in the first instance. It is known 
that both ideas have already been discussed in the course of the dis- 
armament negotiations at Geneva and have at the time generally been 
accepted as part of the Disarmament Convention. They might, how-
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ever, be developed along various lines so that thereby real guarantees 
of peace would be created. Without entering into details the German 
Government would merely like to indicate the general direction in 
which, in their opinion, further considerations might well be carried 
on. Other possibilities need thereby not be excluded. They would 
only have to be considered from the point of view that the best guar- 
antee of peace will ever be not to prepare for war against war, but to 
extend and strengthen the means apt to prevent any possibility of an 

outbreak of war. 

Beruin, 8 September, 1934. | 

740.0011 Mutual Guarantee (Eastern Locarno) /56: Telegram 

The Ambassador in the Soviet Union (Bullitt) to the 
Secretary of State 

Moscow, September 25, 1934—9 p. m. 
[Received September 26—4 a. m.] 

325. My No. 320, September 24.4 Rubinin*® informed me today 
that the Soviet Government had given up all hope that the Eastern 

Locarno agreement might be pushed through. He added that the 

Soviet Government was still confident that France and Czechoslovakia 
would make an agreement with the Soviet Union for mutual defense. 
He said that the Soviet Government was fully aware that Great 
Britain and Italy were bringing great pressure to bear on France 
to refuse to make any definite agreement but that he believed the 
French had no intention of turning from their present course. The 
French Ambassador “ last night assured me that there was no chance 
whatever that France would yield to British and Italian pressure. He 
stated that as soon as the defensive agreement had been signed it 
would be made public. Both Rubinin and the French Ambassador 

said that no word had yet been put on paper. BuLurt 

740.0011 Mutual Guarantee (Eastern Locarno) /62: Telegram 

The Ambassador in the Soviet Union (Bullitt) to the 
Secretary of State 

| Moscow, October 5, 1934—6 p. m. 
[Received 10:35 p. m.] 

341. (Continuing my No. 340, October 5,5 p. m.*”) I asked Litvinoff 

if he had given up all hope of establishing the Eastern Pact. He said 

“Not printed. 
“Hvgeny Viadimirovich Rubinin, Soviet Director of the Third Department of 

Western Political Affairs. 
“ Charles Alphand. 
* Ante, p. 154.
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that he had not but that at best the negotiations would take a number 
of months. He said that he could not believe that the Poles in the 
end would be such fools as to base their national security on Hitler’s 
word and good faith. He added that at the moment, however, the 
Poles were attempting to form an anti-French bloc consisting of Po- 
land, Germany, Hungary, and Yugoslavia, and that they hoped 

Austria would drop into Hitler’s hands and form the final unit in the 
bloc. I asked him if he thought that this was the likely solution of 
the Austrian question.“ He replied that he did; that Italy, France, 
and the Little Entente * were utterly unable to agree on common ac- 
tion with regard to Austria, and that he saw little prospect of agree- 
ment; that if Hitler should have the success he expected in the Saar, 
Italy might be unable to continue to maintain the present Austrian 

_ Government against the Nazi movement. He said that he felt that 
Hitler’s position had been strengthened recently and that success in 
the matter of the Saar would lead to his continuance in power. 

Litvinoff then expressed the opinion that the one way to save Austria 
was to establish the seat of the League of Nations at Vienna and said 
that he and the French had been exploring the possibility of accom- 

plishing this but that they had little or no hope that the move might 

be made. 
I asked Litvinoff if, in view of the probability that the Eastern Pact 

would collapse, he had gone any further with his discussions of a de- 

fensive agreement between France, Czechoslovakia, and the Soviet 

Union. He replied that he had not and I derived the impression from 

various other remarks that he made during our conversation that the 

French, having got the Russians into the League, are beginning to show 

a certain lethargy with regard to guaranteeing the frontiers of the 

Soviet Union. 

bie Eb Burisrr 

740.0011 Mutual Guarantee (Hastern Locarno) /65 

The Ambassador in Poland (Cudahy) to the Secretary of State 

No. 448 Warsaw, October 9, 1934. 
[Received October 23.] 

Sie: I have the honor to report that at a meeting yesterday with 

Minister for Foreign Affairs Colonel Jézef Beck, the Minister dis- 

cussed the Eastern European Pact for Mutual Assistance (Hastern 

Locarno). | 

He said that the conception originated with Litvinoff but that 

Barthou had developed and expanded it. The Russian interest was 

“ See vol. u, pp. 1 ff. 
“ Rumania, Czechoslovakia, and Yugoslavia.
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centered upon opposition to Germany but Barthou had expanded 
the original thought to a security Pact embracing the different coun- 
tries now mentioned as proposed parties. In reality the pact was 
not an Eastern Pact at all but a Northeastern Pact, one affecting only 

northeastern Europe. 
In response to Barthou’s request, the Minister said he had reduced 

to writing the objections of Poland. This opposition had not varied 
from the outset. Fundamentally, Poland considered Germany as 
the base of the proposed agreement and since the attitude of that 
country remained unknown there was no foundation upon which to 
proceed. Also Poland was unable, after repeated interrogatories, to 
ascertain why the treaty comprised certain states and omitted others. 
Nor had any satisfactory method been suggested whereby Poland 
and Lithuania could become parties to the agreement without ex- 
changing diplomatic representation. These were the objections, the 
Minister said, he had set forth in writing and had transmitted to the 
French Government. 

He said Litvinov had expressed himself at Geneva as unconvinced 
regarding the desirability of any Eastern Locarno as presently pro- 
posed and that he would study the matter further before making any 
further commitment. 

The Minister said that Poland’s guiding foreign policy was to 
maintain, as far as possible, peaceful relations with its two tradi- 
tional enemies, Germany and Russia. He was happy to assure me 
that at the present time such relations were more satisfactory than 
they had been for some time. Poland put its faith in bilateral 
agreements rather than in comprehensive treaties which include a 
number of countries with diverse and sometimes conflicting interests. 
It was for this reason that Poland had never become a member of the 
Little Entente. Its controlling foreign policy was to maintain 
friendly relations with all European countries, and particularly, it 
cultivated the good will of the Danubian nations. Therefore Poland 
could not consistently become a party to any international agreement 
which arbitrarily included Czechoslovakia and did not include Ru- 
mania, Hungary and Austria. 

The Minister characterized the French position in seeking to make 
the Eastern Locarno so comprehensive, as one not guided by prac- 
tical considerations and intimate knowledge of the countries affected. 
He said it was not so serious a matter for France, territorially far 
removed from countries like Czechoslovakia, Lithuania, and the other 
Baltic nations, to enter into an agreement imposing serious responsi- 
bilities upon the contracting governments, but for Poland, a next 
door neighbor to such countries, it was a very serious matter. The 
attitude of Finland towards the proposed pact definitely “negative”, 
likewise the Governments of Estonia and Latvia, expressing them-
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selves as unwilling to participate unless Germany and Poland became 
parties to it, had also influenced the Polish Government. 

Respectfully yours, JOHN CUDAHY 

740.0011 Mutual Guarantee (Eastern Locarno) /71: Telegram 

The Chargé in the Soviet Union (Wiley) to the Secretary of State 

Moscow, December 9, 1984—8 p. m. 
[Received December 9—7: 20 p. m.] 

407. Izvestiya December 8 announced conclusion at Geneva of “pro- 
tocol” © between Laval * and Litvinov in which they agreed “to con- 
tinue the diplomatic action planned in connection with the conclusion 
of an Eastern Pact” and “not to carry on separate negotiations with 
other governments concerning the conclusion of any agreements what- 
soever or to conclude any agreements which might be detrimental to 
the above mentioned action or run counter to its spirit”. Jzevestiya 

goes on to explain that “not only has opposition to the pact arisen in 
certain countries but attempts are being made to complicate the con- 
clusion of the pact by means of intrigue. The agreement of Litvinov 
and Laval will put an end to these intrigues as well as to attempts to 
impede the increasing cooperation between the U.S. S. R. and France 
in their joint struggle for peace. Finally this agreement will be a 
blow to the attempts to substitute for the Eastern Pact combinations 
either less effective or serving purposes which have nothing to do with 
the preservation of.” 

Pravda December 9 prints interview given to Tass by Litvinov. 
“The threats to peace existing at present cannot be removed by sub- 
jective declarations even of the most pacific character from this or 
that statesman particularly when such declarations are countered by 
statements of opposite character whether written or oral, old or new, 
newly repeated or newly spread. Objective tangible material guar- 
antees are necessary in order that all peoples may exist peacefully 
and may continue their creative domestic work. It is self-evident that 
the agreement just concluded will by no means obviate the conclusion 
of other agreements between the U.S. S. R. and France at present or 
in the event that the Eastern Pact, for reasons independent of the 
renewed efforts of these two powers, should not be realized. The pro- 
tocol of December 5 contains no limitations in respect of bilateral 
agreements between the U. S. S. R. and France.” Expressing the 
wish that other countries adhere to eventual Franco-Soviet agreements 
Litvinov added “in particular the U. S. S. R. has never ceased to wish 

© Post, p. 523. 
* Pierre Laval, French Minister for Foreign Affairs after Barthou’s assassina- 

tion on October 9, 1934.
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for the best possible relations with Germany in every way. Such, I 
am sure, are also the aims of France in respect to Germany. The 
Eastern Pact would make possible the creation and further develop- 

ment of such relations between these three countries as well as between 
the other participants in the pact and would introduce into the inter- 

national situation a calming element for which the peoples of Europe 

and North America are thirsting. Doubtless at the same time the 
new Franco-Soviet agreement will offset at least a further increase 

of the existing uneasiness for it must be understood that the signifi- 
cance of this agreement is not limited by the period of the diplomatic 

action connected with the Eastern Pact.” 
Commenting editorially the Pravda states “It would seem that 

there could be no objections to the profoundly peaceful purpose which 
the Eastern European Pact serves. Yet it is known there are capital- 
ist governments which are trying with all their strength to prevent 

the establishment of firm and permanent peace in Eastern Europe. 

While Czechoslovakia, Latvia, Lithuania and Esthonia have expressed 
readiness to join in an Eastern European Pact, Poland and Germany 
would adopt a different attitude. Furthermore, within those coun- 
tries whose governments take a positive attitude toward the idea of 
mutual assistance against the disturbers of peace, against the aggres- 
sor there are groups which assume a negative position. The Franco- 

Soviet agreement is an answer to these attempts of international ad- 
ventures, an answer to the ruling circles of those countries which are 
trying by every sort of intrigue to disturb the conclusion of a pact of 
mutual assistance.” 

Pravda emphasizes significantly that influential organs of the 
French press regard the agreement as definitive repudiation of rumor 
of a bilateral pact between France and Germany. 

In connection with Litvinov’s statement that “The significance of 
this agreement is not limited by the period of the diplomatic action 
[in?] connection with the Eastern Pact”, Jevestiya December 9, quotes 
the Havas Agency as stating that the operation of the agreement 

“is limited by the duration of the negotiations undertaken for the 
purpose of concluding a pact of mutual assistance in Eastern Europe. 
This agreement envisages exclusively Franco-Soviet mutual relations 
and their relationship to certain definite regions of Europe”. This 
contradiction is eloquent of the difficulties which characterize Franco- 
Soviet relations. Indeed the agreement between Litvinov and Laval 
seems to reflect mutual mistrust rather than unity of purpose; pos- 
sibly also an urgent need for Litvinov to fortify his personal position 

by a conspicuous coup. Importance may be attached to Litvinov’s 
recent hasty return to Moscow presumably only for the purpose of 
obtaining authority to make definite concessions to France in com- 
pensation for the present agreement.
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My telegram No. 398, November 30, noon,” Marchandeau * leaves 
tonight. In conversation last night with de la Baume * who accom- 
panied him in place of Coulondre * I received the impression that their 
visit has had more negative than positive results. De la Baume was 
outspokenly critical. Wier 

740.0011 Mutual Guarantee (Eastern Locarno) /73 

Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State (Phillips) 

[Wasuineron,] December 11, 1934. 

Mr. Neymann, Soviet Chargé d’Affaires, called on me today, evi- 
dently under instructions, and read to me the substance of a telegram 
which he had received reporting the signing on the 5th instant at 
Geneva of the Russian-French Pact * relating to the Eastern Locarno. 
Mr. Neymann did not leave with me the text of the communication 
nor did he undertake to read to me the terms of the agreement. As 
summarized it seemed to be merely an agreement on the part of both 
governments to pursue the idea of an Eastern Locarno for the purpose 
of including in it all of the governments concerned. There was, 
however, a reference to the fact that if a full fledged Eastern Locarno 
Pact did not develop, then the two countries—France and Russia— 
agreed, nevertheless, to take counsel together in certain unnamed 
eventualities. | 

I asked Mr. Neymann whether this was the first time that the 
Soviet Government had formally mentioned the subject to other 
governments less concerned and he admitted that this was so. | 

WILLIAM PHILLIPS 

740.0011 Mutual Guarantee (Eastern Locarno) /75 | | 

The Ambassador in Poland (Cudahy) to the Secretary of State 

No. 533 Warsaw, December 13, 1934. 
| Received December 26. ] 

Sir: I have the honor to report that today I called upon Minister 
for Foreign Affairs Colonel Jézef Beck, and discussed with him the 
attitude of the Polish Government toward the revised Eastern Euro- 
pean Pact for Mutual Assistance (so-called Eastern Locarno). 

The Minister said that the French Ambassador in Warsaw had 
recently submitted a long memorandum bearing upon the proposed 

” Not printed. | | 
* Paul Marchandeau, French Minister of Commerce. 
“Renom de la Baume, French Vice Minister of Commercial Affairs. 

A feasobert Coulondre, French Assistant Director of Political and Commercial 

Mor text of protocol, see p. 523.
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pact which he characterized as very voluminous, prolix, and “Juridi- 
cal”. Hesaid that he was very busy these days and could not possibly 
read this memorandum which was being digested by experts in the 
Foreign Office but he could tell me that its main import was a con- 
cession to the Polish point of view in some details, the principle of the 

pact as advanced by France remaining the same. 
Asked what was meant by concession in some details, he said that 

this concession concerned Poland’s original objections which were 
based on the difficulty of becoming a party to an agreement with 
Lithuania when Poland had no diplomatic representation in that 
country and the obligation the proposed agreement imposed upon 
Poland toward Czechoslovakia. The French note recognized the 

validity of these objections and the amended proposal omitted any 
obligation on the part of Poland toward Lithuania or Czechoslovakia. 

The Minister stated that Marshal Pilsudski was not inclined to fa- 
vor the proposed agreement because he thought it would mean another 
pact in a pact-encumbered Europe and looked more to the security of 
the East than to European countries. It was like a building with a 
beautiful facade and nothing behind the facade. It looked promising 

but if examined closely there was little substance to the proposal. It 
was conceived by Litvinov in a “haphazard” way, elaborated by Benes, 

and advocated by Barthou. Laval accepted it as an inheritance from 
Barthou, but in the opinion of the Minister, he had not the same en- 
thusiasm as Barthou for the proposal. Fundamentally, Laval frankly 
acknowledged the significance of the agreement depended upon ac- 
ceptance by Germany, and the Minister said he did not expect that 
Germany would become a party. Asked if Poland would sign if 
Germany did, he said that he could not answer that question until he 
examined the proposal to which Germany committed herself but that 
German acceptance would be a condition precedent to execution by 
Poland. 

In reply to the question as to whether or not refusal on the part of 
Poland to accept the pact if sponsored by Laval would cause a further 
strain in French-Polish relations, the Minister replied that he saw 
no reason why public opinion in France should be hostile in case the 

Polish decision was negative. Such a decision would be grounded 

upon unanswerable arguments and French sentiment would be forced 
to realize the reasonableness of the Polish position. He reminded 
me of our discussion (despatch No. 449 of October 9, 1984") when 
the French press was very antagonistic to Poland. Since then, he 
said, the animosity of the French press had subsided. He said that 
Laval had very solemnly assured him at Geneva that the Franco- 

* Not printed.
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Polish alliance *® was the base of French-Polish relations and would 
continue regardless of any development between the two countries 
concerning any other matter and that Laval had pledged himself to a 
policy of adherence to this alliance. 

Respectfully yours, JoHN CupAaHy 

740.0011 Mutual Guarantee (Hastern Locarno) /83 

The Chargé in the Soviet Union (Wiley) to the Secretary of State 

No. 310 Moscow, December 27, 1934. 
[Received January 19, 1935. ] 

Sir: With reference to my telegram No. 407, December 9, 8 p. m., 
reporting the signing of the Laval—Litvinov protocol at Geneva on 

December 5, 1984, and subsequent despatches on the same subject, I 
have the honor to transmit herewith an English version of the official 
text of the protocol which appeared in the Soviet press on December | 
20, 1934. The enclosed text is taken from the Moscow Daily News of 

December 20, 19384, and has been carefully checked with the official 
communiqué in Russian. The Department will note that the wording 
of the protocol permits of a wide or narrowed interpretation in respect 
of the period and scope of the present agreement which, as reported, 
in my despatch No. 287, of December 14, 1934,5° was presumably 
drafted with a view to appeasing British sensibilities. The vague 
wording on this point would seem to explain the inconsistency be- 
tween the Havas communiqué announcing the signing of the protocol 
and M. Litvinov’s statements in respect to the scope of the pact, as 
reported in the telegram referred to above and commented on in sub- 
sequent despatches. 

I venture to enclose also translations of editorial comments which 
appeared in the /zvestiya and Pravda on December 20, 1934, in con- 
nection with the publication of the official text of the protocol. 

Respectfully yours, JoHn C. Witzry 

[Enclosure] 

Protocol Signed on December 5, 1934, in Geneva by the Russian 
People’s Commissar for Foreign Affairs (Litvinov) and the French 
Minister for Foreign Affairs (Laval)© 

The Minister of Foreign Affairs of the French Republic and the 
People’s Commissar for Foreign Affairs of the U. S. S. R., having 

* Treaty signed February 19, 1921, League of Nations Treaty Series, vol. 
XVIII, p. 12. 

° Not printed. 
° Marginal note on original: “Source: Moscow Daily News of December 20, 

1934, vol. 1m, No. 292 (793)”
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exchanged opinions on the progress of negotiations for the conclusion 
of the Eastern Pact, the initiative for which was undertaken by their 
respective governments, put on record the mutual decision of both 
governments to secure the conclusion of the international acts indi- 
cated. At the moment when the negotiations have entered into a 
more active phase, they have agreed on behalf of their governments, 
to undertake mutually to adhere to the following positions: 

1. In their connections with the governments invited to participate 
in the Pact, and particularly with those which have not yet expressed 
their consent in principle to join the Pact, both governments agree 
not to enter into negotiations which might be aimed at concluding 
multilateral or bilateral agreements, capable of jeopardizing the 
preparation for and the conclusion of the Eastern Regional Pact or 
agreements connected therewith, and agree not to conclude agreements 
counteracting the spirit by which both governments are guided. 

2. To this end, each of the two governments will notify the other 
of any proposal of the above mentioned character, made to it by 
one of the governments in question, regardless of the manner in 
which such a proposal may be made. 

These undertakings will be binding for the entire period of the 
current diplomatic action or all other subsequent actions which, on 
the basis of the same general conception and with the same purpose 
in view, could replace it. Both governments undertake not to reject 
these actions except in the event of an acknowledgment by mutual 

agreement of the uselessness of continuing them further. In such 
an event they will confer mutually on the question of new assurances 
which they will deem necessary to give one another on the basis 
of the same spirit and with the same end in view. 

Both governments are convinced that such a guarantee of the con- 
tinuity and effectiveness of Franco-Soviet diplomatic collaboration 
will further the success of the present international negotiations and 
at the same time will help in general to strengthen the spirit of 
mutual confidence in the relations between the governments of both 
countries. — 

In confirmation of which we, the undersigned, duly authorized by 
our respective governments, have signed the present protocol. 

Prerre Lavan Maxim Litvinov 

GerneEvA, December 5, 1934.



ATTITUDE OF CERTAIN FOREIGN GOVERNMENTS 

TOWARD THE JOHNSON ACT PROHIBITING LOANS 
TO DEBTOR GOVERNMENTS IN DEFAULT TO THE 

UNITED STATES; INTERPRETATIONS OF THE ACT 

800.51 Johnson Act/3 

The Assistant Secretary of State (Moore) to Senator . : 
Joseph T. kobinson | 

WASHINGTON, January 31, 1934. 

My Dear Senator: Attached is a memorandum relative to the 
Johnson Bill prepared by Mr. Hackworth, the Legal Adviser of this 

Department. 
Yesterday afternoon Mr. Ray Stephens, President of the Foreign 

Bondholders Protective Council, was here and we went over the Bill 
together. He, like Mr. Roosevelt, is most anxious that the Bill be 
confined to obligations to the Federal Government and that thus the 
language making it applicable to debts due our citizens should be 
eliminated, realizing that unless this is done there will be undesirable 
obstruction to loans being negotiated in this country by dependable 

governments such as that of Canada. 
Notwithstanding Mr. Stephens’ doubts, I still believe that the excep- 

tion of refunding and adjusting operations would enable a citizen of 
this country to take scrip, or cash and scrip, in settlement of indebted- 
ness due him by a nation in default to our Government. But, should 
you think this should be made more explicit, there can be no objection. 

I very much hope that Senator Johnson will not urge the retention 
of the language that has been stricken out, since the President feels 
more strongly on that point than on any other point involved. 

Yours very sincerely, R. Warton Moors 

[Enclosure] 

January 31, 1934. 

MEMORANDUM FOR SENATOR ROBINSON 

Johnson Bill—S. 682 

Some of the reasons for eliminating the phraseology in lines 4, 5 
and 6 of page 2 of the bill and confining it to defaulted obligations to 
the Government of the United States are that: | : 

* Introduced March 22, 1938; see Congressional Record, vol. 77, pt. 1, p. 705; 
for text as finally approved, April 13, 1984, see 48 Stat. 574. i, 
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(1) At this time when efforts are being made to encourage the 
commercial and other interests between the United States and other 
countries, particularly Latin America, it would be unwise to enact 
legislation that would probably be offensive to those countries, as the 
bill as originally drafted would undoubtedly prove to be. 

(2) The sweeping language of the bill would apply to countries 
that are in default not by choice but by force of circumstances over 
which they have no control. 

(3) Many of the Latin American countries that are in default on 
their bonds are rich in natural resources and are desirous of meeting 
their obligations but are prevented from doing so by reason of the 
chaotic condition of world trade and commerce. As this condition 
improves and the sale of products increases, it is believed that they 
will adjust their foreign indebtedness and that the enactment of a law 
by us prohibiting the flotation of further loans would merely serve 
as an irritant to the disadvantage of our trade and commerce with 
them, which it is in the interest of our country, as well as others, to 
encourage. 

(4) Moreover, such a provision, so far as regards such countries, is 
considered to be unnecessary for the reason that there is no likelihood 
that an effort will be made by them to float further loans in the United 
States until there shall have been an adjustment of their outstanding 
indebtedness. The provision would, therefore, be regarded by those 
Governments as a gratuitous affront to them. 

(5) One case has been brought to our attention of a single munic- 
ipality in a particular foreign country that is in default on its obliga- 
tions in a small amount, whereas the bonds of the country as a whole 
and of other municipalities therein are regarded as gilt-edge securi- 
ties affording profitable and safe investments of American capital. 
Yet, with the bill as originally drafted, because of the default of this 
particular municipality, the bonds or other obligations of that Govern- 
ment or other municipalities therein could not be sold on the Amer- 
ican market. This would be the effect but not the purpose of the bill 
if the words proposed to be eliminated are retained. 

(6) For these and other reasons, it is believed that legislation at the 
present time should be confined to those Governments that have deliber- 
ately defaulted on their obligations to the Government of the United 
States. If this experiment shall prove to be a beneficial one, we may 
then, if the circumstances seem to warrant, extend it to obligations 
held by American citizens and concerns. A further reason why the 
bill should not now be extended to obligations held by private people 
is that such legislation might conceivably interfere with the operations 
of the Committee that has recently been organized, pursuant to Con- 
gressional authority, to work out with private bondholders and the 
debtor Governments solutions with respect to such obligations.
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800.51 Johnson Act/2 

Memorandum by the Secretary of State 

[Wasuineton,] February 5, 1934. 
During the call of the British Ambassador,? he made earnest pro- 

test and complaint against the proposed passage of Senator Hiram 
Johnson’s Bill which would prohibit debtor governments in default 
to the United States government from floating loans in the United 
States. He stated that his government had undertaken to cooperate 
to work out an adjustment of their debt due our government in an 
amicable way and to avoid what would be considered a default. He 
then added that should his government fall under the ban of the John- 
son Bill just as France which had deliberately defaulted, it would be 
bitterly resented by his government. I told the Ambassador that of 
course the American people had been very much aroused by statesmen, 
politicians and demagogues with respect to the payment of war debts 
due the United States government from other governments; that Con- 
gress was a coordinate and independent branch of the Federal Gov- 
ernment and had an equal right to express its attitude on the debts, 
and that in all probability it would be very difficult for the Executive 
branch of our government to influence the Congress contrary to this 
disposition. I stated finally that I would be glad to make known his 
views and those of his Government, as he expressed them, to the Presi- 
dent and to some of our legislative colleagues in Congress. I naturally 
made no commitments in the circumstances. I did add that the fact 
the Johnson Bill had been pending for many weeks and had once 
passed the Senate and was then reconsidered and held on the Calendar 
for two weeks without any complaint whatever from any represent- 
ative of the debtor governments abroad, naturally had led Congress 
to the conclusion that those governments were not seriously concerned 
about the passage of the proposed Johnson measure. 

C[orpett] H[vr] 

800.51 Johnson Act/12 

The Secretary of State to President Roosevelt 

Wasuineton, April 12, 1934. 

My Dear Mr. Present: I have the honor to return herewith the 
enrolled bill S. 682, a bill to prohibit financial transactions with any 
foreign government in default on its obligations to the United States. 
I offer no objection to the form of the bill. 

Faithfully yours, CorpetL Huy 

* Sir Ronald Lindsay.
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800.51 Johnson Act/35 

The Secretary of State to the Attorney General (Cummings) 

a Wasuineton, April 23, 1934. 

Sir: I acknowledge the receipt of the letter of the Acting Attorney 
General dated April 18, 1934,* requesting a copy of an opinion by the 
chief law officer of the Department in regard to questions raised in 
the Department’s letter to you of April 17, 1934,° arising from the 
enactment of the Act to prohibit financial transactions with any for- 
elon government in default on its obligations to the United States, 
approved April 18, 1934. Reference is also made to a conversation 

between officials of your Department, the Treasury Department, and 
this Department on April 20. 

A copy of a memorandum prepared by the Legal Adviser for the 
Department is enclosed herewith for your confidential information. 
I shall appreciate an early expression by you on the questions stated 
in the Department’s letter of April 17, and will be glad, if you so de- 
sire, to confer again with your representatives on the subject. 

Very truly yours, For the Secretary of State: 
, R. Warton Moors 

Assistant Secretary 

| [Enclosure ] 

Memorandum by the Office of the Legal Adviser ® 

[ Wasuineton,| April 21, 1934. 

Questions Ratsep sy THE Act Approvep Apri 13, 1934, To Prouieir 
FINancriaAL Transactions With ANy Foreign GOVERNMENT IN 
DeE¥FAULT on Its OpnicaTions To THE UNiITED STATES 

The following questions have been specifically raised with the 
Department of State. 

1. What governments, political subdivisions, or associations are in 
default on their obligations to the United States? 

2. To what types of transactions does the Act apply ? 
3. What constitutes a renewal of an existing credit? 
4, Does the Act apply to acceptances or time drafts? 

*Not printed. 
*Not printed. The questions raised in the letter of April 17 were the same 

as the seven listed in the enclosed memorandum of April 21 by the Office of the 
Legal Adviser. The opinion of the Attorney General in reply to these ques- 
tions was given in a letter of May 5, 1934, to the Secretary of State. For text 
of this letter, see Department of State, Press Releases, May 5, 1984, p. 259, or 37 
Op. Atty. Gen. 506. 

° Marginal note in the original: ‘This was written on Le’s memo. pad. Mr. 
Hackworth said it was not necessary for him to sign or initial it.”
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5. Is the present Soviet Government, as the successor to prior Gov- 
ernments of Russia, to be regarded as in default, in view of the fact 
that no payment has been made on the bonds issued to the Govern- 
ment of the United States by the Kerensky Government on account 
of loans made to that Government by the United States during the 
period of the War, the Kerensky Government having been the im- 
mediate predecessor of the Soviet Government ? 

6. However the last question may be answered, can the Soviet Gov- 
ernment be considered in default to the Government of the United 
States pending negotiations that are being had with a view to arriv- 
ing at the amount of the indebtedness due from the Soviet Govern- 
ment to the Government of the United States? 

7. Would the issue and sale in the United States of “scrip” or fund- 
ing bonds in part payment of outstanding obligations be a violation 
of the Act? 

These questions will be briefly discussed in numerical order. 
Question 1. The first question can, it is believed, be answered gen- 

erally by saying that any government, or political subdivision, or 
association which has given a promise to pay a definite amount of 
money at a designated date and has not paid the definite amount is 
in default unless the Government of the United States has agreed 
that payment may be postponed or need not be made. 

The issue of bonds, securities or other obligations of any organi- 
zation or association acting in behalf of a foreign government or 
political subdivision thereof would be prohibited if the government 
or subdivision were in default. 

Since there is no agency of the Government other than Congress 
authorized to modify the promises which foreign governments have : 
made to pay money to the Government of the United States, there, 
of course, can be no case presented in which consent to delay in mak- 
ing payment or discharge from the obligation to pay arises. 

Question 2. In answering the second question it is necessary to con- 
sider the origin and history of the Act of April 13. The Act of 
April 18 is the result of investigations conducted pursuant to Senate 
Resolution 19, introduced by Senator Johnson on December 10 [9], 
1930 [1931].7. The purposes to be accomplished by the bill are fairly 

clearly indicated by Report No. 20 of the Senate Committee on the 
Judiciary accompanying S. 682. The following quotation from that 
Report indicates the abuse which the bill was intended to correct: 

“These foreign bonds and obligations, of course, in some instances 
were issued and were sold in good faith; while in some instances, the 
testimony has demonstrated that they were issued by the borrower 
merely to obtain money, with little expectation of redemption, and 
were sold by the American financiers to make outrageously high 
profits, and both had reasonable cause to believe that the American 

" Congressional Record, vol. 75, pt. 1, pp. 213-214. 
791118—51——40
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public purchasing such bonds or other obligations would be the ulti- 
mate sufferer.” ® 

It would seem from all that has taken place that what the Act was 
designed to accomplish was to prevent purchase of bonds, securities, 
and obligations of foreign governments and their sale and distribu- 
tion among purchasers in the United States who act in the belief that 
they are making investments. It is not believed that the Act was 
designed to prohibit ordinary business transactions or to suppress 
the usual facilities of trade such as negotiations of bills of exchange 
or the purchase or sale of currencies. 

Question 3. Bonds, securities, or other obligations issued for the 
purpose of renewing or adjusting existing indebtedness are excepted 
from the prohibitions of the Act. It would seem that any instrument 
which would be issued for the purpose of replacing the evidence of 
any existing indebtedness would constitute a renewal or an adjust- 
ment of an existing indebtedness. If new bonds were issued to replace 
old ones, it would seem that such a transaction would be permissible. 
Any instrument given in satisfaction or extension of an existing in- 
debtedness would, it is believed, come within this exception. 

Question 4. Considering the background of the Act of April 18, 
I do not believe that it should be regarded as prohibiting acceptances 
or time drafts given in ordinary commercial transactions. On this 
point I quote the following from Corpus Juris, Volume 46, page 847, 
speaking of the term “obligation” : 

‘(When the term is used in a statute its significance must be gathered 
from and governed by the purpose and context of the enactment.” 

Under this statement citations are made to numerous court deci- 
sions. Some of these court decisions held that bills of exchange, 
checks or orders of the Treasurer of the United States, a debt on open 
account not secured by a written instrument, and a draft drawn by a 
bank and protested, are not obligations. It seems clear that the courts 
attributed a restricted meaning to the term “obligation”. 

Considering the origin of the Act of April 13, the purposes which 
it is intended to accomplish, and judicial decisions declaring bills of 
exchange and other instruments to be not obligations within the 
statutes, I believe that acceptances or short time drafts could properly 
be regarded as not coming within the prohibitions of the Act. 

Question 6. The Provisional Government of Russia, the Kerensky 
Government, was overthrown on November 7, 1917, and was succeeded 

by the Soviet Government. By a decree issued January 28, 1918, the 
Soviet Government annulled all foreign loans. The Government of 

8 Senate Reports, 73d Cong., 1st sess. [Serial No. 9769] (Washington, Govern- 
ment Printing Office, 1934).
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the United States loaned the Kerensky Government $187,000,000, and 
payment has not been made by the Soviet Government on the evidences 
of indebtedness held by the Treasury of the United States. The 

Soviet Government succeeded to the obligations of the Kerensky Gov- 
ernment in respect of loans made by the Government of the United 
States to the Kerensky Government. The Soviet Government has not 
made payments on those evidences of indebtedness but on the contrary 
the obligations have been repudiated. It would follow that the Soviet 
Government is in default. 

Question 6. If the position stated under Question 5 is correct, it 
is believed that the Soviet Government remains in default, notwith- 
standing that negotiations are pending with the Soviet Government 
relating to the debt of that Government to the Government of the 

United States. 
Question 7. It is believed that the issue of “scrip” or funding bonds 

would be regarded as a renewal or adjustment of existing indebted- 
ness and should not be regarded as in violation of the Act. 

The question has also been raised whether the purchase and sale 
of foreign currency is prohibited by the Act. It is not believed that 
currency would be an obligation within the meaning of the Act. 
There would be as much justification for regarding currency as out- 
side the terms of the Act as there would be for regarding bills of ex- 
change as not being within the prohibitions of the Act. 

A question has been raised also as to whether postal money orders, 
pension checks, checks, dividend or interest warrants, pay checks, 
consular checks, coupons on bonds, checks on central banks for vari- 
ous purposes, would come within the scope of the Act. It is believed 
that the history, purposes and language of the Act would not justify 
a conclusion that instruments such as are here mentioned would be 
regarded as bonds, securities, or other obligations. 

A question has been raised also whether foreign branches of Amer- 
ican banks are exempted from the prohibitions of the Act, and whether 
the Act applies to American banks in Puerto Rico and the Canal 
Zone. Both questions, it is believed, are answerable in the affirmative. 
The Act is applicable only to places subject to the jurisdiction of the 
United States. Transactions of American banks in foreign countries 
would not be consummated in the United States. American banks in 
Puerto Rico and the Canal Zone are in places subject to the jurisdic- 
tion of the United States. 

Another question is whether loans to foreign banking corporations 
on securities of nations in default would be prohibited by the Act. 
The answer to this question would depend on whether the foreign 
bank were acting as agent of a foreign government in default, and 
whether the lending bank took title to the securities of the foreign
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government. It is not believed that the making of loans to foreign 
banking corporations would be a violation of the Act, even if securi- 

ties of nations in default were received as collateral unless the foreign 
bank borrowed for a government in default or took title to the securi- 

ties. If, however, it became necessary for the lenders to take title to 
the securities in satisfaction of the loan, they would not sell the se- 
curities in the United States without committing a violation of the 
Act. 

It should be noted that the inhibitions of the Act apply only to 

transactions of governments in default on obligations to the United 
States. , 

800.51 Johnson Act/41 

Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State (Phillips) 

[Wasurineron,| April 24, 1934. 

The French Ambassador ® asked whether we could give him any in- 
formation with regard to the interpretation of the Johnson Act so 
that he could at least deposit Government drafts and secure salary pay- 

ments for himself and employees of the French Government. 

I called up Mr. Hackworth, who advised me that he had just been 
in touch with the Department of Justice and had been advised infor-" 
mally that, in the opinion of Justice, the ordinary money transactions 

involving drafts and money orders would not come within the purview 
of the Act; the Ambassador said he was relieved to hear this and asked 
that somehow this word be got to the banks, especially the Chase Bank, 

as soon as possible. 
I spoke again to Mr. Hackworth and asked him to see what could 

be done, perhaps through the Treasury, with respect to this matter. 
The Ambassador then referred to the question of the so-called “to- 

ken” payments of the war debts and said that he had recently received 

two or three private letters from Paris indicating that the French 
Government was now seriously considering the question of some sort 
of payment; he reminded me that this information was not official 

and that he has nothing to this effect from the French Government; 
all that he had was knowledge that his despatches, recommending 

strongly that the French Government make payment,” had been re- 
read by Barthou™ and large numbers of copies of them distributed. 

I explained to the Ambassador that we had put up to the Depart- 
ment of Justice a series of interpretative questions with reference to 

° André de Laboulaye. 
For correspondence relating thereto, see pp. 543 ff. 
Jean Louis Barthou, French Minister for Foreign Affairs.
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the Johnson Act and that the problem arising from “token” payments 
was among them. Mr. de Laboulaye replied that this was a very im- 
portant point for him and he then asked me to keep him advised as 
promptly as possible of the position of the Department of Justice in 
this matter. We agreed that very possibly Justice could not give a 
definite answer and would have to rely upon future decisions of the 
courts. However, I promised to keep the Ambassador as closely as 
possible in touch with this aspect of the Johnson Act. 

Wi11am PHILiirs 

800.51 Johnson Act/55 

Memorandum by the Secretary of State 

[ Wasuineton,] May 3, 1934. 

The Rumanian Minister 7 called and inquired when the Department 
of Justice might conclude its work of construing the so-called Johnson 
Bill. I replied that the matter was being given every attention by all 
departments of the Government concerned and the Department of 
Justice was expected within a very short time to conclude its labors. 

The Minister then brought up the subject of debts and commerce be- 
tween nations. He suggested a moratorium of five years on debt 
payments, for the purpose of affording an opportunity to rebuild 
international commerce. He expressed the view that the nations at 
the end of that time would be in a much better position to discuss 
reasonable payments of debts due our Government than they were at 
present, and added that we would get nothing, or practically nothing, 
at this time in any circumstances. I replied that all phases of the 
debt question were being suggested by individual citizens or others 

who dropped in here at the Department from time to time. I, of 

course, made no commitments nor intimated any particular impres- 
sion in my mind in the way of reaction to his statement. 

C[orpetL] H[ vi] 

800.51 Johnson Act/73 

Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State (Phillips) 

[Wasuineton,] May 7, 19384. 

The French Ambassador called this afternoon, under instructions, 
and said that “the French Government would like an official inter- 

* Charles A. Davila. 
% For correspondence relating to payment of Rumanian debt to the United 

States, see pp. 591 ff.
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pretation of the Attorney General’s opinion, in order to know if in 
the future debtor countries which make some partial payments will 
fall or not in the category of those declared in default” under the 
application of the Johnson Act. 

In the Ambassador’s opinion, this inquiry from the French Govern- 
ment showed, beyond a doubt, that the French were considering some 
action along the lines of the recommendations which de Laboulaye 
had already made over a period of some months; de Laboulaye said 
also that this substantiated the information which he had been re- 
ceiving from friends near the Government. 

The Ambassador then outlined the recommendations which he had 
made as follows: That the French Government should take note of 
the fact that President Roosevelt had on many occasions expressed the 
opinion that the debtor government was always at liberty to approach 
the creditor government with any proposition which it desired to 
make; that France should accordingly give a statement showing its 
inability to pay its full indebtedness at the present time owing to the 
general economic depression; his Government might then follow the 
language of the announcement made at the time of the British par- 
tial payment with regard to inability to pay in full, which statement 
had already been approved by President Roosevelt his Government 
would thereupon make a substantial payment of perhaps “20 or 25 
million dollars” on the theory that it would be relieved from imme- 
diate future payments until the economic situation of France was 
improved. ‘The Ambassador asked me whether or not, in my opinion, 
this was not the right course to take. I replied that the Johnson Act 
presented new difficulties and I had considerable doubt whether the 
Act, as it stood now, would permit the President to receive any pay- 
ment on account, no matter how substantial that amount might be. 
Furthermore, the Ambassador said that he would like very much to 
have an answer as quickly as possible; he emphasized again his con- 
viction that his Government was now seriously considering this 
situation. 

Wrii1am Pumps 

800.51 Johnson Act/74 — 

Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State (Phillips) 

| [Wasuineton,| May 8, 1984. 

I took up with the President today the inquiry presented by the 
French Ambassador yesterday afternoon and asked him whether in 
his opinion we had any other alternative than to apply the terms of 

** See letter of May 5, 1934, from the Attorney General to the Secretary of 
inaa'p or oP Atty. Gen. 506, or Department of State, Press Releases, May 5,



JOHNSON ACT 535 

the Johnson Act. The President considered the matter for some time 
and finally decided that there was no other alternative and that 
France should therefore be notified to that effect. As far as the 
British were concerned, the President seemed to feel that possibly 
after the adjournment of Congress something might be worked out, 
but that certainly we could do nothing until after Congress had ad- 
journed. In the circumstances he was quite clear that the Depart- 
ment could notify all inquiring governments that, while this Govern- 
ment could continue to receive payments on account, the Johnson Act 
required that these governments could not escape being declared in 
default. 

Wiu1am PHiniies 

800.51W89 Great Britain/558 

Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State (Phillips) 

[Wasuineton,] May 11, 1934. 

The British Ambassador said that he understood a number of his 
colleagues * had made inquiry of the Department with respect to the 
applicability of the Johnson Act and that, inasmuch as some of them 
undoubtedly expected Great Britain to take the lead, he felt it was 
up to him to make similar inquiries. 

I admitted that one or two of his colleagues had already ventured 
to remark that their Governments would undoubtedly follow what- 
ever action Great Britain decided to take. I then gave the Ambas- 
sador the same information which I had given the other diplomatic 
representatives to the effect that all countries which had made pay- 
ments on account were regarded as not in default, but that on and 
after June 15th next the terms of the Johnson Act would apply and 
that it would no longer be possible thereafter for the President to 
announce that those Governments which had made “token” payments 
on June 15th were not in default; I said, however, that the President 
desired that it should be clearly understood that all debtor countries 
were able to approach this Government with any proposal which they 
desired to make and that all such proposals would be carefully 
considered. 

The Ambassador said he understood the situation which, in brief, 
was to the effect that Great Britain would be regarded in default on 
June 15th next unless she paid her full installment. 

Ma. Transmitted to President Roosevelt by the Under Secretary of State on 

The Belgian Ambassador, the Czechoslovak Minister, and the Italian Am- 
reer subsequently the Latvian Consul General at New York in charge of
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The Ambassador said that there was another side to the matter 
which was probably not worth touching upon, but, nevertheless, he 
would ask what would happen in the event of a full payment of the 

June 15th installment. As everyone knew Great Britain was in 
arrears in its past payments, would the full satisfaction of the June 

15th payment clear the British Government from the stigma of de- 
fault or not? I replied that that was a point on which I could not 
give him a definite answer, but it seemed to me possible that, inasmuch 
as the British Government was not now in default, 1t could scarcely 
be regarded in default if it should make full payment of its June 15th 
installment. I said that, if possible, I would be glad to give him a 
more definite answer. Sir Ronald replied that the point he had raised 
was really an unimportant one and he gave me the impression that any 
payments on account were now exceedingly doubtful; he added, “I 

suppose you realize the feelings which will be created by the applica- 
tion of the Johnson Act and the repercussions which will occur.” 
I replied that it was better not to talk about repercussions, that there 
were certainly enough of them running around the world at the pres- 
ent time and that further repercussions would not get us anywhere. 
The only reply that the Ambassador made was to the effect that none 
the less repercussions might be expected. 

W [11am | P[ nares] 

800.51 Johnson Act/76 

Memorandum by the Legal Adviser (Hackworth)** 

[Wasuineton,| May 14, 1934. 

IssuE By GERMANY OF Scrip oR Bonps IN PAYMENT OF INTEREST ON 
OUTSTANDING OBLIGATIONS OF GERMAN STATES, MUNICIPALITIES, 
AND Corporations Hxrtp py AMERICAN NATIONALS 

The following is submitted in response to the request in the At- 
torney General’s letter of May 9, 1934," regarding the question pre- 
sented by Mr. George Rublee, Counsel for the Foreign Bondholders 
Protective Council, transmitted to the Attorney General by Mr. 
Moore’s letter of May 8, 1934.7 

The situation as I understand it is substantially as follows: 
The bonds, the interest coupons of which are to be liquidated, are 

those of German States, Municipalities, and Corporations. The Ger- 

* Copy of this memorandum was enclosed with letter of May 17, 1934, from 
Assistant Secretary of State Moore to the Attorney General (not printed). In 
his reply dated May 18, the Attorney General stated: “It follows from these 
considerations that the acceptance by American bondholders of scrip or funding 
bonds, under the circumstances hereinbefore set forth, is not forbidden by the 
Act of April 18, 1984.” (37 Op. Atty. Gen. 526.) 

** Not printed.
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man Government controls all foreign exchange in Germany. Sufficient 
exchange to enable the obligors to meet the interest payments on their 
bonds is said not to be available. The plan, therefore, contemplates 
payment of the interest by the obligors to the German Government 
and the issue in turn by the Government of its obligations, scrip or 
bonds, in satisfaction, in part at least, of the coupons. 

The Act approved April 18, 1934, makes it unlawful for any person 
to purchase or sell “the bonds, securities, or other obligations of, any 
foreign government or political subdivision thereof or any organiza- 
tion or association acting for or on behalf of a foreign government 
or political subdivision thereof, issued after the passage of this Act, 
or to make any loan to such foreign government, . . .1% except a re- 
newal or adjustment of existing indebtedness while such government, 
political subdivision,” etc. is in default in the payment of its obliga- 
tions to the Government of the United States. 

If the bonds, the coupons of which are thus to be liquidated, were 
the bonds of the German Government, there would seem to be no 
doubt that the transaction would come within the stated exception, 
and within the Attorney General’s opinion of May 5, 1934. The 
Attorney General stated: | 

“. . . In other words, such ‘scrip’ or ‘funding bonds’ are authorized 
if issued in the bona fide ‘renewal or adjustment of existing in- 
debtedness.’ 

“... Thus an adjustment of an existing indebtedness within the 
meaning of the Act is any lawful arrangement entered into in good 
faith between the debtor and the creditor which compromises or de- 
termines the amount to be paid by the debtor to the creditor and it 
may include other details of composition or settlement.” 

The question then is whether the fact that the interest payments 
to be adjusted are not payments on obligations of the German Gov- 
ernment precludes our regarding the transaction as a renewal or 
adjustment of “existing indebtedness”. It would appear not un- 
reasonable to conclude that by the term “existing indebtedness” as 
used in the Act was meant indebtedness of the government making 
the adjustment,—not the indebtedness of a third party. On this 
hypothesis it would be at least arguable that acceptance by American 
bondholders of the obligations of the German Government would be 
illegal under the Act. 

This, however, would probably be a narrow and illiberal interpre- 
tation. A broader interpretation which would admit the legality of 
the transaction would be based on the theory (1) that the purpose of 

the law is to prevent governments in default on their obligations to 
the United States from floating additional loans or establishing addi- 

* Omission indicated in the original memorandum.
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tional credits in the United States; and (2) that by “adjustment of 
existing indebtedness” is meant any indebtedness for which the for- 
eign government is liable. 

In elaboration of this theory it might be said that the German Gov- 
ernment by establishing a control of foreign exchange and undertaking 
to accept from the German obligors the interest payments in marks, 
which it has already done, and to settle with the foreign bondholders, 
has become obligated to pay this indebtedness, and that, therefore, 
the present proposal to exchange scrip or other obligations for the 
coupons on the bonds held by American nationals is an adjustment of 
existing indebtedness within the meaning of the Act. 

There would seem to be little doubt that Germany is liable on these 
obligations under both German law and international law. The Ger- 
man law of June 9, 1933, effective July 1, 1933, provides in Section 
(1) that— 

“T§1.J] (1) Interest, dividends and regular amortizations, as well 
as real estate rents, payments under leases and similar regularly re- 
curring payments on accounts, credits, loans, mortgages, land charges, 
participations and other capital investments of foreigners or Saar- 
landers must be paid by the debtor at the contractual due date in 
Reichsmarks, to the credit of the foreign or Saarland creditor, to the 
Conversion Office for German Foreign Debts (§2). The permits 
necessary under the legal provisions concerning foreign exchange are 
to be granted when the conditions of sentence 1 are at hand. In case 
the debtor is required to pay in foreign currency, the amount is to be 
converted into Reichsmarks at the official Berlin middle rate of the 
currency in question on the weekday preceding the date of payment. 
In case the currency is not officially quoted on the Berlin Stock Ex- 
change, the conversion shall be made at the rate determined upon as 
the middle rate by a Committee of the Berlin ‘Association for Fixing 
Conditions for the Trade in Securities’ (Bedingungsgememschaft 
fiir den Wertpapierverkehr) and published in the press. If, in the 
case of a currency, neither an official quotation on the Berlin Stock 
Exchange nor a determination of rates by the Berlin Committee on 
Conditions has been made, the rate of conversion is to be determined 
on the basis, on the one hand, of the last known rate on a foreign 
Stock Exchange of the foreign currency in question and on the other 
hand, of the last known official middle rate of said foreign Stock Ex- 
change quoted on the Berlin Stock Exchange or determined by the 
Berlin Committee on Conditions; as rates determined in accordance 
with this provision, the rates determined by the Reichsbank to be such 
shall govern. 

“(2) To the extent to which the debtor makes payment to the Con- 
version Office for German Foreign Debts, he is freed from his obliga- 
tion. The Obligation of the Conversion Office for German Foreign 
Debts toward the creditor is governed by the provisions of § 3.” 

* The following omission indicated in the original memorandum.



JOHNSON ACT 539 

“$2. (1) A Conversion Office for German Foreign Debts is hereby 
created. ‘The Conversion Office is a public law corporation; it stands 
under the supervision of the Reichsbank-Direktorium and carries its 
account with the Reichsbank. The Reichsbank-Direktorium will elect 
the Conversion Office’s responsible agencies. 

(2) The other legal relations of the Conversion Office are gov- 
erned by its statutes which will be fixed by the Reichswirtschaftsmin- 
ister in agreement with the Reichsbank-Direktorium. 

(3) The Conversion Office is free of the taxes which the Reich, 
the states and the municipalities (associations of municipalities) levy 
on income, on property and on business establishments. 

“$3. The amounts paid in (§1 paragraph 1) will be credited to 
the foreign or Saarland creditors. The claims of the creditors aris- 
ing from the credit will be determined according to principles which 
will be laid down in the statutes of the Conversion Office. At what 
point of time payments may be made out of the accounts, the Reichs- 
bank will determine.” 

It will be seen from the foregoing that the German Government has 
by law prohibited the German obligors on these bonds from mak- 
ing payment to the bondholders; has required those obligors to pay 
the money over to an agency of the German Government, and has dis- 
charged the debtors from further obligation toward the creditors. 
There is, in effect, a sequestration by the German Government of prop- 
erty or property rights of the foreign creditors for which the German 
Government is liable under international law. 

A situation somewhat analogous to this was presented when cer- 
tain states during the revolutionary period provided by law for pay- 
ment to official agencies of those states obligations due British mer- 
chants. The British creditors not being able by the “ordinary course 
of judicial proceedings” to obtain compensation for their debts, the 
action of those states was made the subject of treaty stipulations be- 
tween the United States and Great Britain which provided for arbi- 
tration of the question (Article VI of the Jay Treaty of 1794), and 
this having failed, the Government of the United States was required, 
by the Treaty of January 8, 1802, to pay the British Government 
£600,000, amounting to $2,664,000, in satisfaction of the obligations 
due British merchants. (1 Malloy, 7’reaties, Conventions, ete., 
(1910) 590, 594, 610, 611; I Moore, International Arbitrations 
(1898) 271; III Moore, /nternational Adjudications (modern series, 
1931) entire volume). 

Since American nationals, unless they accept the proposed arrange- 
ment, will presumably be unable to collect on their coupons and ap- 
parently will be without an adequate remedy, and since the precise 
meaning of the Act in this respect is not entirely clear, the more lib- 
eral interpretation would seem to be warranted. Having in mind 
these latter considerations, I am inclined to the view that such an in-
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terpretation would not do violence to the Act, and might, with reason, 

be adopted. 
Green H. HackwortH 

800.51 Johnson Act/90a 

Memorandum by the Legal Adviser (Hackworth) *° 

[Wasutneron,| May 15, 1934. 

Question Raisep sy THE Acr Approvep Apri 13, 1934, To Prouierr 
Financiau Transactions With ANy Foreign GOVERNMENT IN 
Deravut on Its OsiicatTioNs To THE UNITED Starzs 74 

The following question has been raised with respect to the Act ap- 

proved April 13, 1934: 

“Tf a Government that has made a so-called ‘token’ payment on its 
obligations to the United States, and is now in the non-defaulting 
category under the Attorney General’s ruling of May 5, should pay 
the full amount of the next installment, would it still be regarded 
as not in default?” 

The Attorney General in his opinion of May 5, 1934, has ruled 
that Great Britain and other countries similarly situated are not in 

default within the meaning of the term “default” as used in the Act 
approved April 13, 1984. Apparently the reason the Attorney Gen- 
eral did not consider these Governments in default was that, in view 
of the flexibility of the term “default” and of statements made by 
the President, and in view also of proceedings in the House of Repre- 
sentatives relating to the bill when it was pending before that body, 
it was not the intent of the Act that a government which had made 
a partial payment on an installment when it became due should be 
considered in default on its obligation to the Government of the 
United States. Since the British Government and certain other 
governments had made so-called token payments when the last in- 
stallments came due, the Attorney General concluded that they were 
not in default. 

** Copy of this memorandum was enclosed with letter of May 16, 1934, from 
the Secretary of State to the Attorney General (not printed). In his reply 
dated May 18, the Attorney General stated: 

“It follows from these considerations that if a government which made a 
token payment under the circumstances stated in my opinion of May 5 should 
pay the full amount of the installment next due on its indebtedness, it would 
not be in default, within the meaning of that term as used in the Act of April 
18, 1984.” (88 Op. Atty. Gen. 581.) 

214 An attached note dated May 16, 1934, by the Under Secretary of State to 
the Secretary of State, reads as follows: “This is based on an inquiry (oral) 
from the British Ambassador.”
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It is not conceived that the maturing of another installment should 
change the position of a government with respect to a previous in- 
stallment on which a so-called token payment had been made. The 
maturing of an additional installment can scarcely be regarded as 
changing the status of a government in the matter of default or non- 
default on an installment previously due. If the British Govern- 
ment, for example, should pay in full the next installment when due, 
it most certainly would not be in default as to that installment. Its 
status under a previous installment on which a partial payment was 
made ought not to be any less favorable by reason of payment in full 
of a new installment when due than it was before the new installment 
became due and was paid. 

Green H. Hackworro 

800.51W89 Great Britain/567 | 

Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State (Phillips) 

[Wasuineton,] May 22, 1934. 
The President told me that, in his recent conversation with the 

British Ambassador on the subject of debts, Sir Ronald had dwelt 
on the iniquities of the word “default” and had inquired whether 
something could not be done by an amendment to the Johnson Act 
getting rid of this word. 

The President had replied in the negative and said that there was 
nothing to do but to admit the situation as contemplated under the 
Johnson Act. The Ambassador then asked what the President had 
to suggest. The President said that if he were the British Govern- 
ment he would hand this Government a note setting forth at length 
the conditions of the British Treasury, referring to the favorable 
balance in their budget, but also to the extent of the taxation under 
which the British people were suffering; that, for social and other 
reasons, it was necessary to lighten this heavy taxation which would 
automatically unbalance their budget; however, that they recognize 
their responsibilities under their debt and desire to discuss the ques- 
tion of final disposition of the debt and that they would leave these 
discussions or conversations to be held, either in Washington or in 
London, according to the wishes of this Government. The President 
told the Ambassador that he thought if such a note was received it 
would certainly improve the June 15th situation and perhaps the next 
semi-annual “pay-day.” 

Sir Ronald did not seem to receive the President’s suggestion in a 
very happy spirit. 

Wr. Pxiuurs
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800.51W89/876a : Circular telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in Czechoslovakia (Wright) 

WasuHineton, June 12, 1934—2 p. m. 
For your information and for informal and oral communication to 

Foreign Office. 
The British Government in a note”? which has been given wide 

publicity stated its assumption that unless payment were made in 
full of the unpaid parts of debt payments due June 15, 1933 and De- 
cember 15, 1933, as well as the payment due June 15, 1934, the United 
Kingdom would fall within the effects of the Johnson Act of April 
18, 1934, prohibiting the purchase and sale of obligations of govern- 
ments in default to the United States. This assumption is erroneous. 
The Attorney General has rendered an opinion that governments in 
the same category with Great Britain, namely, Czechoslovakia, Italy, 
Latvia, and Lithuania, would not fall within the prohibitions of the 
Act of April 18, 1934, should they pay the full amount of the instal- 
ment next due on their indebtedness. 

Repeat to Rome, Riga, Kaunas. 

Hoy 

4 Department of State, Press Releases, June 9, 1934, p. 355.



NEGOTIATIONS WITH REGARD TO CERTAIN INTERGOV- 

ERNMENTAL DEBTS DUE THE UNITED STATES? 

[The exchanges of correspondence in connection with the semi- 
annual transmission to the interested Missions in Washington of 
Department of the Treasury statements of amounts due on intergov- 
ernmental debts are printed in Department of State, Press Heleases, 

as follows: 

June 16, 1934, pages 395-404; 
December 15, 1934, pages 354-372 ; 
December 22, 1934, pages 409-418 ; 
January 12, 1935, pages 20-28. 

See also Annual Report of the Secretary of the Treasury .. . 1934, 
page 46, “Obligations of Foreign Governments”, and page 228, “Cor- 
respondence exchanged between the Government of the United States 
and various foreign governments concerning foreign debts owing to 

the United States”; ibid., 1935, pages 58 and 271.] 

800.51W89/873 

The Secretary of State to President Roosevelt 

[Wasuineton,| May 22, 1934. 

My Dear Mr. Presipent: There is enclosed herewith a memoran- 
dum which has been prepared in this Department and just now com- 
pleted, covering in a summary way a number of possible courses of 
action for dealing with the war debts and intended to collect in a 
single paper the gist of much of the thought on the subject which has 
been expressed up to date. It is possible that you might wish to have 
this before you. Reference is made in the text to a series of exhibits 
which are designed to more fully set forth the relevant data. I shall 
be happy to send these exhibits to you if you care to examine them at 

this time. 
In my own judgment, if it becomes necessary for this country to 

make any concessions from the exact terms of the several funding 
agreements, either by way of a temporary arrangement or perma- 

* For previous correspondence, see Foreign Relations, 1933, vol. 1, pp. 826 ff. 

| 543
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nently, such concessions should be utilized as a means for attempting 
to blast out the present barriers in the way of international trade, not 
only between this country and a debtor country but generally in the 
world, This idea is more fully developed in the memorandum. 

May I also call your attention to pages 14 to 20 of the memorandum, 
on which are set forth in brief a new suggestion for dealing with the 
payments for the next two or three years. In substance, the sug- 
gestion is that Congress authorize the President, in his discretion, to 
receive payments in the currency or credit of the debtor countries 
rather than in New York funds, and instead of covering the avails 
into the Treasury as quickly as might be possible they be utilized by 
way of a credit pool to stimulate world trade. This type of payment 

| would meet the claim of the transfer difficulty and might also have 
the additional advantage of actually benefiting the debtor countries 
instead of hurting them, thus affording a motive for favorable con- 
sideration of the proposition by them. This suggestion has been dis- 
cussed with certain gentlemen in the Department of Commerce and 
in the New York Federal Reserve Bank, who believe that it may be 
applied with practical benefits resulting therefrom. ‘You will under- 
stand, of course, that it is presented to you at this time not as a recom- 
mendation of this Department but with the thought that you might 
wish to consider it with us in further detail. 

Faithfully yours, CorpeLL Hun 

[Enclosure] 

Outline Statement of a Number of Alternative Courses of Action for 
Dealing With the War Debts 

Definition. As used in this statement “war debts” is intended to in- 
clude all of the foreign governmental obligations owing to the United 
States heretofore funded by agreement, including the debts of Ger- 
many, Austria and Greece.
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Status oF War Dests, AND JUNE 1934 PAYMENTS 

: Regular pay- Total indebted- Amounts not tsd 
iias, Gheteding | Fine 15,1684, | Pea wneet | Total due Tune 
arrears of interest aot er tot 08 | and payable on ’ ° 
and principal. agreements. June 15, 1934. 

Austria__......--------] $28, 752,217|.._-..-____| $84, 767| $34, 767 
Belgium_.......----.--| 411, 166, 529] $7, 159, 453] 11, 309, 453] 18, 468, 907 
Czechoslovakia--~------ 165, 288, 195} 1, 682, 812! 2,852,898) 4, 535, 711 
Hstonia....------------ 17, 784, 695 322, 850 989, 985) 1, 312, 835 
Finland_.-_------------ 8, 726, 645 166, 538).-----._--- 166, 538 
France. -..------------| 3, 960, 772, 238) 59, 000, 218} 82, 308, 312)141, 308, 530 
Gt. Brit. .-------------| 4, 636, 157, 358] 85, 670, 765/176, 120, 246/261, 791, 011 
Greece. ...------------ 32, 573, 5387}/_....------| 1, 891, 578] 1, 891, 578 
Hungary_-..----------- 2, 051, 938 32, 669 114, 628 147, 298 
Italy_.----------------] 2, 008, 103, 288] 14, 741, 593} 18, 687, 010) 28, 428, 603 
Latvia....------------- 7, 312, 658 134, 883 286, 462 421, 345 
Lithuania__------------ 6, 554, 544 147, 864 221, 169 369, 034 
Poland __-------------- 222, 560, 466; 4, 039, 039) 12, 317, 829] 16, 356, 869 
Rumania-------------- 63, 860, 560} 1, 248, 750; 1,048, 750) 2, 297, 500 
Yugoslavia_...--------- 61, 625, 000 300, 000 5925, 000 825, 000 

Total_._..---.---J11, 628, 284, 874/174, 647, 439/303, 708, 093/478, 355, 532 

RM RM RM 
Germany -~------------ 13, 041, 527, 612 \ Postponed 157,956,661 127, 956, 661 
Mixed Lara 
Claims Costs 

(See Exhibit A for details 2) 

PREFACE 

In view of the fact that, with minor exceptions, there appears to be 
no intention on the part of the debtor countries to meet the June 15, 
1934, payments or the ones subsequent thereto, in accordance with the 
terms of the pending agreements, the occasion is presented to review 
the provisions thereof with the idea of developing acceptable compro- 
mise interim arrangements or completely new terms. In so doing it 
might well be possible not only to avoid wholesale default, with the 
consequent danger of loss of these assets, but at the same time to induce 
the debtor countries, in exchange for debt concessions granted by the 
United States, to cooperate with this country in breaking the present 
worldwide economic log jam which now prevents nations from engag- 
ing in mutually profitable trade on a reasonable scale. 
Assuming a comprehensive and sound domestic program in this 

country, a suitable international procedure is necessary for a full 
and stable measure of economic rehabilitation. Permanent exchange 
stabilization and monetary arrangements are one major factor in 

2 Not printed. 

791118—51——41
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international business recovery. The liberalization of commercial pol- 
icy, including the readjustment downward of unreasonable trade 
barriers, is a second major factor. A third but minor factor is the 
temporary or permanent settlement of the war debt problem. One 
country cannot by itself return to sound and constructive economic 
and trade practices. Nor will the restoration of trade between two 
nations accomplish the desired end. As many nations as will must 
join in the undertaking to bring about suitable and full recovery. 
Only thus will anything like the normal volume of wholesale and 
healthy commerce, with its wonderfully favorable reaction upon the 
domestic economy of every country, be brought about. Thus the war 
debts solution, from this country’s point of view, becomes a two-edge 
sword, designed to secure a proper measure of ultimate repayment 
and at the same time, as the price of concessions made to them, cooper- 
ative action of the debtor countries designed to facilitate world-wide 
trade recovery. 

It is desirable to consider the specific propositions hereinafter de- 
veloped in the light of these general observations and of certain other 
relevant assumptions. 

Thus, it is obvious that all alternative courses of action for dealing 
with the war debts fall into two general classes, one of which con- 
templates payment either now or in the future strictly in accordance 
with the existing contract with the respective nation, and the other of 
which contemplates payment either now or in the future or both in 
accordance with one or more modifications of the existing agreement. 
Any type of payment or settlement in the second class requires 
Congressional action. 

With regard to any type of payment in either class, any debtor nation 
should have access to the American money market, if it desires such 
access, to borrow money which could be applied directly toward the 
payment of its debt. 

To the extent that it may be proposed at this time to agree upon a 
form of payment other than that stipulated in the contract, it would 
seem most desirable that it should be viewed solely as a temporary ex- 
pedient, covering possibly two or three years, and looking forward to 
a subsequent and more permanent disposition of the debt, if and when 
world economic conditions should become more stabilized. It would 
not be regarded as a precedent. 
Inasmuch as Congressional action would be necessary to permit 

the adoption of any plan of payment differing from the existing 
agreement, and in order to make the proposal as simple as possible, it 
is suggested that the payments temporarily to be provided for should 
merely be the current installments, and that the question as to the 
disposition of all payments now in arrears should, by Congressional
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action, be deferred to the end of the temporary period. Nevertheless, 

alternatives not in accordance with this thought are included in this 

statement because serious consideration has been given to them. 
Furthermore, the act of Congress which might authorize payments 

in a manner differing from that which is already provided in the debt 
agreements, might also, as well, authorize the President to accept 
partial payments representing, in his judgment, a sum measured by 
the full capacity of a particular country to pay, in which event such 
country would not be deemed to be in default. Annexed hereto as 
Exhibit B* is a suggested form for a statute covering the points just 
discussed and making possible an emergency handling of the debt 
program. | 

Finally, it should be emphasized, in the interest of the sanctity of 
international obligations in general and the preservation of the breath 
of life in our own credits in particular, that almost any temporary 
expedient is better than default. 

CLASSIFICATION OF ALTERNATIVES 

A, PAYMENT IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE EXISTING CONTRACTS 

While it does not appear likely at the present moment that any 
nation (except possibly Finland) will offer to pay its June 15, or 
subsequent installment, whether of principal or interest, in strict 
accordance with its agreement, it is felt that alternative proposals 
can be best visualized against a background of what is now required 
or permitted under practically every funding agreement. 

(a) United States Gold Coin or Gold Bullion. 

Payment in United States gold coin is, of course, legally out of 
the question. On the other hand, the chances are against any coun- 
try’s shipping gold bullion to this country, either because of the diffi- 
culty of purchasing such bullion, or due to its unwillingness to deplete 
monetary gold reserves. 

(6) Immediately Available Dollar Funds. . 

While we make no comment on whether or not, as a matter of 
fact, it would be possible for any or all of the debtor countries to 
make payment in dollar funds, it is certainly clear that the countries 
involved strongly represent the difficulty of effecting the transfer 
across the exchange and the inevitable interference of such transfer 
with the normal processes of international trade. Under this heading, 
however, it is appropriate to refer to the statement made in the preface 
that if the American money market were open to borrowers, some 
of the difficulties involved in this type of payment would be tempo- 

* Not printed.
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rarily overcome. Persuasive argument, however, has been and can 
be advanced against the general economic soundness, from a world 
point of view, of undertaking to pay existing foreign debts by borrow- 
ing more money in this country. 

(c) Certain United States Bonds on Thirty-Day Notice. 

The option to make payments on account of principal and interest 
in this manner has been exercised to a very considerable degree, 
payments in this form having aggregated over a billion dollars, prin- 
cipally by Great Britain. No notice has been received to date from 
any debtor country advising of its intent to pay in bonds. Of course, 
when United States bonds sell at a discount, there is some advantage 
in this manner of payment, but when our bonds are selling at par, or 
over, there is no advantage whatever over payment in dollars, except 
to the extent that these bonds might be acquired abroad from the 

citizens of a debtor country by payment in local currency. 

(d) Definitive Bonds of the Debtor Countries Suitable for sale to the 
Public. 

With the exception of the Austrian and German debt settlements,‘ 

and the 1929 Greek loan,® each of the agreements provides that the 
debtor country will issue, at the request of the Secretary of the Treas- 

ury, definitive bonds suitable for sale, in exchange for the funding bond 
or bonds then held by the United States. Of course, this does not con- 
stitute an alternative method of payment, except as it would afford 
a means for the United States to acquire bonds in this form in an 
amount, say, equal to a semi-annual installment, sell these bonds to the 
public and cover the cash into the Treasury. It is not thought that this 
privilege could be successfully exercised at the present moment, first, 
because of the natural reluctance of any private investor to acquire any 
of these goods in the absence of a reaffirmation on the part of the debtor 
country of its intent to pay them, and unless the bonds were for a 
short period; and, second, because in many cases, particularly France, 

Italy and Belgium, among the large debtors, the interest rate is not 

attractive. The rate on the British bonds, however, is reasonably at- 

tractive. It is possible that, with the cooperation of the British, and 

in view of their present apparent strong financial position, and in view 

of the large number of people in this country having friendly feeling 

for Great Britain, that some such arrangement as this might be worked 

out for two or three years, though it is a fact that the British to date 

have not looked with favor on the distribution of their obligations into 

private hands. The opinion of the Attorney General would probably 

‘Wor correspondence concerning German payments to the United States for 

claims and army of occupation costs, see vol. 11, pp. 469 ff. 

* See ibid., pp. 533 ff.
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have to be secured as to whether or not payment in this form would 
be such as to satisfy the requirements of the Johnson Act. As an 
alternative utilization of the principle of this procedure, it might be 
practical to have Congress authorize the modification of a particular 
agreement so that bonds of a reasonable maturity and reasonable in- 
terest rate could be secured by the United States and disposed of in 
the market, and as a consideration therefor, to make some concession 
to the debtor country on its present obligation under the agreement. 
The whole question of utilizing definitive bonds of debtor countries, re- 
arranged to make them readily marketable, in any refunding of out- 
standing United States bonds issued in connection with wartime 
financing, in whole or in part, is something that would bear further 
consideration, in our judgment, because, while there is, without a 
doubt, inherent in such a plan seeds of international discord in the 
event of default, there is at the same time present the possibility of 
cementing friendly international relations. Of course, the mere sub- 
stitution of one creditor for another in no way overcomes certain 
difficulties inherent in the whole question of the payment of these 
debts, and is merely one alternative avenue of approach. 

B. PAYMENT IN ACCORDANCE WITH ONE OR MORE MODIFICATIONS OF THE 

EXISTING CONTRACTS 

In considering the various courses of action hereinafter set forth 
for the temporary or even permanent disposition of the debt problem 
there should be kept in mind the possibility of a correlative compen- 
satory benefit to be sought by the United States in agreeing to a con- 
cession from its contract rights. As was stated at the outset this 
benefit not only could involve the element of a guid pro quo moving to 
this country, but in appropriate circumstances and possibly depend- 
ing on the degree of concession made by us, should embrace the idea 
of a utilization of the concession to attempt to blast out, in general, 
the barriers now existing to the flow of world trade. 

(a) Thus, for example, with respect to any particular country with 
whom a new arrangement is entered into, and by way of guid pro quo, 
the gradual elimination by that country over successive years of any 
system of quotas directed against the United States or affecting the 
products of the United States. 

(b) Concessions by way of reductions of tariffs interfering with 
the importation into any country of American products. 

(c) Modification of any existing arrangement between a debtor 
country and any other country or colony or dominion so that the 
United States shall participate on an equal footing with respect to 
trade or privately-owned blocked accounts or bills receivable, use of 
port facilities, et cetera. 

*48 Stat. 574; for correspondence relating thereto, see ante, pp. 525 ff.



550 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1934, VOLUME I 

(z) Elimination of discriminatory taxes on American enterprises 
in the particular country, or capital investments in such a country. 

(é) Tmprovement of the general taxing system in its relation to 
this country with a view to the mutual elimination of double taxation. 

This idea of benefit might be expanded to include not only reduc- 
tion of barriers to United States trade such as set forth above, but 
also the reduction of barriers to world trade in general through the 
cooperation of the United States and the debtor countries and other 
countries as well and might further embrace proposals for exchange 
stabilization, thus by world-wide mutuality of action encouraging 
the movement of trade. The instrumentality in each case would be 
the yielding by the United States of specific rights under its debt 
agreements. 

Not only could there be improvement achieved in the realm of trade, 
but likewise in other areas in which the conditions are disturbing to 
world affairs. 

(f) Thus by cooperative making of multilateral concessions to at- 
tempt to effect progress toward disarmament or armament holidays. 

(7) Etc., etc. 

It is thus apparent that there are a number of economic and other 
fields in which the United States could legitimately seek to change 
the status quo to the advantage of the United States and the world 
in general. It would seem that an endeavor along this line is so 
much more sensible and practical than the mere discussion of partial 
cancellation of the debts out of hand without seeking anything in lieu 
of that part of the debt which is so cancelled. 
We come now to a consideration of specific proposed courses of 

action which involve receiving something less than the full agreed 
payment. As hereinbefore stated, it would seem that the most sen- 
sible approach to a course of action which involves a departure from 
the original agreement is to seek that method which would seem most 
nearly to permit the payment of the original obligation while, at 
the same time, disturbing the debtor country the least or even possibly 
aiding the debtor country by the manner in which the payment would 
be utilized after it was made. 

Within this general concept any number of possible combinations 
of forms of payment are possible, ranging from a payment in dollar 
funds very closely approaching the full amount due, with the balance 
in foreign currencies, to a relatively small amount of dollars or no 
dollars at all, and the balance in foreign currencies; or payment in 
dollars, foreign currencies and United States bonds in whole or by way 
of partial payment, or a combination of dollars, foreign currencies, 

United States bonds and definitive bonds of the debtor country to be 
sold to the public. Anything approaching concreteness in this realm
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of combinations could result only from negotiation. It is our opinion, 
however, that this approach to the proposition is more by way of an 
extracting process, rather than anything creative, and we frankly 
favor a payment of the full amount, or as much as may be, in the 
currency of the debtor country, the same not to be with a view to 
immediate conversion into the United States Treasury but to be utilized 
by way of a credit pool as an international primer of world trade and 
possibly for achieving stabilization of foreign currencies, and sub- 
sequently to be covered into the Treasury over a period of years. 

I. Payment in full in currency or credit of the debtor country. 

The balance of international payments position of the United States, 
showing in every year since the war a large excess of credits due 
us arising out of the current interchange of goods and services with 
the rest of the world, actually makes it extremely difficult to 
receive war debt installments. The plea by debtor countries of inabil- 
ity to pay rests in large part on very real grounds, inasmuch as the 
available estimates of their balances of international payments indi- 
cate that at the present time only Belgium and Finland might be able 
to pay war debt installments out of their current income arising from 
international transactions. (See Exhibit C’). The other debtor 
countries could acquire the necessary dollar exchange to meet their 
war debt payments only by borrowing—a recourse which is at present 
wellnigh impossible—or by depleting their gold reserves, which they 
are naturally loath to do. In order to protect their currencies from 
depreciation in relation to other currencies, the debtor countries, with 
the exception of Great Britain, Finland and Lithuania, have set up 
severe exchange controls or import restrictions, or both. (See 
Exhibit D.7) Such devices, which now prevail all over the world are 
symptomatic of adverse international payments positions of the coun- 
tries in which they are employed and necessarily operate in a vicious 
circle, definitely limiting the possibility of increasing the movement 
of international trade. 

The Proposal. It is therefore proposed, with the approval of 
Congress, (see Exhibit B”) that the President may allow payment of 
war debts during the two calendar years 1934 and 1935, to be made 
in the currencies of the respective countries, the credits thus provided 
to be utilized as a pool to move goods in world trade by providing 
exchange outside of the regular exchange markets, thus acting to 
break the present circle and to permit an aggressive commercial lend- 
ing policy for international trade. It is proposed that the war debt 
payments, amounting in two years to about $850,000,000, (see Ex- 

"Not printed.
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hibit A ®) or to such lesser amount as may result if the President is 
authorized to accept partial payments when circumstances justify 
such action, shall be used as a lever to lift the trade of the world, in 
furtherance of the announced aim of the Administration to promote 
a revival of world trade. At the end of two years the proceeds of 
debt payments, in whatever currencies they may be, would be sold 
for dollars in any orderly manner over an extended period and covered 
into the Treasury. To allay possible fear of any country that large 
unused sums to the credit of the United States might be suddenly 
moved to the disadvantage of that country, provision could be made 
that the credits would only be made available to meet more or less 
specific transactions as they arose. 

Operation of the Plan. The Bank for International Settlements, 
if willing, or if not, a temporary agency set up by the United States 
and the debtor countries, would act as a clearing station for the receipt 
of debt payments in the various currencies. The funds created by debt 
payments would be divided roughly into two equal parts. 

1. One part to be utilized by the United States substantially as 
follows: 

(a) To sell foreign exchange through the medium of the Federal 
Reserve System to American tourists and for immigrant remittances 
in any amounts in excess of similar expenditures for either of the two 
preceding years, whichever was the higher, at a substantial discount 
on the basis of the entire sum purchased, upon satisfactory proof by 
the purchaser. (See Exhibit E.°) 

(6) To sell foreign exchange in the same manner to American im- 
porters at a substantial discount for purchase of goods on the free list 
In excess of similar purchases in either of the preceding two years. 
(See Exhibit F.*) 

(c) For direct purchase by this Government on its own behalf of 
goods not produced here or those goods produced domestically in 
insufficient volume to satisfy commercial demands, such purchases to 
be for military and naval use, for promotion of public health and edu- 
cation, or for aid to agriculture. 

(d) To provide grants enabling American students, teachers and 
research workers to study in foreign countries. 

(e) To allocate foreign exchange to one of the Export-Import 
Banks to finance imports of goods not on the free list. 

(f) To afford, from the dollar proceeds of the above mentioned 
sales of exchange, a revolving fund of unrestricted credit at 90 to 180 
days to persons in foreign countries desiring to buy American goods, 
either directly or through triangular transactions. Repayments of 
such credits would be made in domestic currencies of the commercial 
borrowers and these sums in turn would become available for further 
commercial loans. If it is decided to proceed further with this pro- 
posal a careful study should be made of the market possibilities in 

°Not printed.



INTERGOVERNMENTAL DEBTS 55098 

the United States for types of goods to be brought in under this plan 
and also whether there is a possibility of developing feeling between 
debtor countries because of types of goods from any one country being 
severely competitive with similar types of goods from another country 
brought in under this plan. 

2. The other part to be handled by the Bank for International 
Settlements to furnish credit to stimulate the movement of goods not 
only among the debtor countries but generally throughout the world. 
Loans would be made on a reasonably liberal and intelligent basis for 
private commercial transactions, secured in the customary manner 
and maturing over a period up to one year or 18 months. No matter 
what currency was loaned, the commercial borrower would effect 
repayment in his own currency at an equivalent in value of the money 
borrowed. Thus, operating outside regular exchange markets and 
avoiding pressure on the exchange rates for any currency, this fund 
would be worldwide in its application. Also as may be deemed in the 
best interest of all concerned and without prejudicing commercial 
needs, loans might be made from the pool for the purpose of effecting 
stabilization of currencies. 

Conclusion. The promotion in the above fashion of the total vol- 
ume of world trade would tend inevitably to increase the sale of 
American goods abroad through the mere creation of added buying 
power and as a consequence of raised standards of living in the several 
countries which would result from the stimulus given the trade. The 
general improvement in the economic life of other countries would also 
tend to enhance the probability of repayment of American private in- 
vestments abroad. Finally, this utilization of debt payments in a 
worldwide cooperative program would convert now stagnant funds 
into a dynamic means of world recovery for mutual benefit, thus 
offering a guid pro quo to countries desiring to fulfill their contractual 
obligations. 

Il. Payment in current or available credits of the debtor country in 
accordance with the country’s capacity to pay, but not in full. 

This proposal is based upon the same general theory as in I. above, 
varying only in the fact that payment would be received in an amount 
less than the full amount contracted for. The proceeds of the pay- 
ments would be utilized in much the same manner as under I. 

III. Payment in dollars, only of principal installments. 

The suggestion has been made that as a temporary expedient Con- 
gress authorize the President in his discretion to permit a country to 
make payment during the three-year period beginning June 15, 1934, 
only of the principal installments falling due within that period, with 
a waiving of interest payments; also that all token payments and pay- 
ments of interest and principal received from the particular country
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since the expiration of the Hoover moratorium ” be applied against 
such principal payments falling due on and after June 15, 1934. This 
method of treating the debt payments falling due in the next three 
years would give present universal effect to the policy implied in the 
debt settlements with France, Italy, Belgium, Yugoslavia, Austria and 
Greece, of minimizing the matter of interest; and is designed to recog- 
nize the claim of the British and certain other governments, whose 

settlements were modeled after the British agreement, that their 
interest payments are out of proportion to the rates of interest charged 
the above-named countries. Furthermore, during the anticipated con- 
tinuance of present unsettled world economic conditions, this treat- 
ment would, it is maintained, enable debtor countries to uphold the 
sanctity of their own obligations, thus serving to strengthen the 
validity of international obligations in general, without placing on 
the debtor governments too great an actual burden. 

IV. Combination payments. 

As previously pointed out, as a temporary measure and as the result 
of negotiations rather than on the basis of a preconceived program, 
it might be possible to effect full or partial payment of the installments 
falling due during the next two or three years, by allowing the Presi- 
dent in his discretion to receive such payments partly in dollars, partly 
in foreign currencies and available credits and partly in definitive 
bonds of the debtor countries suitable for public distribution. With 
regard to the foreign currencies so paid, it is to be assumed that they 
would be utilized somewhat along the lines indicated under I. 

V. Payment in short-term notes. 
Possibly as a last recourse the President might be authorized in his 

discretion, in lieu of payment in dollars, foreign currencies or bonds, 
to accept the note of a debtor country for the amount of principal 
and interest falling due in the three-year period beginning June 15, 
1934, such note to bear interest at a specified rate and to mature on 
or about June 15, 1937. The only possible motive for employing this 
alternative would be that it would serve to keep alive the obligation 
of the country to the United States and tend toward recognition of the 
sanctity of international obligations. Of course, there is a danger 
in such a proposal by reason of the fact that payment is called for in 
more or less substantial amounts at one particular time, which might 
well tend to throw the machinery of international payments out of 

10 see 20, 1932; for correspondence, see Foreign Relations, 1932, vol. 1, 

Pris For text of the agreement of June 18, 1923, funding the debt of Great Britain 
to the United States, see Combined Annual Reports of the World War Foreign 
Debt Commission, 1922-1926, pp. 106-111; for text of the agreement of June 4, 
1932, relative to the postponement of payments during 1932, see Annual Report of 

_ the Secretary of the Treasury, 1932, pp. 296-297,
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balance at a time when the world might be emerging from the pres- 
ent difficulties. And if it were not contemplated by those concerned 
that these notes would be paid, then nothing much more is accom- 
plished by the proceeding than if the countries were permitted to 
default. 

In order to present as complete a treatment of the war debt prob- 
lem as possible, the following suggestions heretofore made are in- 
cluded in this statement, although each presents a permanent settle- 
ment rather than a temporary one. 

La. Elimination of all interest. Waive all future interest payments 
provided for in the debt agreements and allow all interest payments 
made to date since the funding agreement with any particular country 
to be applied against future or past due principal installments. This 
type of settlement again is a reflection of the tendency heretofore 
referred to of minimizing or eliminating interest on the war debts 
and attempting to secure only the principal amount of the funds 
originally loaned. 

ITa. Lump sum settlement. The suggestion most commonly made 
is that the war debt agreements should be set aside and that each 
country should settle its debt to this country by making one lump 
sum payment. Of course, the amount of such payment and the con- 
cessions to be stipulated in favor of this country as a condition of 
agreeing to a lump sum settlement could result only from negotia- 
tion. A lump sum settlement with any particular country would of 
necessity involve once more the transfer problem. A lump sum set- 
tlement, if it could be effected without too great a dislocation of 
international exchange and commerce, might have the present effect 
of enabling this Government to balance its budget. 

IIIa. Other Plans. In addition to the above the following is a list 
of some other proposals for war debt revision which are typical of a 
larger number involving in each instance the same specific principle 
but varying in detail: 

(1) In consideration of reducing our claims on the debtor nations 
by one-third, it is proposed that such countries agree to an armament 
holiday and, furthermore, that the payments to be made under this 
settlement would be a small number of annual lump sum payments, 
the proportion to be paid by each of the debtor countries to be deter- 
mined by agreement among themselves. This settlement, it is pointed 
out, would make operative the Lausanne Agreement,” as the result 
of which Germany would in effect meet the installments due this Gov- 
ernment during the first two years. 

“For text of agreement, see Great Britain, Cmd. 4126, Miscellaneous No. 7 
(1932) : Final Act of the Lausanne Conference, Lausanne, July 9, 1932; for cor- 
respondence on this subject, see Foreign Relations, 1932, vol. 1, pp. 636 ff.
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(2) A moratorium on all war debt payments for a specific number 
of years, during which period an annual reduction of the existing war 
debt obligations would be allowed on the basis of a percentage of 
American goods imported by the debtor countries. 

(3) The substitution for war debt obligations of the securities of 
private enterprises existing in a debtor country or any other country, 
including American securities. This proposal envisages an opera- 
tion similar to European financing of the early stages of the war 
whereby private holdings of securities were mobilized by the various 
Governments. 

(4) For a concise outline of the many American proposals for 
war debt revision, see University of Illinois Bulletin No. 47, of 
June 20, 1933. 

800.51 W89/872 : Circular telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in France (Straus) 

WasHIncTon, June 1, 1934. 

President today sent message on debts to Congress first part of 
which was devoted to an analysis of accounts due since 1932. Message 
then read : 

“At the present time Finland remains the only foreign government 
which has met all payments on its indebtedness to the United States 
punctually and in full. 

It is a simple fact that this matter of the repayment of debts con- 
tracted to the United States during and after the World War has 
pravery complicated our trade and financial relationships with the 
orrowing Nations for many years. 
These obligations furnished vital means for the successful conclu- 

sion of a war which involved the national existence of the borrowers, 
and fater for a quicker restoration of their normal life after the war 
ended. 

The money loaned by the United States Government was in turn 
borrowed by the United States Government from the people of the 
United States, and our Government in the absence of payment from 
foreign Governments is compelled to raise the shortage by general 
taxation of its own people in order to pay off the original liberty bonds 
and the later refunding bonds. . 

It is for these reasons that the American people have felt that their 
debtors were called upon to make a determined effort to discharge 
these obligations. The American people would not be disposed to 
place an impossible burden upon their debtors, but are nevertheless in 
a just position to ask that substantial sacrifices be made to meet these 
debts. 
We shall continue to expect the debtors on their part to show full 

understanding of the American attitude on this debt question. The 
people of the debtor nations will also bear in mind the fact that the 
American people are certain to be swayed by the use which. debtor 
countries make of their available resources,—whether such resources 
would be applied for the purposes of recovery as well as for reason- 
able payment on the debt owed to the citizens of the United States, or
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for purposes of unproductive nationalistic expenditure or like purposes. 
In presenting this report to you, I suggest that, in view of all exist- 

ing circumstances no legislation at this session of the Congress is either 
necessary or advisable. 

I can only repeat that I have made it clear to the debtor Nations 
again and again that ‘the indebtedness to our Government has no 
relation whatsoever to reparations payments made or owed to them’ 
and that each individual Nation has full and free opportunity in- 
dividually to discuss its problem with the United States. 
We are using every means to persuade each debtor nation as to the 

sacredness of the obligation and also to assure them of our willingness, 
if they should so request, to discuss frankly and fully the special cir- 
cumstances relating to means and method of payment. 

Recognizing that the final power lies with the Congress, I shall keep 
the Congress informed from time to time and make such new recom- 
mendations as may later seem advisable.” 

Please release to press immediately. Repeat by wire with similar 
instructions to London, Rome, Geneva, Warsaw and Prague. Airmail 
all other European missions. 

PHILLIPS 

800.51W89/912 : 

The Under Secretary of State (Phillips) to President Roosevelt 

Wasuineton, October 31, 1934. 

Dear Mr. Presipent: It occurs to me that possibly you may care 
to have at hand the various suggestions for handling the war debts 
which have been received here since the Department’s letter and mem- 
orandum to you of May 22nd last. Some of the ideas are novel and 
seem to me to be impractical; others are worthy of consideration. 
They include the suggestions of Ambassador Straus, Ambassador 
Morris, Shephard Morgan, Judge Manton of New York, etc. 

Faithfully yours, Wiwir1am PHILLIPS 

[Enclosure—Memorandum ] 

WasHINGTON, October 27, 1934. 

Since the Department’s letter and memorandum to the President 
of May 22, 1934, setting forth suggestions for handling the war debts, 
several other concrete ideas have been received here, which, because 
of their source, merit serious consideration. Back of each plan is 
the same thought, namely, the great desirability of promptly settling 
the debts in the interest of world recovery, if it is practical to do so. 

1. The most novel of the new ideas is that proposed by Judge Mar- 
tin T. Manton * of New York, to invoke the jurisdiction of the Perma- 

#8 Judge of U. S. Circuit Court of Appeals, 2d Circuit.
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nent Court of International Justice by an action by the United States 
against one or more of the debtor countries seeking to collect the debt 
or debts and possibly effect their reorganization. The Judge is of 
the opinion that the Court has jurisdiction over the applicant and the 
debtor in each case and that there is a cause of action and that relief 

can be effectively given. 
2. Ambassador Straus * suggests that the debts be refunded on the 

basis of payment of 1% of principal a year with a low interest rate— 
1 to 2%; that bonds representing the settlement be delivered to the 
Treasury and thereafter sold for dollars and be used by the buyers 
in paying for goods bought from France, and for tourist expenditures 
and immigrant remittances. There are some important economic 
objections to using the French bonds in this manner, which are sug- 
gested in our memorandum of May 22, 1934. 

38. Ambassador Morris” suggests the refunding of the post-Ar- 
mistice Belgian principal debt on a 99 year basis; cancellation of in- 
terest on their debt; and probable cancellation or great reduction of 
pre-Armistice debt; that the debt refunded on the 99 year basis be dis- 
counted to date and paid—20% gold; 20% silver at 151% to 1 of gold; 
60% in Belgian Treasury notes, payable in agreed installments, to be 

paid into a trust fund to be held by the Bank for International Settle- 
ments and used to secure an international loan, the proceeds to go to 
us. This method would result in around a 70% reduction. 

4, Mr. Shephard Morgan, Vice-President of the Chase Bank, sug- 
gests the following: 

a. The present agreed payments be made by a debtor country to the 
Bank for International Settlements and the fund left at a minimum 
sum equal to 2 years installments. 

6. The Bank for International Settlements be authorized to invest 
the fund in the short-term negotiable bills of the paying country, 
bearing a nominal interest and discountable at the central bank of the 
country. 

C. Withdrawals from the fund by the United States to be made 
only in the currency of the debtor country and only when for three 
successive months, the balance of merchandise trade between the 
country and the United States is unfavorable to the United States, in 
the manner set out in (d). 

d. Under these circumstances, the United States to have the right 
to sell drafts on the Bank for International Settlements to its own 
nationals or draw on the fund for purchases made for its own account, 
up to amount of adverse balance. Proceeds from sale of drafts cov- 
ered into the United States Treasury. With respect to our heavy 
debtors who normally have an adverse balance with the United States, 
the additional item be proposed that 10%, say, of the whole debt be 
paid now in bonds saleable in our markets. 

* Jesse Isidor Straus, Ambassador in France. 
* Dave H. Morris, Ambassador in Belgium.
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5. Mr. J. G. Rovensky, Vice-President of the Chase Bank, suggests 
that all debts be refunded on a 100 year basis, payable 1% a year, with 
nominal interest, and the payments made in New York funds as they 
mature. He believes that the exchanges will stand this. Such an 
operation would work out favorably except as to Italy, Yugoslavia, 
Czechoslovakia. Modifications are possible to make it work generally. 

6. Mr. S. O. Levinson of Chicago, has resubmitted his plan of 
combining a war debt settlement with disarmament which, among 
other things, embodies the idea of lumping the payments and permit- 
ting the debtors to agree among themselves as to the proportion which 
each will pay. In the net, the United States will receive in cash over 
12 years, about $4,000,000,000 and save large sums annually on 

armaments, 

BELGIUM 

[See Department of State, Press Releases, June 16, 1934, page 396; 
ibtd., December 15, 1984, page 357. |] 

CZECHOSLOVAKIA 

[See Department of State, Press Releases, June 16, 1934, page 397; 
ibid., December 15, 1934, page 360. ] 

ESTONIA 

[See Department of State, Press Releases, June 16, 1934, page 399; 
tbid., December 22, 1934, page 409. ] 

FINLAND 

800.51W89 Finland/81 | 

President Roosevelt to the Acting Secretary of State 

Wasuineton, December 22, 1933. 

These Treasury Department figures*” carry out my thought pre- 
cisely. Do you think that the lesser annual payments on the forty- 
year plan and the still smaller payments on the fifty-year plan are 
counterbalanced by the reduction in the total amount to be paid under 
the five-year plan? In other words, 

* Corporation lawyer: author of several articles on reparations and inter- 
governmental debts. 

™ Post, p. 561.
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30 years—no interest—equals. $5, 854, 903. 
40 years—1% interest—equals 7, 132, 550. 
50 years—114% interest—equals 8, 364, 265. 

In your judgment, if you were representing Finland, would you rec- 
ommend the thirty-year—no interest—plan even though this involves 
larger annual payments? I want the Finnish Government, of course, 
to accept the thirty-year plan. 

If you think this will attract them and that they will go through 
with it, I take it the next step will be a tentative agreement, and you 
can tell them that I would submit such an agreement to the Congress 
for approval. 

FRANKLIN] D. R[ oosEvetr | 

800.51W89 Finland/81 

The Department of State to the Finnish Legation 

Awer-Mémorre 

The Treasury Department has been studying suggested bases for re- 
adjustment of the indebtedness of Finland to the United States, and 
has drafted calculations (attached) of the new principal indebted- 
ness which would result by retroactive application as nearly as pos- 
sible of the bases employed in the case of the indebtedness of Italy to 
the United States. 

The Treasury table carries the principal payments which have ac- 
tually been made by Finland. Like the settlement with Italy, it 
charges no interest during the first five years, and one-eighth percent 
interest thereafter to date. Subtracting the excess interest actually 
paid over what would have been paid on this basis leaves a new prin- 
cipal amount of $5,854,903.25 as of December 15, 1983. 

The Treasury statement also includes possible plans for the repay- 
ment of this principal amount, namely : If paid in thirty years without 
interest, equal annual payments of $195,163.44; if in forty years at 
1% interest, $178,318.77 ; if in fifty years at 114% interest, $167,285.80. 

If the Finnish Government indicates that it is prepared to accept 
an agreement on any one of these three bases for future payments, 
the President has authorized the preparation of a form of agreement 
which he would submit to the Congress with a request for authority 
to execute it. 

WasHineton, January 6, 1934.
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800.51W89 Finland/88 

Memorandum by the Assistant Economic Adviser (Livesey) of a 
Conversation With the Finnish Minister (Astrém) on January 8, 
1934 

[WasHINetTon, undated. | 

The Minister of Finland called to discuss the negotiations for re- 
arrangement of the Finnish debt. He inquired as to the treatment 

of the Hoover moratorium in the figures submitted to him. On my 
stating that the scheme would replace both the regular annuities and 
the Hoover moratorium annuities, he said that he had not so under- 
stood and his telegraphic report of Saturday, January 6, to his Gov- 
ernment had been wrong in this respect. I went over the figures 
with him and finally gave him the following text in pencil, having 
first read it to Mr. Bell ** of the Treasury who approved its substance, 
not having the figures before him: 

“Treasury calculations ignore Hoover moratorium. Starting with 
principal of $9,000,000 they subtract each year the scheduled prin- 
cipal payment, and after fifth year charge one-eighth percent inter- 
est on unpaid principal. This retroactive table shows total principal 
payments of $571,000 and total interest payments of $64,723.75, leav- 
ing unpaid principal of $8,429,000 from which is deducted excess 
payments actually made of $2,574,096.75. The new principal of 
$5,854,903.26 would thus replace Hoover annuities as well as original 
settlement.” 

The Minister referred to publicity in the press regarding the nego- 
tiations and said that he was refusing all information to the press. 

The Minister said he was instructed as part of his presentation of 
the matter to ask for most-favored-nation treatment for Finland. 
He readily agreed that it would be unwise to include a most-favored- 
nation clause in view of the attitude of Congress. He would report 
this to his Government and suggest that this point should be left 
to the future. 

I called the Minister’s attention to the last paragraph of the aide- 
mémotre explaining that the suggestion was that we work out a 
detailed “form of agreement” which could be submitted to Congress 
and which could be signed after Congress had passed an act author- 
izing its execution. The Minister said he had not understood this 
and it was important as he was not sure that in spite of all explana- 
tions his Government was not expecting an agreement which would 

be valid when signed on behalf of the President. 

* Commissioner of Accounts and Deposits. 
1 Supra.



INTERGOVERNMENTAL DEBTS 563 

800.51W8s9 Finland/8&3 

The Finnish Legation to the Department of State 

Aiwr-Mémorre 

Reference is made to the Aide-Mémoire of the Department of State, 

dated January 6, 1934, and to the table accompanying it, in which 
was indicated how the Treasury Department had calculated the new 
principal indebtedness of Finland to the United States by retroactive 
application as nearly as possible of the bases employed in the case of 
the indebtedness of Italy to the United States, and in which the new 
principal amount, as of December 15, 1933, thus calculated was stated 
to be $5,854,903.25. 

The Azde-Mémoire referred to also mentioned three different plans 
for the payment of this principal amount, namely: 

1) in equal annual payments of $195,163.44 during a period of 
thirty years, no interest being included in the payment; 

2) in equal annual payments of $178,313.77 during forty years, 
1% interest being included, and 

| 3) in annual payments of $167,285.30 during fifty years, with 
114% interest being included. 

It was further stated in the said Aide-Mémoire that if the Finnish 
Government indicates its preparedness to accept an agreement on any 
one of these three bases for future payments, the President has au- 
thorized the preparation of a form of agreement which he would 
submit to the Congress with a request for authority to execute it. 

The Finnish Government has now informed its Minister at Wash- 
ington that it is prepared to accept the plan referred to above under 
point 1, in other words the payment of the new calculated principal 
amount of $5,854,903.25, in thirty years without interest in equal 
annual instalments of $195,163.44. 

The Finnish Government has given this information to its Minis- 
ter with a statement that 1t considers that the acceptance of this plan 
should not prejudice its further adherence to the principle of the 
most favored nation to which it has previously referred in connection 
with the debt question. 

WasHinetTon, January 11, 1934. 

800.51W89 Finland /92 

Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State (Phillips) 

[Wasuinerton,] March 29, 1934. 

The Finnish Minister again brought up the question of the Finnish 
debt agreement and asked whether I could give him any information
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as to whether the President intended to send up the agreement to Con- 
gress. 

I replied that there was nothing new that I could tell him beyond 
what I had said several times, namely, that I had discussed the matter 
with the President and that he had reached no decision; the Con- 
gressional situation was so complicated that the sending up of any 
debt communication, even such a satisfactory agreement as that with 
Finland, might inject the whole war debt situation into the political 
arena; I asked the Minister to have patience and it was quite clear 
from his attitude that he has infinite patience. 

Wiwi1am PHILLIPs 

800.51W89 Finland/99 

Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State (Phillips) 

[WasHineton,| May 23, 1934. 

The Finnish Minister called upon me this morning, at my request, 
with reference to the Finnish debt agreement; I told him that I was 
now in a position to explain to him the President’s position; that, 
as he knew, the President was entirely satisfied with the arrangement 
which has been made and had been looking for an opportunity of pre- 
senting it to Congress; the President was satisfied, however, that con- 
ditions were not favorable for presenting it to Congress at this session ; 
the President felt that, in view of general conditions in Congress with 
regard to debts, it would not be opportune to send up this special agree- 
ment with Finland; that if he did so it would be presenting a revised 
schedule of payments greatly in the interests of Finland and that, 
while no one presumably would question the desirability of the agree- 
ment in itself, it might open up a discussion with respect to the debt 
arrangements with other countries; for instance, the question might 
be raised as to whether other debtors, such as Great Britain, would 
or would not be accorded the same treatment and thus the whole debt 
structure might be thrown into a debate which would prolong the 
present session of Congress. I reminded the Minister, also, that elec- 
tions were to be held in the autumn and that presumably all the mem- 
bers of Congress preferred to go back to their constituents without 
having had to commit themselves one way or another to any change 
in the debt structure. I emphasized the fact that the President’s 
reluctance to make a special case for Finland at this session must not 
be regarded as in any way weakening on the position which he had 
already taken in the agreement and I personally felt that he would 

-  gend it to Congress as soon as he could safely do so.
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The Minister expressed the greatest regret; he said the President’s 
decision would be a deep disappointment to his Government and would 
not be particularly well received in Finland. 

Witi1am PHILLIips 

[See also Department of State, Press Releases, July 14, 1934, page 
39; 7bid., December 15, 1934, page 354. |] 

FRANCE 

800.51W89 France/965 

Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State (Phillips) 

[Wasurneron,| February 16, 1934. 

I showed this memorandum to the President, who said in reply 
that he was not contemplating at present any message to Congress 
on this subject. 

Wiru1amM PxHitiies 
Feb. 16. I have telephoned the above to the French Ambassa- 

dor ®° today. | W. P. 

[Enclosure] 

Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State (Phillips) 

[ WasHineton,| February 15, 1934. 

The French Ambassador asked me this morning whether the 
President had any intention of sending to Congress in the near future 
a message dealing with war debts. He said that he was asking the 
question entirely on his own responsibility. He wished to assure 
me once more that he had never lost an opportunity in his efforts to 
persuade his Government to make a payment on account. He was 
under the impression that the new French Government” might be 
willing to consider France’s indebtedness to the United States and it 
was because of this impression that he would like to be able to notify 
his Government in advance of any new steps to be taken by the Presi- 
dent. In other words, he seemed to feel that, if the President was 
contemplating a message to Congress on the subject,” the French 

Government might consider the wisdom of making a favorable ges- 

ture in advance of any such action. 
Witt1AM PHILLIPS 

* André de Laboulaye. 
71 A coalition cabinet under Gaston Doumergue was formed on February 8, 1934. 
2 For pertinent extract from message of June 1 on debts, see circular telegram 

of June 1, 1934, p. 556.
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800.51W89 France/966 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in France (Straus) to the Secretary of State 

Paris, March 7, 1934—11 a. m. 
[Received March 7—7:58 a. m.] 

172. Have intimations that war debts are agitating French Cab- 
inet and that Foreign Minister Barthou will invite me to conference 
in the near future. These intimations are accompanied by suggestion 
that French Government would like to know what method of settle- 
ment might be acceptable to United States of America to which I 
sent reply through same indirect channels as intimations came to me 
that it would seem to me that any suggestion of settlement should 
emanate from debtor and not from creditor. 

Also hear that de Laboulaye concerned over anti-French feeling in 
the United States has urged French Cabinet to endeavor to arrive 
at some kind of settlement. 

I would appreciate guidance if Administration has made or is 
contemplating making any move toward war debt settlement together 
with outline of Administration’s policy. 

STRAUS 

800.51W89 France/966 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in France (Straus) 

Wasuinoton, March 8, 1934—3 p. m. 

93. Your172,March7,11a.m. Your reply to intimations received 

concerning war debts follows precisely the general attitude adopted 

here in the past. We are of course at all times ready to receive any 

suggestion that debtors care to make. 
HULu 

800.51W89 France/980: Telegram 

The Ambassador in France (Straus) to the Secretary of State 

Paris, May 9, 1984—1 p. m. 
[Received May 9—12:15 p. m.] 

355. With reference to the Embassy’s telegram No. 172, March 7, 

10 a. m., Department’s reply No. 93, March 8, 3 p. m., also Embassy’s 

No. 343, May 4, 3 p. m.,2* and 349, May 5, 8 p. m.* the Embassy hears 

from various sources all more or less dependable and authoritative 

and confirmatory of one another that the Doumergue Government 

has been giving consideration to the question of war debts and per- 

* Not printed.



INTERGOVERNMENTAL DEBTS 567 

haps to the possibilities of making a token payment. I have been 
unofficially approached to make a suggestion of possibly acceptable 
terms and as on previous occasions have replied that I have no au- 
thority to do so and that in any case I regard it as incumbent on the 
debtor to make a tender. 
From the immediate entourage of Herriot * it is learned that he 

has precipitated a discussion by intimating that his position is diffi- 
cult in a Government which fails to take cognizance of this issue be- 
fore June 15. 
Embassy informed this morning from reliable source in direct con- 

tact with Léger * last night on question of war debts that Léger said 
much depends on the reply which the State Department would give 
to de Laboulaye’s direct questions. France’s war debt position 
depended on whether a French token payment made on June 15 would 
regularize France’s position or whether it would be necessary for 
France to pay accumulated defaulted interest annuities. If Wash- 
ington agreed to a June 15 token payment without insisting on the 
whole payment of the accumulated defaulted annuities the Doumergue 
Cabinet would very likely consider risking the existence of the na- 
tional Government by asking Parliament to approve of making a 
token payment on June 15, 

There are two strong arguments in favor of making such a payment, 
(1st), the value of the dollar in French francs by which the amount 
of the payment would be discounted about 40%, (2d), the possibility 
of a drastic total reduction of the debt if France would be promised 
the same treatment as she understands will be granted to Finland 
whereby the interest on the French debt would practically be abol- 
ished leaving France to pay barely more than the total principal. 

STRAUS 

800.51W89 France/981 

_ Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State (Phillips) 

[Wasuineton,| May 9, 1934. 

T asked the French Ambassador to call this morning and said I was 
in a position now to give him an answer to his inquiry of a few days 
ago with respect to partial payments on war debts. I said I had 
discussed the matter with the President yesterday afternoon and the 
President felt he was bound by the Johnson Act.?” In other words, 

*President of French Radical Socialist Party; Minister of State without 
Portfolio in second Ministry of Gaston Doumergue. 

** Secretary General of French Foreign Office. 
* Transmitted to the Embassy in France as telegram No. 181, May 9, 8 p. m. 
* 48 Stat. 574; for correspondence on this subject, see ante, pp. 525 ff.
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that partial payment after June 15th would not prevent a debtor 
country from being in default. I pointed out that the President held 
that all debtor governments were free to approach this Government 
with any proposal which they desired to make. 

The Ambassador expressed his regret that, just at a moment when 
the French Government and people were prepared to adopt, appar- 
ently, a “new orientation of policy” with respect to debt payments, 
the doors were closed at this end. ‘The Ambassador felt, however, 
that the British were in a worse position than were the French in | 
this respect. 
We discussed the question of the Ambassador submitting to Paris 

the thought that the French Government could still lay before this 
Government any proposal which it had in mind and de Laboulaye said 
he would probably recommend, on his own initiative, that if his 
Government was disposed to do something along these lines, it might 
best be done after the adjournment of Congress rather than before. 

It was evident that the Ambassador was greatly disappointed and 
mentioned again the proposition which he had submitted to his Gov- 
ernment and which he felt sure was receiving careful consideration in 
Paris—that a substantial payment on account should be made on 
June 15th—in the belief that new negotiations would then be under- 
taken looking towards a final settlement of the debt problem and that, 
while these negotiations continued—which might be for some time— 
no new debt payments would be required. 

Wituiam Prins 

800.51W89 France/992 

Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State (Phillips) 

[ WasHINeToN,| June 7, 1934. 

The French Ambassador expressed the view that, as Barthou was 
to return to Paris from Geneva on Friday for a Cabinet Meeting on 
Saturday, undoubtedly the position of the French Government with 
respect to debt payments would be taken on that date; he said that 
the British note ** declining to make any payment on account made it 
far more difficult for the French Government to make payment; the 
relations between Paris and London had to be carefully considered and 
with the popular attitude in France similar to that in England, it 
would be exceedingly difficult for the Government to adopt a different 
course from that adopted by the British Government; the Ambassador 
said that he hoped that his Government, even if it could make no part: 
payment now, would express the hope of early negotiations for a final 

* Dated June 4, 1934; for text, see Department of State, Press Releases, June 
9, 1984, p. 355.
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settlement and, on the opening of such negotiations and as an earnest 
of France’s sincerity, that the Government would make a substantial 
payment. This is the course he said he would recommend to Paris. 

Witwiam Putts 

800.51W89 France/995 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in France (Straus) to the Secretary of State 

Parts, June 12, 1934—5 p. m. 
[Received June 12—3: 43 p. m.]| 

434, At 'Cabinet council meeting this morning the Council of Minis- 
ters decided to maintain the position created by the decision of the 
Chamber in December 1932 7° with regard to war debts. A note to 
this effect 7°* will be sent to Washington forthwith. 

In order to satisfy Herriot, who threatened to insist upon publica- 
tion of a minority report, a Council communiqué was issued which 
referred to him by name stating also “that Herriot remained faithful 
to the ideas which he had constantly defended to reach a settlement 
of the difficulties which had arisen between the two countries”. The 
Cabinet debate according to reliable reports was lengthy and acri- 
monious. Herriot insisted strongly upon some form of payment and 
was supported by a strong section of the Cabinet which included 

Sarraut, Interior; Queuille, Agriculture; Marquette, Labor; Germain 
Martin, Finance; Piétri, Navy; Bertrand, Merchant Marine; and 

Berthod, National Education. 
Laval ® then embarked upon a lengthy statement which was an 

attempt at self justification referring to his connection with the 
Hoover moratorium.’ The final decision was reached without a vote 
being taken. Tardieu * took no part in the discussion. 

STRAUS 

800.51W89 France/9984 

The Under Secretary of State (Phillips) to President Roosevelt 

WasHINGTON, June 29, 1934. 

Dear Mr. Present: Although there is no especial need to reply 

to the French Government’s last note declining to make payments on ‘ 
its June 15th installment, the Secretary and I feel that it might be 

*° See telegrams Nos. 714 and 717, December 13 and 14, 1982, from the Ambassa- 
dor in France, Foreign Relations, 1932, vol. 1, pp. 748 and 744. 

** Department of State, Press Releases, June 16, 1934, p. 398. 
* Pierre Laval, French Minister of Colonies. 
*°* See Foreign Relations, 1931, vol. 1, pp. 33-35. 
* André Tardieu, Minister of State without Portfolio.
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helpful, for the purposes of the record, to say something which would 
tend to keep the debt alive and to throw back on the French Govern- 
ment, just as we attempted to do with the British Government, respon- 
sibility for initiating proposals. Personally I do not, for a moment, 
believe that the French Government intends to present any proposals 
to us, certainly at this time. 

I submit two drafts *? for your consideration. The first one con- 
tains certain observations which the Secretary believes should be 
included in the note so that we cannot be accused of making a communi- 

cation on this subject without “meat” in it. 
The second draft, which is shorter, omits any reference to specified 

methods of payment and in the last paragraph urges in generalities 
betterment of the present unsatisfactory and sterile position. 

I should be very grateful if you would be so kind as to indicate your 
views and wishes. 

I enclose, also, for easy reference, a copy of the French note ® to 
which our suggested drafts are in reply. 

If you approve of a reply * to the French Government, it will be 
desirable, I feel, to reply along similar lines to the other defaulting © 
governments. 

Faithfully yours, Wiiii1amM PHItuips 

800.51W89 France/1004 

The Ambassador in France (Straus) to the Secretary of State _ 

No. 1183 Paris, September 4, 1934. 
[Received September 11. ] 

Sir: I have the honor to set forth the substance of a conversation 
which I had on August 31st at the Foreign Office with Foreign Minister 
Barthou. You will readily see from its content that it must be treated 
quite confidentially. The conversation was informal and M. Barthou 
was very voluble and outspoken. 

I told him that I had called to pay my respects on my return from 
vacation. 

M. Barthou, after saying how glad he was to see me back again and 
in good health, expressed his great pleasure at having had the oppor- 

tunity of meeting the President’s mother,* and said how much he had 
enjoyed talking to her at the lunch which Mr. Marriner gave her at 

the Hotel Crillon. 

” Only one draft (not printed) attached to Department file. 
* Department of State, Press Releases, June 16, 1934, p. 398. 
* No record of a reply by President Roosevelt or of one to the French Govern- 

ment has been found in the files of the Department. 
* Mrs. Sara Delano Roosevelt, mother of President Franklin D. Roosevelt, who 

was in Paris from July 18 to August 10, 1934.
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I told him that I had heard from Mrs. Roosevelt on her return what 
a pleasant impression she had received during her whole visit in 
France, and in particular of her conversation with the Foreign 
Minister. 

M. Barthou then said how sorry he had been at the failure to ratify 
the Double Taxation Treaty ** and how much it disturbed him that 
they had been unable to carry out their promises, due to the legislative 

jam at the last moment. He wished to know whether I had seen 
the note with reference to the favorable régime with respect to taxes 
up to a time when a decision could be taken. He also said that both 
he and M. Germain Martin would do all in their power to obtain 

ratification as soon as Parliament met, and as it was the same Par- 
lament there would be no further steps necessary, the same Rappor- 
teur continuing (M. Baréty), who, being a man of substance and in- 
fluence would be very useful in getting favorable action. 

He then said that he was very sorry that the debt question still 
hampered relationships between France and America, and that the 
French still felt that the moratorium had interrupted payments and 
prevented their resumption. I said that it would certainly do so in 

case France should ever need to borrow in America again. I said 
that I had given considerable thought to the problem, and that quite 
personally, and in no way officially, would like to make a suggestion 
for the debt payments spread over a still longer period, which would 
avoid the difficulties of transfer. 

M. Barthou said that he would be glad to hear of any informal 
suggestions and hoped I would take the matter up with M. Germain 
Martin at the earliest possible moment. He said he would talk to M. 
Germain Martin about the matter. 

I then proceeded to outline my ideas as follows: 
The French Government should deliver to the American Treasury 

serial bonds in an amount to represent the whole French debt to the 
United States, approximately $4,000,000,000, which bonds should 
carry interest at a low rate, between one and two per cent. Such 
bonds should run for a period that would enable France to meet them 

as they matured. Any American purchaser of French goods should 
go to the American Treasury, deposit dollars and withdraw French 
bonds, and forward those bonds to the French vendor or manufacturer 
in payment, who would, in turn, go to the French Government fiscal 
agent and receive his francs for them. This would conceivably in- 
crease the purchases by America of French merchandise and would, in 
any case, in large degree, avoid the necessity of considering the ex- 

change and transfer problem. This same method might be used for 

* For correspondence on this subject, see Foreign Relations, 1932, vol. u, pp. 
262 ff. ; ibid., 1934, vol. 11, pp. 167 ff.



572 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1934, VOLUME I 

the financing of American letters of credit for tourists in France, for 
immigrant remittances, and for all other payments such as travelers’ 
checks. 

The length of the period that I tentatively mentioned to M. Barthou 
as worthy of consideration might be one hundred or one hundred 

and twenty-five, or even more years. The result would be that the 
debt question would be removed from the field of controversy. The 
American public is in no frame of mind to consider cancellation, and 
conceivably France might in the future, with the possibility of a war 
with Germany always present, be faced with the necessity of borrowing 
in the United States, and under present conditions it would be im- 
possible to sell French bonds or any other foreign bonds in any quantity 
in the United States. 

M. Barthou said that this scheme certainly was ingenious and might 
offer a possibility of solution. 

The Foreign Minister then said that he was busy at the moment 
with preparations for Geneva where he was going to attend the Council 
meeting and subsequently the Assembly of the League of Nations, 
at which without much doubt Russia would be admitted. He said that 
of course France and practically all other countries were opposed to 
any spread of Bolshevism, but felt that membership in the League 
would be more apt to keep Russia within bounds and to make her 
accept her responsibilities than to remain out of it. Switzerland, 
however, was quite opposed to Russia’s entry into the League and was 
taking a vote on the matter on September Ist. 

He then turned to the Austrian situation, which, he said, was defi- 
nitely calmer and in better state than previous to the Dollfuss 
assassination.®® It had taken this human sacrifice to bring about a 
real understanding between France, Italy and England, and there was 
no question that these three nations now saw eye to eye. It was 
Barthou’s intention to see Mussolini very shortly and he was glad that 
he had not done so before the Dollfuss murder had clarified the situa- 
tion and had made France, England and Italy realize that their inter- 
ests were the same in Central Europe. 

He was very pleased with the Statement made by Baldwin in the 
House of Commons with respect to the British frontier being the 
Rhine and had taken great pains not to overemphasize this in the 
French press in order not to scare off the English and not to ask for 

clarifications or precisions that would have further alarmed them. 
M. Barthou said that since I had left, the situation in Germany had 

grown definitely worse, but on the other hand was clearer, the assump- 
tion of supreme power by Hitler making it certain to the world that 

*° See vol. 0, pp. 1 ff.
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no one could count on Germany’s peaceful intentions or honest pur- 
pose. He said that no one as yet knew the number of executions that 
had taken place there at the end of June; that the French Ambassador 
to Germany had stated that there must at least have been four hundred 
and probably more. Mr. von Papen had estimated them at six hun- 

dred. M. Barthou did not state the source of this information about 
the von Papen family but added that Mr. von Papen and all his 
household had been kept prisoners for four days under threat of death 
if they left the house and that Mr. von Papen himself had had two 
teeth knocked out. He said that the rule of such brutality was 
manifestly a danger to the whole of Europe. 

With respect to the Eastern Locarno,” he said that the replies of 
Poland and Germany were still lacking, but that from the Polish point 
of view things were slightly better and that perhaps an understand- 
ing could be arrived at. Yugoslavia had likewise raised certain dif- 

ficult questions. 
As concerns the possibility of war between Russia and Japan, he 

sald that before the Japanese Ambassador left here for a trip to Tokyo, 
he told him that France would not concern herself with conflicts in 
the Far East, but would do everything in her power to maintain peace 
in Europe, which is her principal concern. 

Respectfully yours, Jesse Isipor Straus 

800.51W89 France/1007 

The Ambassador in France (Straus) to the Secretary of State 

No. 1814 Paris, October 26, 1934. 
[Received November 7. | 

Sir: I have the honor to enclose a memorandum of a conversation 
with M. Pierre Laval, Minister for Foreign Affairs, at the Foreign 
Office yesterday morning. I called by appointment, accompanied by 
Mr. Marriner,* for my first talk with the Minister since he has taken 
over the portfolio. 

I have already, in my telegram No. 794, October 26, 11 A.M.,* set 
forth the substance of M. Laval’s views on the general European sit- 
uation at present, but he talked at length on the debt situation which 

had been raised by his predecessor, M. Barthou, and this memorandum 
gives his views at some length. 

It will be noticed that, as a result of his intimate connection with 
the moratorium discussions, M. Laval has extremely positive ideas on 

° Wor correspondence relative to negotiation of an “Eastern Locarno” Pact of 
Mutual Guarantee, see pp. 489 ff. 

“ Counselor of Embassy in France. 
* Not printed.
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the slight possibility of any present debt arrangement with France, 
and his rather fine spun legal reasoning is set forth in the memoran- 
dum. I am not sure that M. Laval was not encouraged that the debt 
question was a dead issue by a quotation of an alleged statement by 
Senator Joseph T. Robinson, which had appeared in the morning 
papers the day preceding our interview, which purported to indicate 
that the Senator felt that there was no intention on the part of debtor 
nations to resume payments. In any case, M. Laval reasserted with 
much firmness the attitude he has maintained in all discussions on the 
subject, namely, without the resumption of Reparations payments 
there can be no payments by France on debts, and anything I could 
say to the effect that we did not consider these two problems related 
seemed in any way to shake him. His attitude seemed in contrast to 
that of M. Barthou who had given more indications of a willingness 
to listen in an unprejudiced manner to my ideas on the subject, and 
even to suggest taking the matter up with the Minister of Finance. 
From M. Laval’s conversation, I fear that. the matter will be in 

abeyance during his incumbency, unless by some strange chance a 
rapprochement with Germany bring to a head the question of a final 
settlement on reparations, or unless the unwillingness of America to 
forget or ignore these debts is made very clear either by an authorita- 
tive statement by the President, the Secretary of State or an influen- 
tial member on the floor of Congress. 

Respectfully yours, JESSE Ismpor StRAvS 

[Enclosure] 

Memorandum by the Counselor of Embassy in France (Marriner) 

Paris, October 25, 1984. 

M. Laval, Minister for Foreign Affairs, received the Ambassador, 
accompanied by Mr. Marriner, at the Quai d’Orsay at ten o’clock this 
morning, by appointment. It was the Ambassador’s first call on 
M. Laval since his taking over the Ministry for Foreign Affairs. 

The Ambassador said that Mr. Marriner had reminded him that 
it was just three years ago today that M. Laval had left Washington 
after his visit there, and M. Laval replied that he recollected this 
very well and that even his brief visit in America had left a tremen- 
dous impression with him of the hospitality, force and vitality of the 
nation. He said he had been very grateful for the kindness of the 

| American Government in delegating Mr. Marriner to accompany him 
as a liaison with the American Government officials and Mr. Pell as 
a liaison with the American press. 

“ See Foreign Relations, 1931, vol. 11, pp. 237 ff.
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The Ambassador said that he had talked with M. Barthou the day 
before his assassination and had mentioned to him again the long 
delay of the French Parliament in ratifying the Treaty on Double 
Taxation, which had been ratified by our Senate over two years ago. 
M. Laval took a note on the subject and said that he would do his ut- 
most to press the matter. The Ambassador told him that M. Baréty 

was the Rapporteur. 
The Ambassador then said that he would turn to a more important 

difficulty between the two countries, namely that of the debts, and 
that if it interested M. Laval he would give him an idea which he had 
outlined quite unofficially to M. Barthou. It must be understood 
that the idea was a personal idea of Mr. Straus’s and not by any means 
a proposition of the American Government. 

M. Laval said that this was all the more desirable from his point 
of view. Because of his own attitude on the debt question, he would 
not wish at present to appear to enter into any discussions on it before 
he could have some pourparlers with Germany on the Reparations 

question. 
The Ambassador then proceeded to outline his views, set forth in 

his despatch to the Department No. 1183 of September 4, 1934, giving 
the substance of his conversation with M. Barthou on August 31, 1934, 
with respect to exceedingly long-term bonds at a very low rate of in- 
terest for the full amount of the now outstanding French debt, ap- 
proximating four billion dollars, to be used to finance the movement 
of goods and services from France to the United States. These bonds 
would be purchased in the United States by those requiring French 
exchanges. These would be presented in France to the French Treas- 
ury for francs, thus avoiding all question of transfer. 

M. Laval said that he would like to have a memorandum on the sub- 
ject, quite unofficially, so that he could study it with more precision, 
and suggested that Mr. Marriner should get in touch with M. Rochat, 
his Chief of Cabinet, quite informally, with no papers of record. 

The Minister then said that he wished to outline for the Ambassador 
his point of view on the whole subject of the debt to the United 
States. He said that Mr. Marriner would recall the whole course of 
the moratorium discussions, and his attitude at the time, namely, that 
the stoppage of payments from Germany stopped all intergovern- 
mental payments; that he had stressed this still further in Washing- 
ton where the communiqué “ agreed upon the last day of his visit, 
namely, three years ago to-day, had said that, before the end of the 
moratorium year, an agreement. of all intergovernmental obligations 
should intervene covering the period of business depression. This, in 

* Foreign Relations, 1931, vol. 11, p. 252.
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his mind, clearly indicated that, without some such agreement, the 
moratorium continued, and while he was aware that a communiqué 
was not a treaty, and that its contents were not passed upon by the 
Senate of the United States, nevertheless, he felt that the Senate, in 
giving its consent to the moratorium in its Resolution of December 23, 
1931, having knowledge of the communiqué and the negotiations at- 
tending it, certainly in no way denied the theory that the moratorium 
would continue in default of such an arrangement. Furthermore, 
the business depression had continued and augmented. ‘The Lausanne 
accords “* were a partial agreement on this subject, made, however, 
without the assent of the United States, and as they had expressly 
stated that such consent was necessary, and as they had never been rati- 
fied by the French Parliament, it was M. Laval’s belief, not only as 
Minister for Foreign Affairs, but as a lawyer, that these accords did 
not exist and that we were still in the same state of moratorium as we 
had been at the conclusion of the Hoover Moratorium in 1931. 

With all this in mind, it was his consistent belief, from which he 
had never varied, that there could be no payment from France to the 
United States until such time as the question of Reparations, still in 
abeyance, should find some suitable arrangement. He said that he 
realized the position of the United States that these two matters had 
no necessary relation, but at the time of the moratorium discussions, 
France had succeeded in having the unconditional annuities of the 
Dawes and Young loans paid into the Bank of International Settle- 
ments for the French account, thence to be reloaned to the German 
railways. He felt that this act indicated clearly the principle that 
there was some relation between Reparations payments and all inter- 
national payments, and that therefore France was justified in consider- 
ing that so long as the moratorium existed with respect to Germany 
and France, a moratorium must be considered to exist between America 
and France. 

He said that he well understood that both the United States and 
England, at the time of the moratorium, had been pushed by their 
bankers to relieve Germany of Reparations payments, in order that 
it might have some possibility of paying the enormous charges on the 
loans made by both these countries within the Reich, but that this gave 
the French taxpayer a cause to complain that his prior obligations on 

Germany had been put aside in favor of the service of later loans made 
to relieve an enemy nation, which was thus escaping the consequences 
of the war. He said that the Ambassador’s idea had something ingen- 

* Foreign Relations, 1931, vol. 1, p. 248. 
* See Great Britain, Cmd. 4126, Miscellaneous No. 7 (1932); Final Act of the 

Lausanne Conference, Lausanne, July 9, 19382; Great Britain, Cmd. 4129, Miscel- 
laneous No. 8 (1932); Further Documents relating to the settlement reached at 
the Lausanne Conference; Foreign Relations, 1982, vol. 1, pp. 636 ff.
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ious in it, and might conceivably offer a means of approach along the 
same lines to Germany, although he thought that the enormous sum 
involved,—60 billion francs,—stretched over no matter what number 
of years, would look out of all proportion to the French mind at pres- 
ent, and that no Government proposing it would have much chance 
of life with the French Chambers in their present mood. Mr. Straus 
remarked that there was no reason why the plan he suggested should 
not begin with a further moratorium and proceed as the plan envisaged 
in the communiqué. The Ambassador reminded the Foreign Minister 
that the sum involved had been very much cut in view of the Mellon- 
Bérenger negotiations in Washington, and did not by any means 
represent the total sums borrowed, and that all interest had been left 
out of account. Furthermore, the American dollar had been reduced 
in value, which created on the already reduced total another reduction 
of 40%. The Ambassador said that the time might come when France 
would need money once more, and that, with the debt situation what it 
was and the American taxpayer feeling that he had been called upon to 
pay the costs of the war, there would be little chance of obtaining credit 
again in the United States. 

M. Laval said that he realized this and that it was one of the prob- 

lems which he hoped to examine in the friendliest spirit and in a way 
that would improve the relations between the two countries, which he 
knew Mr. Straus had close to his heart. 

The Ambassador then asked the Foreign Minister his impression of 
the present European situation. M. Laval said that it was bad; that 
there certainly existed danger of war, accompanied, perhaps fortu- 
nately, by a great and general fear of war among all peoples. The im- 
mediate dangers raised by the assassination of the King of Yugoslavia, 
namely dangers of any form of reprisals, had been avoided. The 
danger of internal disruption within the Yugoslav State was appar- 
ently removed, and if anything the nation seemed unified by this sad 
event. He had the highest hopes that an understanding with Italy 
would be possible within a comparatively short time as progress was 
being made along those lines, and that as soon as that was done, he felt 
that Italy and Yugoslavia could be brought to terms, in which case it 
would mean that the Little Entente, of which Yugoslavia was a party, 
Italy and France could enter into an agreement for the preservation 
of the territorial integrity of Austria. When this should have been 
accomplished, with a continuation of the normal relations which 
France had been having with Russia, and presuming the somewhat 
equivocal attitude of Poland should get no worse, Germany would find 

“For text of agreement signed at Washington, April 29, 1926, see Combined 
Annual Reports of the World War Foreign Debt Commission, 1922-1926, p. 257; 
for correspondence relating thereto, see Foreign Relations, 1926, vol. 11, pp. 91 ff. 
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herself isolated in Europe by nations desirous of peace. He said that 
the present government in Germany, due to the character of the régime 
and its chief, was extremely difficult to deal with, but that he felt 
that once they saw that Europe had composed its other differences, 
they might realize the interest of reaffirming the territorial provisions 
of the Treaty of Versailles in some definite way, and even perhaps 
keeping armaments within some adequate restraint, since they would 
be unavailing against a united Europe. He said that at present Ger- 
many was rearming as we all knew to the fullest extent, and had suc- 
ceeded in alarming all other countries. Even England, the most con- 
servative of all, was feeling the absolute necessity of building up its 
air defences. 

He said that of course the Saar still constituted a sore spot, and he 
was conferring this evening with the Minister of War for the arrange- 
ments to provide, if necessary, requisite police to be at the disposal of 
the League Commission, in case of disturbances in that region, which 
of course, he hoped would not take place. 

He said, in reference to the general rearming, that Italy was again 
becoming nervous on the naval side and wished to build more ships. 
When the Ambassador spoke about the Japanese attitude in London, 
he did not seem well informed, but said that their demands were in- 
creasing,—a question which, he said, concerned only England and 
the United States. 

In conclusion, he hoped the Ambassador would feel free to come and 
see him at any time and to expect from him the greatest possible 
frankness. 

THEODORE Marriner 

800.51W89 France/1012 

The Ambassador in France (Straus) to the Secretary of State 

No. 1379 Paris, November 22, 1984. 

[Received December 1.] 

Sir: I have the honor to enclose the text of a confidential conversa- 
tion with M. Flandin, President of the Council, who called on me 
yesterday afternoon without a previous appointment, and spent about 
half an hour discussing a variety of subjects, particularly stressing 

German rearmament and the need of international monetary stabiliza- 
tion. Mr. Marriner was also present and prepared the meznorandum 
of the conversation enclosed. 

As far as the Embassy can remember, this is the first time that a 
Prime Minister, who was not at the same time holding the portfolio 

“For correspondence concerning preliminary naval conversations at London, 
see pp. 217 ff.
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of Foreign Affairs, has called, and his action was made more striking 

by the fact that I had already made an appointment to see him at 
his office at the Quai d’Orsay today, November 22nd. It would seem 
that the French Government is disturbed by the lack of sympathy for 
France in foreign countries and is endeavoring to correct it by increas- 
ing the personal contact between members of the Government and the 
diplomatic missions in Paris. It has been noticeable, likewise, that 
more of the cabinet colleagues of M. Flandin have called in person 
on me than has been the case in any government since I have been here. 

Respectfully yours, JussE Istpor Srravs 

[Enclosure] 

Memorandum by the Counselor of Embassy in France (Marriner) 

Paris, November 21, 1934. 

The President of the Council, M. Flandin, called on the Am- 
bassador this afternoon, apparently as part of a policy I presume 
he has recommended to the cabinet, as more of the members of the 
present cabinet have called on the Ambassador than of any previous 
cabinet in my recollection. 

M. Flandin began by asking what news the Ambassador had from 
America, and agreed with Mr. Straus’ reply that things were evi- 

dently going better and that the President had received a remarkable 
testimony of support and was now in a stronger position than ever 
before with a tremendous majority in both Houses of Congress, in- 
cluding over two-thirds in the Senate. The Ambassador said that M. 
Flandin had the advantage of him as he had seen President Roosevelt 
more recently than he had.*® The President of the Council said that, 
on his return to France, he had surprised a good many of his col- 
leagues by his general optimism with respect to the United States and 
his belief that the President’s efforts were working out, contrary to 
the views generally expressed in the press here and on the Bourse. 

The President of the Council then asked what the Ambassador 
heard in these days from London with reference to the naval 
negotiation. 

Mr. Straus said that he was not currently informed, but that we 
were apparently playing a game of patience with the Japanese, in 
which the English were aiding us, particularly as the Dominions were 
not in favor of the Japanese contentions. Should the Washington 
Treaty be denounced,” it would still remain uncertain as to whether 

* While Minister of Public Works, M. Flandin had represented France at the 
Canadian celebration of the fourth centenary of Jacques Cartier’s expedition, 
and had returned via the United States. 
pp, 40" er esPonddence relating to the denunciation by Japan of the treaty, see
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something more like it might not be put back in its place, the Japanese 
saving their face by the fact that they could say that they had rid 

themselves of that incubus. 

M. Flandin then asked what news we had from Germany. 
The Ambassador said that our direct information from there was 

very slight, and asked what basis there was in the statements of M. 
Archimbaud, Reporter on the war budget of the Chamber Finance 

Committee, concerning German armaments. 
M. Flandin said that in general his information was that these 

armament figures were quite exact, although he could not say just 
how the total of four million mobilizable men was arrived at. There 

could, however, be no question in the great increase of the Reichswehr 

on which, since June 80th, Hitler found himself dependent, and to 
whom he was giving a large measure of independence. He said that 

he felt it was the German scheme to have sufficient arms and equip- 
ment to prevent any invasion or attack on German territory, and to 

develop at the same time the strongest sudden striking force pos- 
sible, namely, air attacks with bombs and gases. He said that this 
scheme naturally endangered London as much as Paris and that up 

to the present there had been no demonstration that there was any 
adequate defence for sudden and unpremeditated attack of this char- 

acter. He said that, while talk in Germany centered on Paris as a 
point of attack, he felt that their projects were equally fixed on 

London. 
M. Flandin did not reply to the question as to whether or not the 

whole northern coasts of Germany were open to return attack from 
airplane carriers. 

The Ambassador then inquired how Germany would be able to 
sustain itself from the point of view of food in case of war, as cer- 
tainly it would have the whole world against it. 

M. Flandin said that Germany naturally hoped that any such 

war would be brief and that they were developing to the highest 
degree every form of substitute for food and matériel and had thus 
far made great progress with regard to synthetic petrol. He did 
say, however, that this problem of food supply was the one which 

made him less worried about any immediate attack as the problem 

was certainly not solved as yet to Germany’s satisfaction. He then 

said that these problems of security were not the only ones troubling 

the world, but that of monetary stabilization equally hung heavy 

over all international affairs. He asked if we had any news or in- 

dications of our country’s intentions, as of late he had noticed we 
seemed less disinclined to stabilize than Great Britain.
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Mr. Straus said that M. Flandin’s contact was more recent than 
his own; he had no knowledge, but it was his belief that we were op- 
posed to any further devaluation of our monetary unit. 

M. Flandin expressed the opinion that Great Britain was at pres- 
ent the center of the problem and in actual fact, until she was willing 
to stabilize, the general financial and commercial relations could 
not be smoothed out or the world set running again on predictable 
bases. 

The Ambassador then said that, as M. Flandin knew, he had an 
appointment with him for to-morrow, but that if M. Flandin had 
time he would like to raise two questions he had planned to discuss 
then. The first one concerned the Double Taxation Treaty, which 
was signed over 214 years ago, ratified by the American Senate in 
May 1932, and still unratified by the French Parliament. The 
Ambassador reviewed the history up to the moment, including the 
failure to ratify last July, despite the efforts of M. Germain-Martin. 
The Ambassador pointed out that the failure of this ratification 
caused continuous irritation among American business men in France, 
and added that ratification would no doubt be a useful gesture in 
eliminating one of the causes of friction between the two countries. 
M. Flandin promised to talk with M. Germain-Martin on the subject. 

The second question was one concerning which the Ambassador 
had already talked to M. Barthou twice, the second time on the even- 
ing before he left for Marseille, and with M. Laval, namely: the 
French debt to the United States. Mr. Straus said that his ideas 
were altogether informal, entirely his own, and constituted no govern- 
mental step, but merely an idea for appropriate exploration. He 
then proceeded to set forth his ideas, as reported in his despatch to 
the Department, No. 1183 of September 4, 1934, giving the substance 
of his conversation with M. Barthou on August 31, 1984. 

M. Flandin then said that he would ask a question or two, his first 
being, whether the total of the sum involved in such a discussion 
would be that of the Mellon—-Bérenger Agreement, plus interest. 

The Ambassador replied that we had no other sum to go on and 
that it had been worked out considering various elements of the debt 
up to the moment of that agreement. 

M. Flandin’s second question was whether the amounts involved in 
American expenditure in a given year might not overrun the amount 
of exchange available in France for the purpose, considering that 

France would likewise in any year have to spend money in the United 

States for the purchase of raw materials, such as oil, cotton, etc., and 
whether the Ambassador’s proposal was to utilize for the purposes he 
suggested merely the difference in trade balances.
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Mr. Straus replied he had not thought this phase of the matter out, 
but that he did not feel that, if the term of the obligations to be used 
for these international payments was long enough, the increment in 
any year would be large enough adversely to affect the situation 
M. Flandin described. That is to say: should the agreement be made 
to run for 150 years, it would be stipulated that not more than 
1/150th in any given year would be available for use by Americans 

purchasing commodities or services in France. 
The Ambassador then proceeded to emphasize the fact that the 

initiation of such an idea, which would involve admission of indebted- 
ness, naturally would have to come from the French side, as it would 
be a form of refinancing and it was naturally up to the debtor to make 
a proposal: that he could not guarantee of course whether or not such 

an offer would be acceptable as it was personal to him. 
M. Flandin said that, on the other hand, it would be impossible for 

France to make such an offer publicly only to be refused, and that the 
matter would have to be gone into by mutual explorations before it 
could be brought to public light. The Ambassador agreed thoroughly 
with this, while still maintaining the interest for the first move to 
come from France in such definite though confidential form that it 
could not subsequently be altered or appear like a “fishing expedition”. 

M. Flandin took his leave, expressing his gratitude to the Ambas- 
sador for this opportunity to talk over material troubling the relations 
of the two countries and for the Ambassador’s goodwill for the settle- 

ment of these problems. 
The Ambassador recalled a conversation at Rambouillet in which 

M. Flandin had mentioned the exaggerated stories appearing in the 
American press with reference to the recent change in government. 
Mr. Straus said that the American press certainly had no intention of 
distorting or misrepresenting, but that he had found on inquiry that 
many of them felt that they were not adequately informed and did 

| not have access to the most authentic news sources. The Ambassador 
said that both the President and Secretary of State in the United 
States received the press at stated intervals and answered, or refused 
to answer, questions put to them on those occasions, but that the con- 

tact gave the press confidence and a feeling that they had the ultimate 

word. M. Flandin said that he realized this and that he would be 
glad to receive the American press on Monday next at the Quai 

d’Orsay and indicated that, if this were found useful, he might be 
available every Monday at the same time for this purpose. 

On leaving, M. Flandin expressed his admiration of the chancery 
building which completed the original plan of the Place de la Concorde. 

THEODORE Marriner
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800.51W89 France/1014 

The Ambassador in France (Straus) to the Secretary of State 

No. 1886 Paris, November 27, 1934. 
[Received December 5.] 

Sir: With reference to my despatch No. 1879 of November 22, 1934, 
reporting a conversation I had with M. Pierre-Etienne Flandin, Pres- 
ident of the French Council of Ministers, on November 21st, when he 
called on me without a previous appointment, I have the honor to 
inform the Department that at noon on November 23rd [22nd?] 1 in 
turn called on him by appointment. 

M. Flandin referred to the question of debts which I had discussed 
with him the day before. I showed him a cabled despatch from 
Washington to the Paris edition of the Chicago Tribune, November 
13th, reading as follows: 

“Secretary of State Cordell Hull stated today that the attitude of 
the United States on the debt question remained unchanged. As in 
the past, the American Government soon will notify the debtor Gov- 
ernments of the payments due to America on December 15th.” 

I showed him this as evidence that the debts were not forgotten in 
the United States. He told me that it would be inadvisable to open 
up the question of debts at this time just before the Saar plebiscite: 
that the French people are now preoccupied with the plebiscite and 
are in no frame of mind to consider repayment of debts against which 
there is a strong feeling. He explained that the prevailing sentiment 
throughout France is to the effect that debts and reparations are tied 
together; that the French are receiving no reparations and therefore 
can pay nothing on the debt. I told him that, in my opinion, repara- 
tions and debts had no connection whatsoever, though I believed that 
there had been some misunderstanding of what had happened at 
Lausanne in 1932. With this he appeared to agree. He stated that 
after the Saar plebiscite he would, as soon as he could, consult with his 
Ministers: that he was interested in the suggestion that I had in- 
formally made in our previous talk with a view to a solution of this 
problem and of which a memorandum had been left by Mr. Marriner 
with M. Rochat, M. Laval’s Chef de Cabinet. IT left with M. Flandin 
a copy of this suggestion. He stated that he hoped to have an op- 
portunity of discussing the possibility with me again in the future. 
He said, however, that he thought it would be impossible to send any 
different reply to the note from the United States regarding the Decem- 
ber 15th payment * than had been sent regarding the June 15th and 
previous payments. I asked him whether it might not be possible to 

* Department of State, Press Releases, December 15, 1934, p. 361.
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add to that reply a suggestion that at some subsequent date there might 
perhaps be given consideration to debt payments. He replied that 
he thought no such intimation should appear in the reply but that 
there might be sent—and he would think it over—a separate com- 
munication giving intimation along the lines that I suggested. I told 
him that in the interest of more harmonious relations between our two 
countries it was most important to have the debt question settled. I 
stated that, in my opinion, as long as there was a feeling in the United 
States that France had repudiated her obligations, no French bonds 
could be floated in the United States; that France might at some time 
in the future have need for credit from the United States and that in 
her own interest, having regard for her future needs, she should not 
permit the opinion to prevail and be constantly repeated that she had 
repudiated. M. Flandin asked me whether I thought that Great 
Britain had any idea of changing her attitude in respect of debt pay- 
ments to the United States. I told him that I had no knowledge on 
the subject. 

M. Flandin then took up the question of the double taxation treaty 
about which I had, in our previous conversation, spoken to him. He 
had before him a memorandum, which memorandum stated that be- 
tween 1930 and 1932, during the negotiation of the double tax treaty, 

there had been eliminated clause 10,55 which had been in the original 
draft and which the French felt would have given an equivalent to 
the French for the exemption granted to Americans doing business 
in France. I told him that I was not conversant with clause 10, but 
would have it looked up. He asked whether it might not be reinserted, 
which would give a better opportunity for ratification of the treaty, 
and I told him that I would give that thought and might perhaps con- 
sult about it with Washington. 

Respectfully yours, JessE Istpor STRAUS 

800.51W89 France/1019 

The Ambassador in France (Straus) to the Secretary of State 

No. 1466 Parts, December 21, 1984. 
[Received January 7, 1935.] 

Sir: I have the honor to inform the Department that at 5 p. m., on 
Thursday, December 20th, I called by appointment on the Minister 

for Foreign Affairs, M. Laval. 
I spoke to M. Laval about the ratification of the double taxation 

treaty. He said that he had the matter on his mind and would do his 

5 See Foreign Relations, 1930, vol. 111, pp. 6 ff. ; ibid., 1932, vol. 11, pp. 262 ff. For 
final action by France on this treaty, see ibid., 1934, vol. 11, pp. 167 ff.



INTERGOVERNMENTAL DEBTS 580 

best to push it through. He explained that it was his own neglect, 
as well as parliamentary neglect, that nothing had been done. He did 
not know that Paganon had been substituted for Baréty as Rapporteur 
of the Finance Commission on the Double Taxation Convention. He 
denied lack of interest and said that he was favorable to ratification 
and would ask for a report from the Finance Commission at once. 
He said that he would let me hear from him again on the subject.. 

I then spoke of debts. His point of view has not changed since my 
last talk with him and though he said that at some time in the future 
my suggestions as to a refunding might be the basis of negotiation or 
tender on the part of the French Government, he felt that the present 
time was very inopportune to take the matter up. He stressed the 
connection between reparations and debts, referring to the Hoover 
moratorium and the Washington communiqué, stating that it had 
been initialed by him and President Hoover and that it represented 
the views of the then head of the Government of the United States 
which must be regarded as authoritative. He interpreted the mora- 
torium as applying to debts as long as reparations were not paid to 
France by Germany and stressed the fact that the moratorium agree- 
ment had been ratified by Congress ** with the sole proviso that the 
debts be not reduced in amount. He said that he recognized the ob- 
ligations of France to the United States but that it was politically 
impossible to agitate the question at the moment; that were the Cabi- 
net to open the subject at the present time he believed the Cabinet 
would fall and that there would not be ten favorable votes in Parlia- 
ment towards seeking a settlement. He said that the Cabinet would 
be “pulverized” were they at this time to agitate the question. He 
hoped that with a better rapprochement with Germany he would be 
able at some future time to open up the question of reparations with 
them, but that if at the moment he were to discuss it with the German 
Government, Hitler would undoubtedly “hit the ceiling,” but that the 
future might bring about a change. He said that under the Mellon— 
Bérenger Agreement (1926), France would have been obliged to pay 
the debts whether Germany paid reparations or not had it not been 
for the Hoover moratorium which he stated was forced upon France 
much against his objection (he was then Prime Minister but had not 
yet been to the United States), and that it had been forced upon France 
by Mr. Hoover because he, Mr. Hoover, felt that he was saving the 
world from.a complete debacle and threatened that if France were not 
willing to agree to it, the moratorium, he would notify the world of 
France’s intransigence.” He said that he had among his own per- 

* For text of Joint Resolution of December 23, 1931, see Foreign Relations, 
1931, vol. I, p. 248. 

For correspondence concerned with acceptance by France of the moratorium 
proposal, see ibid., pp. 42 ff.
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sonal notes a procés-verbal of his conversations when in America, and 
he believed that Mr. Ogden Mills * likewise had notes of the conversa- 
tions. He had suggested to Mr. Hoover that a procés-verbal be for- 
mally prepared, to be initialed by both of them, but that Mr. Hoover 
had replied that that was unnecessary. He said that at some time when 
he could get at his papers he would show me his notes of the conversa- 
tions and stated that there were no doubt many records in the files of 
the Embassy as to the whole transaction during the Mellon—Bérenger 
discussions and as to the moratorium discussions and that Mr. Mar- 
riner would doubtless have a very clear recollection of what had trans- 
pired during Mr. Marriner’s trip to America with him. He considers 
the moratorium to be indefinite by inference if Germany doesn’t pay. 

He asked me what I thought of the suggestion that he had in mind 
that France should turn over to the United States the amount, approxi- 
mately one billion francs, that France would, after the Saar plebiscite, 
receive from Germany. He stated this laughingly but apparently 
thought seriously of the idea. I replied that the suggestion was very 
interesting, not as a liquidation of the debt as he suggested, but as a 
payment on account and an earnest of good faith. 

He reiterated the desire of France at some time to pay the full 

amount, explaining that he realized fully that France might at some 

time have to turn to the United States for financial aid and that he 
appreciated that under present conditions they could not, with any 
hope of success. 

He stated that M. Léger had prepared for him, while he was in 
Geneva, a reply to the notification of our Government of the amounts 

due on December 15, 1984, but that the reply was in terms that dis- 

pleased him exceedingly and that he had torn it up and on his return 
to Paris had himself drafted the reply. 

My conclusion from the conversation, which was most pleasant and 

in a spirit of banter and good humor on his side, as well as on my own, 

is that Mr. Laval is more interested in the settlement of European 

questions than in the consideration at the moment of problems between 
France and the United States. 

At the end of about forty-five minutes, his next visitor was 
announced and he told me that it was Mr. Raymond Patenétre,” “who 
is half-American,” and I left. 

Very respectfully yours, JessE Ismpor Straus 

** Secretary of the Treasury, February 1982—-March 4, 1933. 
* Proprietor of the Petit Journal.
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GREAT BRITAIN 

[See Department of State, Press Releases, June 9, 1934, pages 354 ff. ; 

ibid., June 16, 1934, page 395; ibzd., June 30, 1934, page 435; 2bid., 
December 15, 1934, page 355. | 

HUNGARY 

[See Department of State, Press Releases, June 16, 1934, page 400; 
ibid., December 15, 1934, page 363. | 

ITALY 

800.51W89 Italy /255 

Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State (Phillips) . 

[WasuHineron,]| June 11, 1934. 

The Italian Ambassador © called to say that he had received cabled 
instructions to make certain inquiries in the State Department with 
respect to the application of the Johnson Act; he said he did not 
know why his Government had telegraphed him because he had given 
the information requested. The Ambassador said, however, that it 

was evident that his Government was still considering some sort of 
payment on account; he asked what would be our reply if on June 15th 
next the Italian Government made the same payment which it had 
made on the last two pay days, roughly $1,000,000. In particular 
he wished to know whether we would receive it without any comment. 
I said that I would endeavor to answer his question today.” 

Witi1am PHrtiirs 

[See also Department of State, Press Releases, June 16, 1934, page 
400; 2bzd., December 15, 1934, page 366. ] 

LATVIA 

800.51W89 Latvia/150 

The Minster in Latvia (MacMurray) to the Secretary of State 

No. 309 Riga, May 24, 1984. 

[Received June 6.] 

Sie: I have the honor to inform the Department that in the course of 
a conversation which Mr. Cole, Counselor of the Legation, had with 

*° Augusto Rosso. 
“ 48 Stat. 574; for correspondence on this subject, see ante, pp. 525 ff. 
“ Marginal note in the original: “I called up the President and advised Rosso 

that we would send him a polite acknowledgment on receipt of the check (should 
he send one) and would receive the funds. WT[illiam] P[hillips]”
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Mr. Munters, Secretary General of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 
on May 18, 1934, Mr. Munters made the following statement: 

Latvia will entirely follow the lead of England in the matter of the 
payment on the American debt in June, being ready either to make a 
token payment or withhold all payment. 

In the Legation’s despatch No. 274, dated May 7, 1934, concerning 

the state budget for the 1935 fiscal year, the Department’s attention 

was called to the fact that while an appropriation of 2,000,000 lats is 
authorized to cover payments due on foreign debts, no allocation is 

made of this sum. 
Respectfully yours, J. V. A. MacMurray 

800.51W89 Latvia/157 

The Latvian Minister for Foreign Affairs (Ulmanis) to the American 
Chargé in Latvia (Cole)* 

Ries, June 12, 1934. 

Monsieur LE Cuarct p’Arrarrss: I have the honour to refer to the 
correspondence exchanged between the Ministry for Foreign Affairs 
and the American Legation regarding the indebtedness of Latvia to 
the United States and to refer, in particular, to the Azde-Mémoire of 
January 26th, 1933, in which the United States Secretary of State 
announced that “the President would be glad to receive separately at 
Washington a representative or representatives of the Latvian Gov- 
ernment for discussions having a similar scope and purpose (as those 
conducted with the British Government) after the proposed discus- 
sions with the British Government had been completed”, and to the 
Note, dated June 21st, 1988,° in which Mr. William Phillips, Acting 
Secretary of State, stated that “the representations of the Government 
of Latvia with regard to the entire debt question between our two 
countries will be gladly heard at a date to be agreed upon between us.” 

As you are aware, the situation had undergone no change by the 
end of 1933, when a further instalment on the Latvian war debt to the 
United States Government was due, and for the reasons explained to 
you in the Note of my predecessor, dated November 22nd, 1933, the 
Latvian Government offered a “token payment” on the instalment due 
on December 15th, 1933, which was accepted by the United States 
Government. 

? Not printed. 
“Transmitted to the Department by the Chargé in Latvia in his despatch No. 

355, June 14, 1984; received June 26. 
* Foreign Relations, 1933, vol. 1, p. 893. 
. Toid., p. 896.
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To prove their earnest desire to carry out their obligations, the Lat- 
vian Government would have been prepared to make a further “token 
payment” on June 15th, next, similar to those made on two previous 
occasions, in acknowledgment of their debt and without prejudice to 
their right to present the case for its readjustment, on the assumption 
that they would not be considered in default. They understand, 
however, that the course pursued by them on previous occasions is 

barred in consequence of recent legislation passed in the United States, 
and that the procedure adopted by common agreement in 1933 is no 
longer practicable. 

On the other hand, the financial and economic situation of this 
country, reference to which was made in the Aide-Mémotre presented 
to His Excellency Monsieur Skinner on December 38rd, 1932,* and in 
various Notes at other times, has, so far, shown no signs of improve- 
ment. The foreign trade returns for 1933 and for the first quarter of 
1934 reveal the effects of the universal economic difficulties to be still 
acutely felt, and the Latvian trade balance continues to be increasingly 
adverse in general, and in particular inasmuch as trade with the United 
States is concerned. Only at the cost of heavy sacrifices and by adopt- 
ing restrictive measures of the utmost rigour has it been possible for 
my Government to maintain the stability of the currency and to protect 
the national economic system from dangerous shocks. 

Such a state of affairs does not permit my Government to resume 
payment in full towards the settlement of a debt which cannot be com- 
pensated by goods or by services, and they are fully aware of the grave 
complications which are likely to be caused by the transfer of a sum 
as important as that falling due on June 15th, which would impose 
too severe a strain upon the national resources. 

The Latvian Government therefore deeply regret that, having had 
no opportunity to discuss the question of their debt with the United 
States Government and it being impossible for them to contemplate a 
resumption of the payment of the instalment which becomes due 
on June 15th, they feel compelled, in view of the reasons stated above, 
to suspend all payments pending the final revision of the Debt Funding 
Agreement of September 24th, 1925. They wish to reiterate that, 
having no intention of repudiating their obligations, they will be pre- 
pared to enter upon a further discussion of the subject at any time when 
such a discussion would be agreeable to the United States Government. 

T avail myself [etc.] K. ULmanis 

[See also Department of State, Press Releases, June 16, 1934, page 
401; cbed., January 12, 1935, page 20.] 

“ Foreign Relations, 1932, vol. 1, p. 786. 
“Combined Annual Reports of the World War Foreign Debts Commission 

1922-1926, p. 184.
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LITHUANIA 

[See Department of State, Press Releases, June 16, 1934, page 403; 
ibid., December 15, 1934, pages 368 ff.] 

POLAND 

800.51W89 Poland/118 

The Ambassador in Poland (Cudahy) to the Under Secretary of State 
(Phillips) 

Warsaw, March 27, 1934. 
[Received April 11.] 

Dear Mr. Puuutes: It will be of interest for you to know that I 
had a long talk with Mr. Janusz Zoltowski yesterday. He is the fi- 
nancial Counselor of the Polish Embassy in Washington. He told 

me that he had come to Warsaw for the purpose of stressing the neces- 
sity of some sort of token payment on the governmental debt owing 
to the United States. He left his meeting with me for one with the 
President of the Republic” and told me he had already taken the 
matter up with Wladyslaw Zawadski, Minister for Finance. He is 
leaving for America tomorrow and promised me that he would see 
Foreign Minister Beck or make a very determined effort to do so. 
Meanwhile he has left with Beck a memorandum covering the salient 
reasons why some form of acknowledgement should be made of the 
American debt. 

It so happens that every argument he emphasizes in this memo- 
randum is a re-statement of what I told Colonel Beck about two 
months ago when I saw him on other matters. 

JoHN CuDAHY 

800.51W89 Poland/123 

Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State (Phillips) 

[Wasuineton,] June 4, 1934. 

It was very difficult to know precisely what the Polish Ambassador 
has in mind with regard to negotiating a settlement of the Polish 

debt to the United States. The Ambassador called again today to 
remind me that, for a year and a half, he had been requesting the 
commencement of conversations on this subject and had received 
no reply. I reminded him that we were ready to listen to him at any 

” Tgnau Moscicki.
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time and to receive any proposition which he had to make, but he 
still believes in the desirability of having someone come from Po- 
land—some expert with a knowledge of the situation who would under- 
take “pourparlers” he himself remaining in the background, as he 
says, to facilitate the reaching of an agreement. I asked him who 
he had in mind for this purpose. He mentioned first “a minister”, 
but then he referred later to an expert who would not have a ministe- 
rial rank. I said that, in my opinion, it seemed a pity to bring an 
expert to this country to discuss the debt unless we had reason to be- 
lieve that we could reach some sort of an agreement and that it would 
probably be better for him to put his cards on the table with us before 
asking for the help of some one from the Polish Government. 

Finally the Minister seemed to accept this idea and welcomed the 
thought that we might have the preliminary “pourparlers” between 
the Embassy and the Department; he mentioned the importance of 
reaching some sort of an agreement before October, which was the date 
on which the budget had to be submitted to Parliament. 

Witu1am Putts 

[See also Department of State, Press Releases, June 16, 1934, page 
402; ¢b¢d., December 15, 1934, pages 370 ff. | 

RUMANIA 

800.51W89 Rumania/201 

Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State (Phillips) 

[Wasuineton,| May 24, 1934. 

The Rumanian Minister” said that he had noticed in the publicity 
given out following the Attorney General’s decision” with respect to 
“token” payments that Rumania was not included among those coun- 
tries which had made “token” payments. He pointed out that his 
government had in fact made a payment on account during the last 
year and that he was even now discussing with his government the 
payment due on the Hoover Moratorium ;* that his government had 
offered a payment of $4,000 which he regarded as too little and which 
he was seeking to raise to $8,000. It was merely a question, he said, 
of reaching a decision in this respect, and he asked, therefore, that in 
any debt message which the President might have in mind sending to 
Congress Rumania would not be classed among those who were ac- 
tually in default at the present moment. 

™ Charles A. Davila. 
? See footnote 20, p. 540. 
® See Annual Report of the Secretary of the Treasury, 1982, p. 305.
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I said that I would look into the subject and see if anything could 

be done. 
WILiiAM PHILLIPS 

800.51W89 Rumania/206 

Memorandum by the Chief of the Division of Near Eastern Affairs 
(Murray) 

[Wasuineton,| June 14, 1934. 

Datiy Reporr 

Rumania. During a call from the Rumanian Minister yesterday he 
told me of his conversation with the Secretary last Wednesday when 
he delivered a note from his Government stating that it was obliged 
to suspend all further payments on its indebtedness to this Govern- 

ment pending a re-discussion of the entire problem. 
Mr. Davila said he had been told by Mr. Arthur Krock of the New 

York Times that the President at his press conference yesterday had 
expressed no little annoyance at the emphasis given in the press to 

the reference to payments in kind contained in Mr. Hull’s latest note 
to the British Ambassador. Mr. Davila said that the idea of pay- 

ments in kind by Rumania interested him considerably and that he 
intended to discuss the matter with Mr. Titulescu, the Rumanian For- 

eign Minister, as soon as he reaches Rumania about July ist. He 
stated that the Rumanian Government owns large virgin forest re- 
serves that might be exploited for export to this country. He added 
that in view of the present deplorable state of Rumanian finances his 
Government could not afford to incur any large expenses in the ex- 
ploitation of its forest reserves and hinted that an arrangement might 
be made through Mr. Peek’s™ organization for the advancement of 
credit for the above purpose. He expressed the opinion that such 

shipments of Rumanian lumber in liquidation of the Rumanian debt 
to this Government might be useful in the President’s housing 
program. 

Wa.uace Murray 

[See also Department of State, Press Releases, June 16, 1934, 
page 402; 2bzd., December 22, 1934, page 412. | 

** George Nelson Peek, president of Export-Import Bank of Washington, D. C.
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YUGOSLAVIA 

800.51W89 Yugoslavia/161 

The Secretary of State to the Yugoslav Chargé (Stoianovitch) 

WasHIncToN, May 28, 1934. 

Sir: I am requested by the Secretary of the Treasury to transmit to 
you a statement of the amounts due from your Government June 15, 
1932, June 15, 1933, and June 15, 1934, under the provisions of the Debt 
Agreement of May 3, 1926,’5 and to advise you that payment may be 
made either at the Treasury in Washington or at the Federal Reserve 
Bank of New York.” 

STATEMENT oF AmMouNTS Dur From THE GOVERNMENT OF THE Kinc- 
DOM OF YUGOSLAVIA JUNE 15, 1982, June 15, 1933 anp JUNE 15, 1934 

Amount due June 15, 1932: 
Principal of bond No. 7 due June 15, 1982.......... $250, 000. 00 

Amount due June 15, 1933: 
Principal of bond No. 8 due June 15, 1938.......... 275, 000. 00 

Amount due June 15, 1934: 
Principal of bond No. 9 due June 15, 1984.......... 300,000. 00 

Accept [etc. ] For the Secretary of State: 
WILLIAM PHILLIPS 

1 oe mined Annual Reports of the World War Foreign Debt Commission, 1922- 
926, p. 280. 

A “6 No. reply from the Yugoslav Government has been found in the Department 
les. 

791113—51-——44



INTEREST OF THE UNITED STATES IN CLEARING AND 
COMPENSATION AGREEMENTS AND THE GOLD BLOC 

840.515 Gold Bloc/21 

The Director of the Economic Relations Section of the League of 
Nations (Stoppani) to the Economic Adviser, Department of 

State (Feis)+ 

Geneva, 28 August, 1934. 

Dear Frts: I very much regretted indeed to have been unable to 
meet you during your holiday in Europe. I should also have relished 
very much the chance of discussing with you the recent developments 
in commercial policy, both American and European. 

I gather from your letter of August 21st that you are particularly 
interested in the meaning and consequence of the network of clearing, 
compensation and other very specialised commercial agreements which 
are being done almost daily between the countries of the Continent. 
I think it is very difficult to discover any general line in this intricate 
mass of individual actions which are merely prompted by urgent and 
daily necessities. Some of course maintain that we are in presence of 
a new commercial policy which is likely to remain in force and to be 
developed in the future. Personally I don’t believe very much in it, 
although this might be true as to certain particular problems. In my 
cpinion these arrangements, which hardly deserve the name of treaties, 
are merely concluded under the pressure of circumstances. They are 
to be attributed mainly to two principal causes, 1. e. the monetary 
depreciation and the monetary and financial difficulties, the second 
taking the form of “devisen control”. Very often these cause .. .? 
is exploited by the interests concerned. But it is certainly to these 
two facts that one must look in order to find the starting point of 
these specialised agreements. There is of course a difference between 
clearing agreements and compensation agreements. The first is gen- 

erally made in order to obtain total or partial payment of sums due 
to the citizens of State A by giving State B the possibility of exporting 
certain quantities of goods. The second is merely the exchange of 
certain quantities of a given category of goods against a correspond- 
ing quantity of another. But of course the two things generally go 

1Transmitted to the Economic Adviser by the Vice Consul at Geneva in his 
letter of August 29. 
7Document mutilated at this point. 
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together and they prevail particularly whenever the difficulty of 
“devisen control” or the difficulty of payment exists. Clearing and 
compensation offices have been established and regular technique has 
been developed for their execution. The policy of quotas which is 
applied by most European States makes of course this sort of agree- 
ments the more necessary as they allow of overcoming the obstacle of 
quotas by ensuring to both parties a certain advantage. No sensible 
person can of course doubt that the sort of momentary and reciprocal 
equilibrium obtained by these arrangements can only be obtained by a 
further depression in international trade, even among two given 
countries. It is the suppression of the surpluses. Everybody seems 
to know that, but no particular country can, even [if] it were willing 
to, change the trend of things. We have been studying and following 
these developments so far as we could, but it is impossible for us to 
know in detail the exact working of these agreements, whose execution 
becomes a current and daily business of the Administration. 

I do not think that much would be gained if all these different 
applications were published and it would hardly be possible. 

I am sending you under separate cover a few documents (see list 
attached) * of a merely informative character. The Economic Com- 
mittee in its last session, held in July, and at which Mr. Thorp,‘ of the 
American Administration was present, has decided to go more thor- 
oughly into the study of these so-called new methods of commercial 
policy. Besides, I understand that the French Government will raise 
this question at the Second Commission of the coming Assembly of the 
League of Nations which begins on September 10th. The discussion 
will certainly be interesting and we will certainly be asked to study the 
problem further, which we will be able to do pretty well since we can 
count upon the collaboration of the inventors and masters of this 
system such as the French, the Italians, the Dutch, the Swiss, the 
Austrians, etc. 

I shall not fail to let you have anything that comes out of the discus- 
sion, and of our work. To make a long tale short, I personally believe 
that the time will have to come when some sort of international action 
will try to reestablish, with the help of an intelligent international 
collaboration, such monetary situations, particularly in the European 
countries, as will allow of placing their common trade on a different 
footing. A considerable movement is growing, even in the most pro- 
tectionist countries such as France and Switzerland. Of course there 
is to be feared particularly in the case of Germany—who would partic- 
ipate both as subject and object of an international reconstruction 

* Not printed. 
* Willard Thorp, American member of the Economic Committee of the League 

of Nations.
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action (“action d’assainissement”’),—that political tendencies will go 
rather in the direction of further isolation than in the direction of 
international understanding and collaboration. If so, I really don’t 
know what will come out of it. It is possible that at the given moment 
certain groups of countries, who are wanting to come back to sounder 

conditions in economic life, might begin to consult among themselves. 
That is why, in a certain note® which I have already sent (made on 
Mr. Child’s® request), and also in a further note prepared for the 
Economic Committee (Hors-Série 84), I have put forward—as I shall 
continue to do—the idea of preliminary conversations between the 
Governments of the United States, Great Britain, and the five coun- 
tries of the so-called “gold bloc”. 

I am afraid this is about all I can tell you at the present moment. 
You will of course receive anything that might be of interest for the 
study of the problem you are concerned with. 

With best regards, 
Yours sincerely, P. Srorppanl 

840.515 Gold Bloc/4 : Telegram (part air) 

The Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, October 3, 1934—3 p. m. 
[Received October 5—6: 30 a. m.] 

287. Consulate’s 257, September 21, 2 p. m.’ 
1. Following the approval of the Second Committee’s resolution by 

the Assembly the Council passed the following resolution on Septem- 
ber 28th. 

“The Council 
In conformity with the resolution adopted by the Assembly on 

September 26th, 1934, on the unanimous proposal of the Second 
Committee. 

Requests the economic and financial organization of the League 
to make an inquiry into the causes, scope, methods and results of 
compensation and clearing agreements. 

Requests the Economic Committee and the Financial Committee 
of the League to create a joint committee composed of not more than 
ten persons members of these committees or others to supervise the 
inquiry and to report upon the conclusions to be drawn from it. 

uthorizes the joint committee to secure whenever necessary the 
collaboration and advice of member[s] of any administration con- 
cerned or of qualified experts. 

* Not found in Department files. 
*Probably Richard Washburn Child, Special Adviser to the Secretary of State 

in his capacity as Chairman of the American delegation to the London Economic 
Conference. 

"Not printed. 
* League of Nations, Oficial Journal, Special Supp. No. 123, October 1934, p. 9.



CLEARING AGREEMENTS 597 

Finally, in view of the importance of the enquiry, requests all 
governments to give the fullest assistance within their power to the 
Joint committee.” ® 

2. Stoppani informs me that the Economic Committee will prob- 
ably select from its members the nationals of Great Britain, Italy, 
France, Switzerland and Austria to serve on the joint committee. 

As it is expected that the commercial aspect of the investigation 
will predominate he hopes that the Financial Committee which is 
expected to meet in about 10 days will nominate its Polish, Czech, 
and only one other member leaving two additional places to be filled 
by the Economic Committee. For these he has in mind suggesting 
the Hungarian and the American members. 

It is envisaged that the joint committee will meet toward the end 
of January and probably in Geneva. 

It will be noted that no representation of overseas states is at pres- 
ent arranged although thought is being given to the inclusion of cer- 
tain Latin American states, particularly Argentina and Chile, in 
the function of collaboration. 

3. Stoppani states that he feels that the work would be aided by 
the presence of an American and that he sees an American interest 
possibly involved in that these questions although apparently tech- 

' nical may raise important general monetary issues which would in- 
terest the United States as a creditor nation. He asks that he be in- 
formed if possible confidentially and personally of the reaction of 
the Department in respect of its interest in this matter feeling that if 
the Department desires it arrangements might be made for American 
participation in some form in this work. 

There are three ways in which participation might be effected : 

(a) The Economic Committee might select for this service its 
American member and it would be useful to know if Rogers would 
wish to be present or send a substitute. 

(6) It could probably be arranged at this end for an American 
official as a collaborator; the League would not bear the expenses of 
a government official. : 

(c) It might be arranged for an American national to be invited 
to collaborate in an expert capacity in which the League would pay 
his expenses. 

While the question of the composition of the joint committee will 
shortly be concluded the entire matter of “collaboration” is still 
nebulous. 

Please instruct as to what reply I may make to this inquiry. 

GILBERT 

* League of Nations, Oficial Journal, November 1984, p. 1472,
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840.515 Gold Bloc/21 

The Economic Adviser (Feis) to the Director of the Economic Fetla- 
tions Section of the League of Nations (Stoppané) 

Wasuineton, October 4, 1934. 

Dear StorPani: I am greatly obliged to you for the trouble you 
took in writing your letter of August 28, in regard to the intricate 
system of clearing and compensation agreements that have come into 
existence, and for the material which you sent. We are endeavoring 
in the Department to systematically follow these agreements and their 
application and to study their effects on trade and upon our own 
commercial agreements policy. I therefore welcome most particularly 
the resolution of the Assembly looking towards the undertaking by 
the Secretariat of a thorough investigation of the subject. 

I agree with your general characterizations. The system has been 
resorted to because of what governments had deemed necessities for 
the most part, although I believe that in the case of certain countries 
like Switzerland, which might well have afforded to pursue a more 
tolerant policy, it also has resulted from the direct wish of creditor 
groups to collect debts. I perceive also, as you point out, that in some 
instances it seems to furnish the means of getting around stringent 
quota restrictions that have been established. 

That system, at any rate as it operates up to the present, means 

introducing complete uncertainty into not only international trade 
but also into the internal economic situation of the countries pursuing 
it, without a doubt. If a government office has at any time the power 
to cut down or to increase the volume of any particular goods that 
enters the country merely according to its judgment or as part of a 
trade bargain, I cannot figure how those engaged in the trade in that 
commodity can possibly make anything like the ordinary commercial 
calculations. Further, that large monopoly profits will result seems 
tome beyond doubt. Again, that under these agreements the tendency 
will be to wipe out the surpluses of trade between pairs of countries 
seems definitely indicated, as you say. For these and many other 
reasons, I must say the whole development leaves a sour taste in my 
mouth. The development seems to me a further desperate effort to 
find a way of operating the combined systems of exchange control and 
of quotas that have become dominant in the commercial policy of so 
many European countries; whether they will make these other arrange- 
ments more bearable or whether they will merely serve to embalm 
the other arrangements will be interesting to observe. 

I would not vent my judgment with as much irritation as the above 
indicates if it were not for the fact that various countries in Europe 
will now force such arrangements on the Latin American countries.
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This of course strengthens the support for the pursuit of similar 
policies by the United States and makes our problem more difficult. 
The further this development goes, the further it will dim the prospect 
of working out of our present difficulties by gradually getting rid 
of exchange controls, and by rebuilding international trade along 
the lines dictated by underlying economic conditions. 

The arrangements seem to me to be supported by two sets of coun- 
tries. First, those who are hopelessly unable to meet the payments 
due on short term capital which they have borrowed, e.g., Austria, 
Hungary and Germany. Second, the countries that have maintained 
the gold value of their currencies would appear to be determined to 
maintain it through thick and thin, and therefore they guard their 
balance of payments situations like dragons lest something should 
arise to threaten the stability of their currencies. These would retort, 
I suppose, that they are compelled to take such constrictive measures 
because of the cheapening of currencies elsewhere and the fluctuation 
of currencies. I presume this is behind your line of thought when you 
dwell on the difficulties of straightening out the situation before some 
arrangement is worked out between the United States, Great Britain, 
and the countries of the so-called gold bloc. 

This will come, I am sure, but I don’t believe it will be undertaken 
before more muddy water has gone over the dam. I will appreciate 
being kept informed of developments in the matters I touched on 
above. 

Sincerely yours, Hersert Fas 

840.515 Gold Bloc/7 

Communiqué Issued by Gold Bloc States Following Meetings in 
. Geneva 

[Translation] 

“The delegates of Belgium, France, Italy, Luxemburg, the Nether- 
lands and Switzerland met in Geneva on the 24th and 25th of Septem- 
ber, with the object of examining together how their respective 
countries could most efficaciously help in taking up again in the eco- 
nomic fields an international cooperation, which is unanimously 
agreed to be necessary. 

They declared in the first place that the countries which have main- 
tained the free functioning of the gold standard remain more than 
ever determined, as was affirmed by the declaration signed at London 

' on the 8rd of July, 1933," to maintain it completely at the present 

* Copy transmitted to the Department by the Consul at Geneva in his despatch 
No. 1027 Political, October 4, 1984; received October 13. 

“John W. Wheeler-Bennett, Documents on International Affairs, 1983 (Lon- 
don, 1934), p. 45.
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gold parities, this maintenance seeming to them to be one of the essen- 
tial conditions for the economic and financial restoration of the world. 

They recognized on the other hand that in order to contribute fully 
to the work of general recovery, they should take as their common 
principal object the increase of international trade. 

They were of the opinion that such an effort could be usefully un- 
dertaken first among those states which, by reason of the contiguity 
of their territory and the orientation of their activity, as well as their 
common monetary régime, have among themselves particularly im- 
portant economic relations. 

They wished to emphasize clearly that their initiative was not di- 
rected against any other countries. Holding to the project of general 
effort to fight against the depression, they affirmed their intention 
to remain in contact with other governments, being anxious to see 
them associate themselves as soon as possible in this work of recovery. 

Desirous of quickly bringing about concrete results, they recognized 
the usefulness of entrusting to a commission composed of delegates of 
the respective governments the task of examining the principal prob- 
lems which the development of economic and financial relations among 
the six nations presents, without losing sight of the interests of third 
parties and the necessity of a more extended collaboration on the inter- 
national plane. The commission might at first devote its work to two 
essential objects; the increase of trade, and the development of tourism 
and transportation, the monetary question having already been made 
the object of an agreement signed at Paris on July 8, 1983” by the 
governors of the banks of issue of the participating countries. Steps 
will be taken to hasten its creation and to permit it to begin its activity 
without delay. Mr. Jaspar, its President, has been charged to take 
the necessary measures immediately.” 

840.515 Gold Bloc/4: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) 

WASHINGTON, October 5, 1934—7 p.m. 

100. Your 287, October 3rd. Please inform Stoppani that this Gov- 
ernment is distinctly interested in the work of the Joint Committee and 
wishes to participate. 

Will communicate with you again next week in regard to the three 
alternative methods of participation which are suggested in your 
cable. 

Hou 

* Wheeler-Bennett, Documents on International Affairs, 1938, p. 45. 
* Henri Jaspar, Belgian Minister of Finance.
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840.515 Gold Bloc/24 

Memorandum by the Secretariat of the League of Nations Concerning 
the Enquiry Into Compensation and Clearing Agreements ™* 

GeneEvA, October 18, 1934. 
(Drawn up by the Secretariat with a view to the preliminary meeting 

of the “Joint Committee” to be held on October 18th, in Paris) 

I. DeLimiTaTION OF THE SUBJECT OF THE ENQUIRY 

What ts the precise category of agreements covered by the Assembly 
resolution? 

The Second Committee’s report does not define this point, but the 
character of the previous discussion provides valuable guidance for 
replying to this question. 

1) The crisis has led countries to conclude two categories of treaties 
of a new type, namely: 

a) agreements for establishing equality of commercial exchanges or 
compensation of various items of the balance of payments between the 
Contracting Parties, and 

6) agreements for regulating payments in respect of commercial 
(and other) transactions between the Contracting Parties. 

The term “compensation agreements” is used in many cases to de- 
scribe both these categories of agreements, although they are quite 
different alike in origin and in aim. 

2) Agreements of the first category. 

On endeavouring to determine the requirements which have led to the 
conclusion of agreements of the first category, we note that many coun- 
tries which in normal times were not particularly concerned with the 
fluctuations of their balance of trade, seeing that any debit items were 
compensated for by other items in the balance of payments (such as 
tourist traffic, earnings of merchant shipping, interest on capital in- 
vested abroad, etc.), have been compelled by the economic crisis, which 
has gradually dried up the whole or part of the receipts from these 
items, to concentrate their attention on the trade balance. This balance 
has been no longer regarded in its entirety, but in respect of each 
country with which commercial relations were maintained. Wherever 
these individual balances showed a deficit, efforts were made to redress 
and readjust them by means of commercial agreements based on the 
principle do ut des. This policy has in general been applied by fixing 
import quotas. 

* Copy transmitted to the Department by the Consul at Geneva in his despatch 
No. 1070 Political, November 5; received November 16.
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In some cases a deficit in the balance of trade with a particular 
country has been accepted on account of equivalent compensation 
obtained in other spheres (payments, services, tourist traffic, etc.). 

It is important to observe that agreements of this type are often 
concluded between two countries with a sound currency which do not 
in any way restrict foreign exchange transactions. 

Such agreements, especially in Europe, are frequently called com- 
pensation agreements. 

3) Agreements of the second category. 
On the other hand, the second category of agreements owes its 

origin to the introduction of foreign exchange control, to which some 
countries resort with a view to safeguarding an unsteady currency, 
while continuing to effect the necessary imports and endeavouring 
entirely or partly to meet financial obligations towards foreign coun- 
tries. 

As the monetary machinery thus no longer runs smoothly on account 
of the introduction of foreign exchange restrictions, the time comes 
when it has to be replaced, at any rate in part, by bilateral accounting 
arrangements in which debit and credit items, resulting especially 
from imports and exports, are written off against each other until a 
balance is reached, so that the two countries are enabled to continue 
to sell and purchase without effecting any transfers of foreign ex- 
change. The two countries are driven to this necessity by various 
causes relating to their monetary, financial and commercial position. 

A debtor country, with a weak currency, endeavours by means of 
this system: 

a) to continue to export to countries with sound currencies; this 
it would be unable to do unless it gave some guarantee for the payment 
of the goods which it purchases from those countries; 

6) to continue to export to countries which are in a similar mone- 
tary position to itself and nevertheless to obtain payment for its 
exports ; 

c) if it has a credit trade balance, to procure a surplus which will 
as far as possible be at its entire disposal and will enable it, on the 
one hand, to purchase goods which are indispensable for its economic 
life from third countries and, on the other hand, to meet entirely or 
in part its financial obligation toward foreign countries. 

A country with a sound currency (which is usually also a creditor 
country) regards the clearing agreement as a means: 

a) of obtaining value in return for the goods which it exports to 
countries applying foreign exchange restrictions and of thus main- 
taining the corresponding production within the country; 

6) of possibly obtaining, by drawing on the surplus established in 
favour of the other country, payment of commercial or financial 
claims, or the grant of foreign currency to tourists of the other country 
coming to its territory, or the payment of transport services, etc., etc.
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The two countries aim at maintaining a certain trade level with each 
other in spite of the obstacles created by an abnormal monetary posi- 
tion. This abnormal monetary position—which is itself the result 
of a number of well-known causes—almost inevitably compels the 
two countries, in spite of the disadvantages of such a procedure, to 
replace the multilateral and automatic clearing arrangements existing 
in normal times by bilateral and compulsory clearing arrangements. 
These bilateral clearing arrangements are always established between 
two countries, one of which at any rate is compelled to apply foreign 
exchange restrictions. Agreements of this second category are called 
indifferently “compensation” or “clearing” agreements. 

4) Necessity of limiting the enquiry to the agreements of the second 
category described above. 

It is obvious that these two types of agreement are quite distinct, 
although they are undeniable related to each other and may even be 
combined in one and the same treaty. The first, which might be called 
“agreements of reciprocal commercial equilibrium”, are a matter of 
commercial policy; the second, for which the name “clearing or com- 
pensation agreements” might be reserved, are due to a defect in the 
working of the monetary machinery. 

After due consideration it would appear inadvisable to extend the 
enquiry to the first category of agreements, as this would necessarily 
lead to an endless discussion on the various features of protectionism 

and economic nationalism. 
It might therefore be agreed, if the Joint Committee shares this 

view, that the enquiry should relate in the first place to “clearing or 
compensation agreements”, these two terms being regarded as synony- 
mous. (The field of enquiry might be subsequently extended should 
the necessity arise). 

There is no reason to fear that if the field of enquiry were thus 
limited it would become too superficial or exclusive in character. It 
will soon be seen that the study of “clearing agreements” properly so- 
called necessarily raises the most important problems of monetary 
policy and, that moreover, the working of these agreements is closely 
connected with the policy of restricting imports and, in particular, 
of imposing quotas. 

In the same way as the choice of an arbitrary rate of exchange, by 
raising the price of goods of the country which has the greatest need 
of exporting, may in a short time upset the balance of trade and thus 
defeat the very object of the clearing agreement, a clearing agreement 
may very soon be rendered inoperative by autonomous measures in- 
volving the establishment of quotas and the like during its period of 
validity. Lastly, as mentioned above, the two questions are frequently 
dealt with in the same agreement.
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Consequently, there is no danger that, by limiting the enquiry to 
clearing agreements properly so called, any essential elements will be 
neglected. On the other hand, the danger of embarking on abstract 
and theoretical discussions would be avoided. 

IT. Procepvure 

1. Countries to which the request for information should be ad- 
dressed in the first instance. 

It is already some time since, at least in so far as economic questions 
are concerned, a break was made with the tradition that when an 
enquiry was called for under a resolution of the Assembly or Council, 
the request for information should be addressed indiscriminately to all 
countries Members and non-Members of the League of Nations irre- 
spective of whether they were interested in the problem under 
discussion or not. 

That practice has given way to the idea that the procedure and 
scope of enquiries should be variable, and should in each case be de- 
termined after objective examination of the factors of the problem to 
be investigated. This point of view was expressly confirmed by the 

Council in regard to the Veterinary Conference which opened in 
Geneva on the 15th of this month, and also in regard to the draft 
international convention regarding commercial propaganda. In one 
of these cases the Council laid it down that co-operation should in the 
main be requested of such countries as were more especially interested 
in that type of question. 

Furthermore, the terms of the Assembly resolution leave no room 
for doubt that the request for information should in the first place 
be addressed to countries which have themselves concluded numerous 
or important clearing agreements, though it was understood that the 
circle might subsequently be widened should that appear necessary. 

It is obvious that the co-operation of certain other countries (e. g. 
United States, Japan, the Argentine, etc.) might be necessary 
especially when they play a part of outstanding importance in inter- 
national economic life, but it is above all when the time comes to 
draw up the conclusions of the enquiry, that is to say, just before or 
during the drafting of the report of the Joint Committee, that such 
co-operation would be of value. As regards the enquiry itself, it is 
difficult to see how countries which have not felt impelled to conclude 
clearing agreements on their own behalf, could be of great assistance 
to the Joint Committee in throwing light upon the “causes, scope, 
methods and results” of such agreements. The second part of the 
resolution lays down, moreover, in the most unequivocal terms that 
the Economic Committee is to proceed to an examination of the agree- 
ments actually concluded, inform itself as to the working of the bodies
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set up to execute them and bring to light any difficulties experienced 

in their application, together with the results achieved. The Kco- 

nomic Committee can certainly not expect countries having no per- 

sonal experience in the matter to shed any light on these questions. 

Having regard to the considerations set out above, it would appear 

appropriate, at least in the initial stages, to limit the enquiry, and 
more especially the requests for information, to the following 
countries: | 

Germany Hungary 
Austria Italy 
United Kingdom Latvia 
Belgium Norway 
Bulgaria Netherlands 
Chile Portugal 
Denmark Roumania 
Estonia Sweden 
Finland Switzerland 
France Czechoslovakia 
Greece Yugoslavia. 

It was, moreover, to be understood that the above list would not 
necessarily be exhaustive and that, should such a course prove to be 
necessary, the Chairman of the Committee might decide that other 
countries also should be associated in the work of investigation. 

[2.] Request to be addressed to the countries concerned. 
The purpose of this request should be in the main to obtain a general 

statement on all the aspects of the problem under consideration. 
In this connection the Assembly’s resolution would appear to be 

sufficiently explicit and complete. 
The discussions of the Joint Committee will show whether any 

comments need to be added. 
At the same time, it might perhaps be useful to append a list of 

points similar to that annexed to the present note so that certain 
special aspects, the importance of which may vary according to the 
point of view of the investigator or the situation in the country con- 
cerned, will not be neglected. 

3. Summoning of the special sub-committees during the enquiries 
of the Joint Committee. 

(a) Technical Sub-Committee. 

It is highly probable that, when the Joint Committee is in posses- 
sion of the reports of the countries concerned, it will require—however 
complete these reports may be—to obtain additional information on 
some special point or on some question insufficiently dealt with in the 
material collected. Furthermore, various comments and interpre- 
tations regarding similar treaties may be found in the reports of
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various countries. In the last place it must be constantly borne in 
mind that in the field under consideration new developments are con- 
stantly taking place and that each day may bring some fresh experi- 
ence or some new contribution. 

The Joint Committee will therefore have to make provisions for 
the necessity of summoning at the appropriate moment, a meeting 
of specialists such as directors of clearing offices, officials of banks of 
issue, etc. to enable them to discuss the problem among themselves, 
compare their methods and results, and place their experience at the 
service of the Joint Committee; 

(b) Sub-Committee of expert economists. 

On the other hand, a situation might arise in which it would be 
highly valuable to arrange for a meeting of a small committee, whose 
members would not belong to public administrations, clearing offices 
or banks of issue, but whose technical training, experience and im- 
portance in the world of economic affairs would qualify them to ex- 
press general views on the problem as a whole. It would no doubt be 
valuable to consult such persons, more especially when the time 
comes for the Joint Committee to carry out its duty of drawing con- 
clusions from the investigations undertaken. 

ANNEX 

Questions Bearing Upon an Enquiry Into Clearing Agreements 

J. AIMS OF CLEARING AGREEMENTS 

A. Countries having introduced control of foreign exchange dealings. 

Have the various agreements been concluded with a view to: 

a) maintaining the flow of trade with countries that have not re- 
sorted to such control; 

6) maintaining, at least in part, trade in commodities with other 
countries which have also resorted to control of foreign exchange 
dealings; 

c) making possible, at least in part, the payment of commercial or 
other debts to creditor countries in goods; 

d) making control of foreign exchange effective ; 
e) finding a practical method of disposing of a stock of appreciated 

foreign exchange. 

B. Countries not having introduced control of foreign exchange 
dealings. 

Have the various agreements been concluded with a view to: 

@) maintaining the exports of such countries to countries having 
introduced control of foreign exchange dealings and guaranteeing, if 
possible completely, that such exports will be paid for; such guarantee
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being capable of extension, if the balance of trade allows of this, so 
as to provide for the payment of debts—both commercial and others— 
previously contracted. 

6) ensuring as far as possible that commercial payments made in 
sound currencies shall not have as their counterpart payments in de- 
preciated currencies. 

c) bringing about a more or less even balance of trade between the 
two countries. 

d) utilising their purchasing power as importers for the purpose 
of obtaining new outlets for exports. 

The Committee thinks it important to ascertain : 
Which of the objects enumerated above you had in mind in conclud- 

ing your clearing agreements. Had you any other object in view? 

II. Provistons OF CLEARING AGREEMENTS 

1. Do your clearing agreements relate exclusively to payments for 
commodities imported and exported, or do they also comprise the set- 
tlement of commercial or other debts (including tourist traffic and 
financial debts) ? 

2. Through what bodies (national bank, special offices, monopolies, 
etc.) are the clearing operations carried out ? 

3. Do your clearing agreements allow for “private compensation” ¢ 
If so, to what extent and subject to what conditions? 

4, Are your clearing agreements linked to other special arrange- 
ments of a commercial, financial or other character ? 

5. What is the basis adopted, for the purposes of clearing operations, 
for the reciprocal conversion of the currencies of the contracting par- 
ties (actual, legal or conventional exchange parity) ? 

Is provision made in your agreements for accounts relating to goods 
imported and exported being kept in currencies other than the national 
currencies? In that event what are the bases of conversion provided 
for in respect of these currencies? Apart from the general rule, how 
are payments made in respect of invoices in foreign currencies ? 

6. What is the procedure laid down for the application of your 
clearing agreements? 

7. How is the question of surpluses dealt with: 

(a) the surpluses (activity-peak) foreseen at the outset; how are 
these disposed of ? 

(6) unforeseen or temporary surpluses; how are these dealt with ? 

8. What is the duration of the agreements? Is revision provided 
for? Ifso, in what form? 

9. Do your clearing agreements contain provisions regarding 
transit ? 

10. Treatment of colonies?
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Tift. As To Resvrrs 

1. What has been the effect of each of your clearing agreements on 
the reciprocal movements of your commodities trade with the other 
contracting parties (increase, stabilisation or decrease) ? 

2. Can you point to any other characteristic modifications in such 

trade due to the application of clearing agreements? 
3. Have the clearing agreements made it possible to relax the re- 

strictions placed upon imports or exports? 
4, To what extent have your clearing agreements modified your 

balance of trade in relation to the other parties? 
5. Inthe event of your clearing agreements containing stipulations 

relating to other items in the balance of payments, to what extent 
has it actually been possible to carry out such stipulations and what 
have been their effects on the volume of trade in commodities? 

6. What have been the effects of the clearing agreements on home 
economic policy ? 

Y. Have the clearing agreements exercised any influence on the 
position of the currencies of the contracting countries? What has 
been the effect of the clearing agreements on the “exchange position” ? 

8. Have the aims which you had in mind in concluding your clear- 
ing agreements been achieved ? 

9. What conclusions does your experience enable you to draw from 
clearing agreements as regards international economic policy? Is 
the extension of the clearing system on a multilateral basis, in your 
opinion, possible and desirable? 

840.515 Gold Bloc/123 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in France (Straus) to the Secretary of State 

Paris, October 19, 19384—3 p. m. 
[Received October 19—1 p. m.] 

777. Embassy’s telegram No. 769, October 17, 4 p. m.% The con- 
ference appointed by the League to conduct an inquiry into the causes, 
scope, methods and results of the compensation and clearing agree- 
ments adjourned sine die at the conclusion of its first meeting yes- 
terday. 

It has been learned from the French representative Monsieur Day- 
ras that a decision of principle was reached that the special committee 
contemplated (but which has not yet been definitely constituted) 
should first of all examine “clearing” arrangements, properly speak- 

* Not printed.
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ing; that is to say, those which tended to regulate actual payments 
for exchanges between countries. A questionnaire is to be sent to 
various countries upon the working of their “clearing” agree- 
ments as well as upon those created to establish equilibrium in 
the commercial exchange of commodities or compensation to achieve 
a balance of payments. 

After examination of the report from the interested countries it is 

understood that the special committee in question will recommend 
either modification and amplification of the clearing regimes now in 
force or their pure and simple suppression. Dayras expressed the 
opinion that a decision one way or the other cannot be looked for for 
many weeks. Copy to Geneva. 

STRAUS 

840.515 Gold Bloc/19 

Protocol Signed at Brussels on October 20, 1934, by the Chiefs of the 
Belgian, French, TLtalian, Luxemburg, Polish, and Swiss 
Delegations 1° 

[Translation] 

The undersigned Governments: 

Convinced, as they affirmed in London in July, 1933, that currency 
stability is one of the essential conditions for a return to a normal 
economic situation ; 

Being of the opinion that by ensuring the stability of their cur- 
rencies they are contributing to the restoration of the world economy; 

Confirm their intention to maintain the present gold parity of their 
respective currencies; 

Recognizing that their common monetary policy implies the de- 
velopment of international trade, which should be assisted between 
them by the similarity of the monetary conditions existing in their 
respective countries; 

Agree: I. to form a General Commission composed of their respec- 
tive delegates; 

Il. With regard to commercial exchanges: (1) to see in what man- 
ner it is at present possible to increase trade among their countries. 
They regard it as desirable to increase by 10% the global volume of 
trade effected from July 1, 1933, to June 30, 1934; 

(2) to open bilateral negotiations to this end without delay with 
the object of completing them within a maximum period of one year; 

** Copy transmitted to the Department by the Ambassador in Belgium in his 
despatch No. 281, October 25; received November 9. 

791113—51——-45
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(3) to submit a draft international convention relating to com- 
mercial propaganda, to which they give their approval in principle, 
for study by a sub-committee composed of representatives of each of 
the Governments signing this protocol, with the aim of establishing 

a final text of the convention so as to permit of its signature in the near 

future ; 
Ill. W2th regard to touring and transport, to form two sub-com- 

mittees composed of representatives of the Governments with the aim 

of reporting to the General Commission on the proposals which the 
Commission now has before it and which will be submitted to it later; 

IV. To call together without delay the sub-committees here pro- 
posed and to convene a meeting of the General Commission in Brussels 

in three months’ time to take note of the position reached and to settle 
the continuation of its programme without losing sight of the inter- 
ests of third parties and the necessity of a more extensive collaboration 

in the international field. 

840.515 Gold Bloc/13 : Telegram (part air) 

The Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, October 26, 1934—11 a.m. 
[Received October 27—5: 08 p.m.] 

302. Consulate’s 287, October 3,3 p.m. Stoppani who was in Paris 
at a recent meeting of the League Financial Committee informs me as 

follows: 
1. The Economic Committee had previously designated five mem- 

bers to serve on the Joint Committee on Compensation and Clearing in 
line with paragraph 2 of telegram under reference. The Financial 

Committee, however, instead of appointing only three members, ap- 
pointed five (Great Britain, France, Czechoslovakia, Belgium, the 
Netherlands) thus precluding the plan for possible American and 

Hungarian membership. Consulate’s 291, October 6, 4 p.m.” 
2. A meeting of the Joint Committee was held and Pospisil, Czecho- 

slovakia, the Chairman, was given wide powers to arrange for col- 
laboration with the Committee on the part of Government represent- 
atives of organizations or individual experts generally in line with 
alternatives B and C of my telegram in a future meeting about the 
first of the year to consider material now being collected. Stoppani 
perceives no difficulty in arranging for American participation at that 

time if it be desired. 
GILBERT 

Not printed.
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840.515 Gold Bloc/16 

The Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) to the Secretary of State 

No. 1059 Political Geneva, October 27, 1934. 
[Received November 7. |] 

Sim: I have the honor to refer to my despatch No. 1027 Political 
dated October 4, 1934 8 relating to the meeting of representatives of the 

gold bloc states in Geneva and to inform the Department that in a 

recent conversation with M. Stoppani, Director of the Economic Rela- 
tions Section of the League Secretariat, I took occasion to ascertain 
his views on the results of the recent Conference of the gold bloc 

states in Brussels. M. Stoppani had just returned from Paris where 

he was in touch with a number of representatives of these states. 

Referring to the decision of the Conference relating to the increase of 

trade within the gold bloc, M. Stoppani stated that the collaboration 

envisaged should be regarded merely as a transitional step and that 

while the Conference had been relatively successful, the actual meas- 

ures which will result are unlikely in themselves to be of great im- 

portance. He said he thought the aim set by the Conference was 

modest and in view of this fact it could probably be attained. The 

concessions which will be made will no doubt be limited as far as pos- 

sible to the characteristic products of the negotiating states. M. 
Stoppani is of the opinion that the collaboration of these states 

is limited not only by internal opposition to concessions but also by 

the fear of offending states outside the group, particularly Great 
Britain and Germany. 

Questioned regarding the participation of Poland in the Confer- 
ence, M. Stoppani said that the request of Poland to be represented at 
Brussels was not received until a few days before the Conference 
opened and that it caused the other states considerable concern. At 
the opening of the Conference, however, the Polish delegation ex- 
plained that it merely wanted to be represented for the reason that its 
absence from a meeting of gold bloc states would be likely to give rise 
to misunderstandings in Poland. The Polish delegates therefore did 
not take part in the discussions and it is understood that Poland will 
not participate in the action contemplated by the other states to in- 
crease their reciprocal trade. 

Respectfully yours, Prentiss B. Grperr 

* Not printed.
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840.515 Gold Bloc/13 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) 

Wasuineton, October 31, 1934—8 p.m. 

109. Your 302, October 26,11 a.m. This Government is willing to 
accept the opportunity to collaborate with the joint Committee and 
has in mind the appointment for this task of one of its Government offi- 
clals. It will be prepared to have that Government official leave for 
Europe whenever the collaboration is desired. This Government is 
willing to pay the expenses. 

You may inform Stoppani of the preceding. Tell him, orally, how- 
ever, that it is doubtful whether we should wish to collaborate unless 

as a matter of fact the American representative would have as much 
opportunity to participate in the work of the Committee, and to ex- 
press and have recorded his views, as the representative of any other 
Government, and we would welcome assurances from him or the joint 
Committee itself that such would be the fact. I assume an official 

invitation to collaborate will be forthcoming and should think that 
the form of this invitation should be such as to give the necessary 
assurances. 

PHILLIPS 

840.515 Gold Bloc/22 

The Economic Adviser (Feis) to Mr. C. EB. Smets of the Economie 
Felations Section of the League of Nations 

Wasuineton, November 8, 1984. 

Dear Mr. Smets: I am greatly obliged to you for your letter of the 
eighteenth * and for its interesting enclosures with regard to the 
preparatory work for the Joint Committee on Compensation and Clear- 
ing Agreements. 

As Gilbert has no doubt again informed you, this Government con- 
siders the matter under study of great importance not only because of 
the fact that the developments in this field are vitally affecting Ameri- 
can trade and financial interests, but also because they seem to be se- 
riously modifying both the course of trade throughout the world and 
the method of conducting trade and of arranging payment therefor. 
For these reasons, as has been indicated, we are desirous of participat- 
ing in the work of the Committee. Naturally, as we have asked Gil- 
bert to indicate to Stoppani, we didn’t want to undertake participation 
unless it were so arranged that it could be effective—by which I mean 
that the American participant would have reasonable opportunity to 

*” Not printed.
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present his own judgments to the Committee and to have them re- 
flected in the report. It may be, as your memorandum ™ indicates, 
that the time for such participation would be after the preliminary 
work of securing information has been carried pretty far forward 
and the collected material is before the Committee and its collabora- 
tors for analysis and report. If effective American collaboration is 
desired and is arranged for this Government is ready to send a repre- 
sentative over at its own expense. 

On reading the memorandum it occurs to me that, probably uninten- 
tionally, the scope of inquiry is outlined in such a way as to give a freer 
invitation for the presentation of material and arguments in support or 

justification of existing agreements than for appraisal of the develop- 
ment asa whole. I may be unfair in this statement and ask you to con- 

sider it asa personal one. At all events, I think that it would serve a 
useful purpose if besides the request despatched to those countries hav- 
ing such agreements for the information designated in the memoran- 

dum, a request was also despatched to all governments (or at least to 
those not having any such agreements) asking such questions as the 
following: 

(1) Have the clearing and compensation agreements which have 
come into existence affected the course of your trade relationships with 
other countries, and if so, how? 

(2) Have they affected the problem of commercial treaty making, 
and if so, how? 

(3) Have they produced discriminations in the treatment of cred- 
itors of different countries, and as among bondholders of different 
nationalities? 

(4) Has the system the same tendency as seems to be characteristic 
of trade restriction methods to be self-extending, that is, does it by its 
nature tend to force countries wishing to abstain from such agreements 
to enter into them in the effort to protect their interests? 

(5) Have they limited the power of governments to purchase the 
best available markets? 

These are frankly a part of the questions the development has put 
before us here, and its importance would seem to be great enough to 
warrant most careful examination and perhaps are more likely to be 
thrown upon them by countries which are not parties to these com- 
pensation agreements than by countries which are. 

I would appreciate any further information in regard to the program 
of the inquiry that your Section may be in a position to send me. 

With best wishes, 
Sincerely yours, Hersert F rts 

2» Probably refers to the Memorandum by the Secretariat of the League of Na- 
tions Concerning the Enquiry into Compensation and Clearing Agreements, p. 601.
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840.515 Gold Bloc/26a: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) 

Wasuineron, November 23, 1934—2 p.m. 

122. Please tell Stoppani that reading of “Memorandum concerning 
the inquiry into compensation and clearing agreements” # drawn up 
by the Secretariat for the preliminary meeting of the Joint Committee 
has created some misgiving here as to whether the subject will receive 
sufficiently rounded consideration in allits aspects. It is felt in partic- 
ular that the sentence on page 4 which reads “As regards the inquiry 

itself, 1t 1s difficult to see how countries which have not felt impelled 
to conclude clearing agreements on their own behalf, could be of great 

assistance to the Joint Committee in throwing light upon the ‘causes, 
scope, methods and results’ of such agreements,” creates misgiving as 
to whether there is full understanding of the position of these coun- 
tries. As pointed out in some detail in Feis’s letter to Smets of 
November 8 such agreements in their very nature affect the interests of 
cutside countries and each in turn creates problems for and leads to 
action by outside countries. ‘Therefore it is our opinion that a study 
of these indirect results, and of the problems created for third coun- 
tries, deserves the most careful consideration simultaneously with all 
other aspects of the question and no less exhaustively. 

Hoi 

840.515 Gold Bloc/35:: Telegram (part air) 

The Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, December 15, 1984—10 a.m. 
[Received December 17—7:05 a.m.] 

3887. 1. Stoppani now informs me he considers that Smets’ letter to 
Feis dated November 20,” a copy of which Smets has just shown me 
and which Stoppani it appears had not seen when I transmitted my 
364, December 5, 5 p.m.,”* answers the query raised by the Department’s 
122, November 23, 2 p.m. 

2. If, however, the American Government desires to submit in- 
formally a memorandum on this subject particularly on the indirect 
results of clearing agreements and the problems they have created 
for the United States, the Secretariat would be pleased to circulate it 
to members of the Joint Committee. 

GILBERT 

7 Ante, p. 601. 
” Not found in Department files. 
* Not printed.



ATTITUDE OF THE UNITED STATES TOWARD NEGOTIA- 
TION OF AN INTERNATIONAL AGREEMENT ON RUB- 
BER PRODUCTION 

856D.6176/118 

The Minister in the Netherlands (Swenson) to the Acting Secretary 
of State 

No. 832 Tur Hacurz, November 18, 1933. 
[Received November 29. | 

Sir: With reference to my despatch No. 788, of October 10th, and No. 
818, of November 4th, last, I have the honor to report that the nego- 
tiations conducted in London on October 26th, between representa- 
tives of the British, French, and Dutch parties interested, led to an 
agreement concerning the conditions upon which the restriction of 
the output of rubber might be effected. The Commission for Rubber 
Restriction of the International Association wrote Dr. Colijn, the 
Prime Minister and Minister of the Colonies, a letter on November 
8rd, a confidential translation of which is enclosed,? in which it is 
stated that in anticipation of the effecting of a definite agreement the 
Commission desired to inform the Minister of the basis of the agree- 
ment in order that he should be able to judge whether the conditions 
proposed for regulating the output of rubber are acceptable for the 
Dutch East Indies. The letter also stated that an effective provision 
with regard to native rubber production in the Indies, which can be 
fitted into the international agreement, is in course of preparation. 

The Counselor of the Legation has been confidentially informed 
... that Dr. Colijn has already forwarded the above-mentioned 
Jetter to the Governor General of the Netherlands East Indies for 
comment. Moreover the Prime Minister has informed the Commission 
that he does not desire any further report about the desirability or 
non desirability of restriction because he has decided to have restriction 
unless it should prove to be unworkable. 

Respectfully yours, Lavrirs 8. Swenson 

* Neither printed. 
*Not printed. 
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856D.6176/114 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Minister in the Netherlands 
(Swenson) 

WasHineron, December 8, 1933—4 p. m. 

34. Your despatches 788 of October 10th * and 832 of November 18th 
regarding the international plan under discussion for the restriction of 
rubber output. 

Kindly call upon the proper Dutch authorities and inform them 
that the American Government has a very great interest in any plan 
that may be worked out since the United States is by far the greatest 
consumer of rubber. Please ask for any further information that may 
be available as to the plans. This matter has not yet been discussed 
with the President and the American Government is not ready to for- 
mulate its attitude towards any agreement which may be reached. 
However, it is inevitable that that attitude will be much influenced by 
the terms of any agreement, particularly in respect to the degree of 
restriction imposed, the provisions for increasing production in the 
event of price change and all possible safeguards that there will be 
available adequate supplies at the lowest prices compatible with the 
satisfactory stabilization of the industry. These reflections you may 
tentatively, within your discretion, bring home to the authorities while 
avoiding the impression in any way that the American Government is 
willing to give its formal assent to any agreement. You may find 
it useful to refer to the resolution passed by the Economic and Mone- 
tary Conference* embodying the statement of sound principles for 
international commodity agreements, particularly Section 3 (d) which 
emphasizes that such agreements “should as far as possible be worked 
out with the willing cooperation of the consuming interests in the 
importing countries.” ® 

Repeat to London, mutatis mutandis, as No. 308. Pp 
HILLIPS 

856D.6176/119 

The Minister in the Netherlands (Swenson) to the Acting Secretary 
of State 

No. 855 Tue Haausz, December 15, 19383. 
[Received December 29. ] 

Str: With reference to the Department’s telegram No. 34, of 
December 8, 4 p. m., 1938, I have the honor to report that I called on 
the Minister for the Colonies, who is also Premier, yesterday, by ap- 

* Not printed. 
*¥For correspondence concerning this Conference, see Foreign Relations, 1933, 

vol. 1, pp. 452 ff. 
* League of Nations, Monetary and Economic Conference, Reports Approved by 

the Conference on July 27, 1933, and Resolutions Adopted by the Bureau and 
the Executive Committee (II. Economic and Financial, 1933. II. Spec. 4), p. 19.
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pointment, and informed him of the American Government’s very 
great interest in the international plan under consideration for the re- _ 
striction of rubber output. 

After having called attention to the fact that present negotiations 
are not official, being conducted between the producers of the Nether- 
lands and Great Britain, and stating that the Governments will have 
to approve or disapprove the plan in due time, adding that he had no 
definite opinion as to the success of the pending negotiations which 
might drag out for another year, Dr. Colijn expressed his views as 
follows: 

“We adhere to the principles set forth in the resolution of the sub- 
committee of the Monetary and Economic Conference, and I am par- 
ticularly in sympathy with Section 3 (d), referring to cooperation 
of the consuming interests in the importing countries. I may say in 
this connection that I insisted that Baron van Lynden, the director 
of the United States Rubber Plantations, be made a member of the 
Dutch committee of producers which conducts negotiations with the 
British producers. I did this because I wanted to indicate that I was 
disposed to give fair consideration to the consumers interests. 

“As to the price of production, leaving out the less efficient estates, 
three pence gold would, in my opinion, be a fair figure of production 
cost, including depreciation. The producers have asked for a price 
of six pence gold. There is no agreement as yet to the price level 
but I consider four pence gold a fair selling price. I do not think 
that the British and French Governments are likely to insist on six 
pence gold. France being a larger consumer than producer, I should 
think she would be favorable to the lower figure. The plan being 
formulated will likely contain a provision preventing the rise of 
price above the level agreed upon, somewhat along the lines of the 
Chadbourne sugar plan.” 

Dr. Colijn told me that an agent of the Goodyear Rubber Com- 
pany, accompanied by the local representative, was to see him at half 
past four o’clock. He did not know for what special purpose, but 
surmised that it was to discuss the possible establishment of a fac- 
tory in Java, with a view to benefiting from an advantageous treat- 
ment under an international restriction plan of output. The Minis- 
ter said that he would not be in a position to commit himself at the 
present time but simply take the matter under consideration. 

Respectfully yours, Lavrits 8S. Swenson 

856D.6176/124 

The Minster in the Netherlands (Swenson) to the Acting Secretary 
of State 

No. 864 Tue Hacus, January 4, 1934. 
[Received January 18.] 

Sir: With reference to my despatch No. 855, of December 15th, 
last, I have the honor to report that the Counselor of the Legation
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was informed today by Baron van Lynden that in his opinion the 

international plan now under consideration for the restriction of 

rubber output will come into effect in April or May next. Accord- 

ing to Baron van Lynden it is likely that the price of rubber for the 

first year of the plan will be four pence a pound. The Dutch are 

insisting on this figure rather than the six pence envisaged at first on 

account of the difficulty in organizing the restriction of the native 

output of rubber in the Netherlands East Indies. It seems probable 

that during the first year the native rubber will not be restricted but 

will be made subject to an export tax. After the first year it is planned 

to make the restrictive rules apply to all producers. 
Several prominent producers here are, however, not in accord with 

the above opinion and are sceptical as to the prospects of a satisfac- 

tory solution of the restriction problem. There is, they declare, not 

only the controversy on plantation versus native rubber to be over- 
come, but the European producers are divided into two camps. The 

main difficulties are: (1) The question of which year of produc- 

tion is to be taken as the basis for the restriction quota; and (2) the 

matter of the sliding scale of export duties required to check clan- 

destine exports of native rubber. 

I brought both the above opinions today to the attention of Dr. 

Colijn, the Prime Minister and Minister for the Colonies, who made 
the following comments: 

“TI am not so sceptical as to finding a solution of the restriction prob- 
lem. However, I do not believe that an agreement will be arrived at 
soon. I understand that conferences are still to be held in London 
for further discussion of the matter. As to the probability of four 
pence being agreed upon as a reasonable price, that is, in my opinion, 
likely to be the figure, as I have previously stated to you.” ; 

Respectfully yours, Lavrits S. Swenson 

856D.6176/118 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Minister in the Netherlands 
(Swenson) 

WASHINGTON, January 18, 1934—2 p. m. 

2. Department’s 34, December 8,4 p.m. Have you any later infor- 

mation as to the present status of the plan for restriction of rubber 
output, particularly as to the chance that it will be put into effect ? 

As long as there is a substantial chance that it will never be realized, 
the Department does not want to take any step which might strengthen 
the position of those supporting it. However if it appears that the 
plan is to be made effective, the Department wishes to put before the 
Dutch and British Governments certain considerations regarding its
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interest in the matter and the modifications in the plan deemed vital 
before it can be acceptable to this Government. 

Department also would like to have you report urgently by cable 
any additional details you may have secured concerning the principles 
or terms of the plan. Pumps 

856D.6176/123 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Great Britain (Atherton) to the Acting Secretary 
of State 

Lonpon, January 16, 1934—7 p. m. 
| [Received January 16—3:11 p. m.| 

11. Department’s 5, January 18,2 p.m.° Press reports meeting in 
Amsterdam January 18th of Dutch, British and other foreign rubber 
growers. 

Discreet inquiries have been made by the Commercial Attaché 
office of the trade here and the following appears to represent the 
British position. 

While British rubber interests strongly favor a restriction scheme, 
it is believed the British Government would refuse to become party 
to any scheme which was not water-tight and which did not comprise 
all producing countries. Question now is largely dependent on 
whether or not Netherlands Government can effectively restrict pro- 
duction of native planters. If British Government were satisfied on 
this point it doubtless would be prepared to legislate accordingly in 
cooperation with the Netherlands and French Governments. It is 
doubtful if any legislation will result immediately from Amsterdam 
meeting. 

It is the opinion of the trade, however, that the three Governments 
| concerned will be able to put a restriction scheme in force within a 

few months to remain so for a period of years, and that any scheme 
adopted will adequately protect consuming countries from sharp rises 
or fluctuations in price. British interests favor six pence to nine 
pence per pound with frequently adjustable quotas for export. 

Copy mailed to The Hague. AvHERTON 

856D.6176/126 : Telegram (part air) 

The Minister in the Netherlands (Swenson) to the Secretary of State 

Tux Hagor, January 19, 1934—4 p.m. 
[Received January 20—9: 05 a.m. ] 

1. Department’s telegram No. 2, January 13, 2 p.m., and Lega- 
tion’s despatch 864 January 4th. Committee submitted to Confer- 

*Not printed ; substantially the same as paragraph 1 in telegram No, 2, Janu- 
ary 13, 2 p. m., to the Minister in the Netherlands, supra.
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ence International Rubber Association at Amsterdam yesterday 
restriction plan substantially as reported Legation’s despatch No. 
832;7 no decision taken. Van Lynden, who attended, has expressed 

confidential opinion to me that agreement is likely to become effective 
April or May on a price basis of five or six pence gold. Dr. Colijn 

being abroad I have been unable to get his opinion which may be at 
variance with Van Lynden’s. Department Chief Colonial Office 

stated to me today that advice from Governor of the East Indies was 
awaited and he did not consider an agreement as early as May possible. 

Colijn favored four pence but British Government might hold out 
for slightly higher figure. 

Copy to London. SWENSON 

856D.6176/113 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Mimster in the Netherlands (Swenson) ® 

WASHINGTON, January 23, 1934—8 p.m. 

5. Department’s 2, January 13, 2 p.m. In regard to projected in- 
ternational agreement for restriction of rubber production, Depart- 

ment does not want to be faced with an accomplished fact towards 

which it would be relatively helpless, or have to assume a position 

barren opposition. 
Unless you, as a result of further inquiries, are of opinion the plan 

still not likely to go through, you are instructed to discuss it with the 
Dutch Government. 

Please begin by expressing the American interest in any such agree- 
ment because of importance of the United States as rubber consumer. 

Then the two following general considerations might be emphasized : 
(a) That this Government is not unaware of the great fluctuations in 
rubber production and of price that have occurred, nor does it dismiss 
possible advantages of stable conditions and of stable and equitable 

price, but on the other hand (6), action of producers carried on with 

aid and consent of Government for formation restriction agreement 

amounting virtually to monopoly agreement for the supply of a vital 
commodity such as rubber is an action of great moment. It is there- 

fore important that any agreement reached should be carefully drawn 

in principle and guarded in operation so that it would not seem to be 

“Dated November 18, 1933, p. 615. 
* The same, mutatis mutandis, on the same date, to the Chargé in Great Britain, 

referring to Department’s telegram No. 5, January 18, 1934, 2 p.m. (not printed), 
with the following inserted as the penultimate paragraph: 

“Since the Prime Minister was the Chairman of the Conference that formulated 
the rules applicable to such agreements, this matter should if necessary be 
brought to his attention.,”’
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a threat to the economic and general welfare of the consuming coun- 

tries. The history of the Stevenson plan® is a warning as to the 
dangers. 

In the light of the foregoing it is the opinion of this Government 
that any agreement should fulfill thoroughly the conditions of Sec- 
tion (d@) of the general resolution adopted by the Monetary and 
Economic Conference in regard to international agreements for the 
regulation of production and marketing. 

The procedure so far followed on rubber does not promise fulfill- 
ment these conditions. No information has been vouchsafed and 
representatives of consuming interests have been given so far no 
opportunities for discussion. 

Furthermore, if our information is correct, the plan would provide 
for a pivotal price without prior consultation with consuming inter- 
ests, and the operation of the agreement would be entirely in the hands 
of an international committee representative solely of producers 
groups. The allowable production and price might therefore be de- 
termined primarily with a view of securing a maximum profit by 
imposing on consumers all that the traffic might bear under monopoly 
conditions. A plan so devoid of safeguards naturally would be 
regarded with anxiety in this country. 

It might also well work to the ultimate detriment of the producing 
regions themselves, as was the case of the Stevenson plan. 

In the event discussions should lead to question of constructive 
suggestions as to what changes might improve the plan, you might 
put forward the following and see what response is secured: 

(1) That the consuming interests be given adequate representation 
on the international committee which operates the scheme. 

(2) That there be provision for full and periodic public reports 
regarding the operation of the plan. 

(3) That there should be set some maximum price at which consum- 
ing areas would be assured an adequate supply of rubber at all times. 

(4) In the event that wheat agreement ” should be cited to you as 

*For text of the Stevenson Plan, see Great Britain, Cmd. 1678 (1922) : Report 
of a Committee Appointed by the Secretary of State for the Colonies to Investigate 
and Report upon the present Rubber Situation in British Colonies and Protec- 
torates. A supplementary report containing recommendations for action is in 
Great Britain, Cmd. 1756 (1922) : Supplementary Report of the Committee ap- 
pointed by the Secretary of State for the Colonies, to Investigate and Report upon 
the present Rubber Situation in British Colonies and Protectorates. 

For correspondence relating to the plan, see Foreign Relations, 1925, vol. u, 

PP Teague of Nations, Conference of Wheat Exporting and Importing Countries 
Held in London at the Offices of the High Commissioner for Canada, from 
August 21st to 25th, 1933; Final Act Signed at London, August 25th, 1933, with ws a and Minutes of Final Meeting (II. Economic and Financial, 1933.
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precedence for the rubber agreement, you might emphasize two vital 
differences (a) in wheat agreement consuming countries consulted at 
all stages and represented fully on controlling board; (6) wheat 
raised practically world over and therefore there is great and easy 
expansibility of production which would take care of any inordinate 
increase In prices. 

Report fully to Department. 
Hoi 

856D.6176/134 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in the Netherlands (Swenson) 

Wasuineron, February 12, 1934—6 p.m. 

9. Within your discretion, please see Colijn upon his return from 
London and ascertain state of discussion regarding rubber agree- 
ment. Department will be interested to know whether its sugges- 
tions receive consideration in the London discussions. 

Referring to your despatch No. 879 of January 26,” it seems to the 
Department that there is no possible way in which Section (@) of the 
London Conference resolution could be assured of effectiveness except 
by giving consuming countries representation on the International 
Committee. You are authorized to repeat that to Colijn. 
Would you kindly advise Department by telegraph what is the sig- 

nificance under the agreement of the price which Colijn keeps empha- 
sizing. In what sense is it a pivotal price? 

HovLy 

856D.6176 /136 : Telegram (part air) 

Lhe Minister in the Netherlands (Swenson) to the Secretary of State 

Tse Haeus, February 14, 1934—2 p.m. 
[Received February 15—9: 35 a.m. | 

4, Department’s telegram 9, February 12,6 p.m. Dr. Colijn has 
stated to me that the only important matter he discussed in London 
as to rubber restriction was Department’s view communicated by me 
regarding consumers representation on international committee. It 

was agreed to provide for a committee of three appointed by consumers 
to give advice on price and other subjects of interest to the latter. They 
would constitute a separate body having no vote. I called attention 
to suggested representation on international committee (see my des- 
patch 879 77) and to Department’s opinion on that point (cable Febru- 
ary 12,6 p.m., No.9). I would suggest Department cable me regarding 

* Not printed.
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adequacy or inadequacy of proposed advisory committee so that I may 
inform Dr. Colijn. Colijn thinks that it will require a long time to 
conclude an agreement as there are still difficulties to overcome. Shall 

mail fuller report including question of pivotal price. 
SwENSON 

856D.6176/137 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Great Britain (Atherton) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, February 15, 1934—5 p.m. 
[Received February 15—2: 50 p.m.] 

59. Department’s 438, February 12, 6 p.m. With the departure of 
Colijn from London the Colonial Office issued the following statement: 

“Current reports to the effect that agreement has been reached for the 
regulation of rubber supplies are inaccurate and without authority. 
The above statement is made on the joint authority of His Majesty’s 
Government in the United Kingdom and the Government of the 
Netherlands.” 

I have twice seen the appropriate authorities since this statement 
was issued and received an assurance today from the Permanent Under 

Secretary of State that if and when any tentative plan was worked out 
by the Colonial Office in these preliminary discussions and presented for 
the consideration of the Foreign Office it would be studied and ex- 
amined with full relation to the British obligations under the resolu- 
tion of the Economic and Monetary Conference, and with particular 
reference to section D of that resolution which emphasizes the satis- 
faction and cooperation of the consuming interests in the importing 
countries. Vansittart * informed me that the final plan would be a 
Government measure and not merely a plan prepared under govern- 
mental auspices and turned over to the producers to put into effect. 

Copy mailed The Hague. 
ATHERTON 

856D.6176/137 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in the Netherlands (Swenson) 

Wasuineton, February 23, 1934—6 p.m. 

10. Department is informed confidentially that at meeting in Lon- 
don on February 20 producers in both British and Dutch territories 
expressed willingness to accept agreement. It might be signed before 
March 1 in order that the bill pass through the legislatures of Ceylon 
and Burma. 

* Not printed. | 
“ Sir Robert Gilbert Vansittart, British Permanent Under Secretary of State for 

Foreign Affairs.
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The Department has not secured either the Dutch or British Govern- 
ments’ adequate assurances looking towards the representation and 
protection of the consumers or assurances that the control cannot be 
used to unduly enhance prices (which would probably only be safe- 
guarded by setting a definite maximum price at which all rubber re- 
quired could be secured). ‘The idea of a committee of three mentioned 
in your No. 4 of February 14 would not seem to take care of the situa- 
tion unless it were provided that this committee, though possessing no 
vote, could participate in the meetings of the other committee or other- 
wise keep themselves currently and fully informed. 

Department furthermore advised that price four pence gold ac- 
cepted but still does not understand significance of that price. Please 
advise the Department by cable as it seems unadvisable to await ar- 
rival mail despatch. 

Within your discretion, after you have sounded out the situation 
sufficiently to be sure that the Department’s information is correct, 
you may make the Department’s views of written record by submitting 
a note to the Dutch Government. 

Hoi 

856D.6176/187 : Telegram 

: The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) 

WASHINGTON, February 23, 1934—6 p.m. 

61. Your 59, February 15. The Department is most confidentially 
advised that at meeting in London on February 20 much progress 
made towards rubber restriction agreement and that British rubber 
growers will sign agreement before March 1 and that Dutch growers 
have same disposition. 

Without revealing that you possess this information please see 
British authorities again and inquire as to situation. 

Neither the Colonial Office statement which you quote nor your 
assurances seem to the Department definite enough to represent any 
real assurance. If plan is on point of being effectuated the Govern- 
ment should be able to advise you definitely as to what measure if any 
of consumer representation 1s provided inthisscheme. It should like- 
wise be willing to inform you as to whether there is any definite price 
protection. 

In short, you may bring home to the British authorities that the 
impression received by this Government is that the method being 
pursued of involving this agreement with the degree of secrecy that 
is being practiced is not in accord with the underlying idea of the 
resolution of the Economic Conference. Within your discretion, after 
having sounded out the situation sufficiently to be sure that the De-
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partment’s estimate is correct, you may make these views of written 
record, presenting them in writing to the British Government. 

shuns 

856D.6176/146 : Telegram 

The Minister in the Netherlands (Swenson) to the Secretary of State 

Tue Haaur, February 26, 1984—4 p.m. 
[Received February 26—2: 20 p.m.] 

8. Department’s telegram 10, February 23rd. In an interview with 
Doctor Colijn today I made known to him Department’s views, adding 
that I would address a note to the Foreign Office as a matter of record. 
Doctor Colijn assured me that he would be favorable to Department’s 
suggestion that the proposed International Committee, though pos- 
sessing no vote, could participate in the meetings of the other Com- 
mittee or otherwise keep themselves currently and fully informed. He 
did not want England to know that he had made this statement to me 
but assumed that the United States was bringing pressure to bear on 
the British Government. When as a consequence of representations | 
in London as well as at The Hague the subject came up for considera- 
tion between the Dutch and British Governments he would support 
suggested provision. He said that he had just been informed that 
restriction agreement would be signed tomorrow by producers com- 
mittees. He thought it likely that agreement would be adopted by 

Governments but thought it unlikely that the scheme could be put into 
operation before May ist. 

SWENSON 

856D.6176/137 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain 
(Bingham) 

WasHINGTON, February 27, 19384—7 p. m. 

68. Department’s 61, February 23,6 p.m. Swenson at The Hague 
informs Department that Colijn willing to favor idea of consumers 
committee which though having no vote could participate in the meet- 
ings of the other committee and keep themselves currently and fully 
informed. | 

Colijn did not want British Government to know of this statement, 
but is prepared to support the idea when it arises in discussion with 
the British Government. 

Will you, therefore, again press the matter on the British Govern- 
ment, making it a matter of record unless in your discretion that seems 
unwise. 

7911135146
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Department also informed that restriction agreement will be signed 
today by producers committees and that it is likely that this agree- 
ment will be adopted by the Governments. 

| It, therefore, seems to be essential at once to seek some price assur- 
ance. The best assurance, it seems to the Department, would be a 
maximum price at which any quantity of rubber desired could be 
secured. One aspect of the price control program that requires em- 
phasis is that if the committee sets a far-reaching restriction percent- 
age, such as the 50% restriction which has been discussed and stocks 
begin to decline, there is always a grave danger that a price panic will 
ensue and that those rubber manufacturers who happen to have very 
small stocks will bid the price up to a panic point, as was done under 
the Stevenson Plan. Subsequently a price collapse would then 
threaten the financial solvency of all manufacturing rubber interests as 
it did after the Stevenson collapse. 

In view of the Prime Minister’s part in the Economic Conference, 
T request you to take matter up directly with him. 

There can be little doubt that if a restrictive rubber agreement is 
added to the already restrictive tin agreement * and there is no ade- 
quate consumers protection there will be serious apprehension in this 
country. You may say this to MacDonald. : 

Hoy 

856D.6176/146 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in the Netherlands (Swenson) 

Wasuineton, February 27, 1984—7 p. m. 

11. Your 8, February 26,4 p.m. Have informed London to again 
press matter with British Government, in order to secure rights for 
consumers committee, and in order to get price protection. 
We have told London that it seems to be essential at once to seek 

some price assurance. The best assurance, it seems to the Depart- 
ment, would be a maximum price at which any quantity of rubber 
desired could be secured. One aspect of the price control program that 
requires emphasis is that if the committee sets a far-reaching restric- 
tion percentage, such as the 50% restriction which has been discussed 
and stocks begin to decline, there is always a grave danger that a price 
panic will ensue and that those rubber manufacturers who happen to 
have very small stocks will bid the price up to a panic point, as was 
done under the Stevenson Plan. Subsequently, a price collapse would 
then threaten the financial solvency of all manufacturing rubber 
interests as it did after the Stevenson collapse. 

* For text of tin agreements, see International Labour Office, Intergovernmental 
Commodity Control Agreements (Montreal, 1943), pp. 73-79.
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There can be little doubt that if a restrictive rubber scheme is added 
to the already restrictive tin scheme and there is no adequate con- 
sumers protection, the development will be viewed with grave appre- 
hension in this country. You may repeat this to the Dutch 
Government. 

Huy 

856D.6176/149 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Great Britain (Atherton) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, February 28, 1934—10 a.m. 
[Received 10:45 a.m. ] 

82. Asa result of an interview I had on February 25 with the appro- 
priate officials of the Foreign Office in which I again strongly presented 
the American viewpoint particularly as set forth in the Department’s 
61, February 238, 6 p. m., I have today received a personal and confi- 
dential letter covering the two points raised in the Department’s tele- 
gram. In the circumstances it seems advisable to telegraph the full 

text of this letter. 

“I am writing to tell you that negotiations are still in the hands of 
the producers’ organizations and that His Majesty’s Government 
have no official cognizance at present as to the form which the regula- 
tion scheme will take. It is understood, however, that the producers’ 
negotiations have reached an advanced stage and that it may be pos- 
sible for them to sign an agreement in the near future. It is at this 
point that the Governments concerned will step in; they will have to 
decide whether ‘restriction’ is possible or not, and will have to secure 
that any scheme will be operated in accordance with the conditions 
which they ‘the Governments’ think should apply. One of these con- 
ditions is that stipulated in the resolution of the World Economic 
Conference, which laid down that any restriction scheme should be 
fair to all parties, both producers and consumers, and should so far as 
possible be worked with the willing cooperation of consuming inter- 
ests in importing countries. 

I cannot say at this date how this condition will be fulfilled; but I 
do not think it is too early to say that, if an agreement is reached, and 
if His Majesty’s Government approve its terms, they will see to it 
that consuming interests are given reasonable and continuing oppor- 
tunities to express their views. 

This is as far as I can go at present in replying to the second ques- 
tion which you put. 

As regards the first question, the object of any scheme which may 
be evolved would be to maintain prices at a reasonable level, and to 
secure price stability as far as that was practicable. There is, how- 
ever, no idea of permitting rubber producers, even if it were possible, 
to form a monopoly agreement in order merely to exploit the con- 
sumers. Such a policy would not in our view be desirable, either in 
the interest of the industry itself, or for more general reasons; further, 
it seems to us wholly impracticable, for any price level above that giv-
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ing a reasonable return to moderately efficient plantation producers 
(at a given rate of production and export) would almost certainly, on 
present information, lead to the gravest difficulties in holding the very 
arge native production at the stipulated level of production and export. 
Put bluntly, if the price went really high, control over native pro- 
duction would prove impossible, and any restriction scheme would 
break down. Further the more able men in the industry are fully 
alive to the menace of native production, and they realize that the 
future of rubber, as a[n] ‘eventuality’ industry, depends primarily 
upon keeping the price low. 

You must accept the above as an expression of my own personal 
opinion, after having gone very carefully into the present situation. 
The present negotiations being of a private character, it is impossible 
for us to give you any official reply which would be of satisfaction to 
yourself and your Government, but, as I fully appreciate their anxiety 
in this matter, I have dictated the above remarks in order to let you 
see the picture as I myself see it.” 

Department’s telegram 68, February 27, 7 p. m. decoded after this 
message coded. I will not act upon it until after the Department has 
an opportunity to consider this letter and is able to instruct me further. 

ATHERTON 

856D.6176/150 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Great Britain (Atherton) to the Secretary of State 

Lonvon, February 28, 1934—6 p. m. 
[Received February 28—2:45 p. m.] 

85. Since my 82, February 28, 10 a. m., I had opportunity at the 
Foreign Office to discuss certain aspects of the Department’s 68, Feb- 
ruary 27,7 p.m. I was informed that this evening the Colonial Office 
has no information, official or private, that an agreement has been 
completed yet by the producers’ committees, but that with the com- 
pletion of this, the next step, according to the Foreign Office, will be 
for the Dutch Government to satisfy the Colonial Office that they can 
effectively control the native production in the Dutch East Indies. 
No further steps will be taken towards any restriction plan until 
this point has been satisfactorily settled in confidential discussions 
between the two Governments’ experts. Subsequently Great Britain, 
Holland, Indo-China, Sarawak and probably Siam will have a some- 
what protracted discussion as to (1) whether a general rubber restric- 
tion scheme is possible. If the decision is in the affirmative the next 
point, according to Foreign Office, will be (2) to formulate the restric- 

tion scheme. In view of the academic distinction between (1) and 
(2), I interposed at this point and stated that certainly subsequent to 
(1) the Embassy or American Government should be informed in 
detail as to the objectives of this restriction scheme and be allowed to
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make its comments on it as the largest consumer of rubber before (2) 
took place. The Foreign Office point of view up to this time had been 
that (1) and (2) should be completed before the consuming countries 
were consulted as the producing countries were “pledged, etc. ete. 
etc.” under the clauses of the World Economic Conference. However, 
I feel I have orally made my point with the Foreign Office and have 
been asked to continue the discussions later in the week. 

I have discussed the situation today with Minister Emmet” en 

route to Holland. 
I have an appointment with the Prime Minister on another matter 

Friday noon. Failing contrary instructions from the Department, in 
my discretion I shall outline the situation to him. 

ATHERTON 

856D.6176/149 : Telegram 

T he Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) 

Wasuineron, March 1, 1984—2 p. m. 

75. Department’s information as to stage of discussion of rubber 
restriction plan differs from that which the letter of your confidential 
correspondent quoted in your 82, February 28, 10 a. m. and the 
Colonial Office as stated in your 85, February 28, 6 p. m. pictures. 
For your information alone, Colijn told Swenson on the 26th that he 
had just been informed that the restriction agreement would be signed 
the following day by the producers’ committees, and that he, Colijn, 
thought it likely that the agreement would be adopted by govern- 
ments. From other sources Department’s information is that the 
British rubber growers are about to sign agreement in order to secure 
action by Ceylon and Burma Governments before adjournment of their 

legislatures in the near future. 
Department has had no definite word to the effect that agreement 

has been actually signed by the producers’ groups but all signs would 
seem to indicate that point not far off. Therefore Department does 
not understand view of the Colonial Office that the business of formu- 
lating a restriction scheme is still a matter for the future, especially 
in the light of Department’s information that matter has been dis- 
cussed already between Colijn and the British Government. 

The type of general assurance stated in the personal and confidential 
letter that you quote in your 82 seems to the Department unsatisfac- 
tory. The assurance that “His Majesty’s Government would see to 
it that consuming interests will be given reasonable and continuing 
opportunities to express their views” would seem inadequate. The 

* Grenville T. Emmet, appointed Minister to the Netherlands January 15, 
1934; assumed duties March 21,
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mere power to express views would be of little practical importance. 

Consuming interests should have actual representation in the plan and 

be in a position to know from day to day what is going on. 

As regards the price question mere assurances regarding future in- 

tention and general references to the World Economic Conference 

resolution would also seem inadequate. Experience with the first 

rubber restriction plan and our observation of the tin restriction plan 

support this judgment. Definite price protection is needed. 

The Department approves your intention of putting the whole mat- 

ter before the Prime Minister tomorrow. It also suggests that its 

position be made of written record by you in the Colonial Office. You 

may make clear with suitable firmness to both the Prime Minister and 

Government authorities that prospect that the flow of American sup- 

plies of tin and rubber, two vital raw materials, for the supply of 

which this country is dependent on foreign production might be sub- 

ject both as to supply and price to the arbitrary decision of producers’ 

groups in which the American consumer interest has no effective influ- 

ence, causes serious apprehension here. 
You will of course take care in discussing this matter with the 

British not to say anything which will embarrass Colijn. Huu 

856D.6176/155 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, March 2, 1934—4 p.m. 
[Received March 2—11: 35 a.m.]| 

88. Department’s 75, March 1,2 p.m. I personally put the matter 

before the Prime Minister this morning. I further informed him that 

a written statement of my Government’s views would be forwarded to 
the Foreign Office. By agreement with him I shall request the Foreign 

Secretary to forward a copy of my note to the Prime Minister as 
president of the World Economic Conference who upon receipt of it 
he has assured me will give the matter his personal attention. 

BincHaM 

856D.6176/158 : Telegram (part air) 

The Minister in the Netherlands (Swenson). to the Secretary of State 

Tue Hacus, March 4, 19834—noon. 

[Received March 6—7: 15 a.m. ] 

9. Department’s views telegram No. 11, February 27, 7 p.m., com- 
municated to the Netherlands Government February 28. 

In a conference with Dutch Rubber Restriction Committee yester- 
day afternoon Colijn stated that he had decided on an export tax on
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native Dutch East Indies rubber involving a maximum price of four 
pence gold. Replying to a question as to how long this system includ- 
ing the maximum price would be maintained he said: 

“TY will do away with it as soon as possible but I want to tell you 
frankly that the American Government has shown great interest in 
the question of price to consumers. There has been diplomatic pres- 
sure and I am obliged to reckon with the United States even after an 
eventual abandonment of the export tax system”. 

My informant Baron Van Lynden asked if Colijn did not consider 
it fair to make allowances for the big foreign manufacturers operat- 
ing their own established estates such as the United States Rubber 
Company, Goodyear and Dunlop, the more so as these companies pro- 
duce special grades of rubber which they cannot obtain in the market. 
Colijn replied that in his opinion it seemed almost impossible to dis- 
criminate between one producer and another. Van Lynden thinks 
that with pressure from the United States Government some conces- 
sion may be obtained on this point. It is now expected that agreement 
will be signed by the Dutch and British committees before the 6th or 
{th instant. Colijn expressed the wish that it might be put into effect 
by May 1st but intimated that it might require more time. gyanson 

856D.6176/156 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) 

Wasuineton, March 5, 1934—6 p.m. 

80. United States Rubber Company states that they are reliably in- 
formed that British and Dutch committees will sign restriction agree- 
ment on Wednesday March 7th and that actual restriction of rubber 
is planned to commence May Ist. 

This would not seem to accord with general character of statements 
made by British Government to Atherton, according to which the two 
governments still have not given official consideration to the restriction 
scheme and that the way was still completely open for consideration 
of the proposals of the American Government. 

Please report immediately by cable. Huy 

856D.6176/160 : Telegram 

Lhe Chargé in the Netherlands (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

THe Hacus, March 6, 1934—5 p.m. 
| , _ [Received March 6—2: 10 p.m.] 
11. Department’s No, 12, March 5, 6 p.m.” See Legation’s No. 

9, March 4, noon. According to Dr. Colijn’s statements and those of 

* Not printed.



632 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1934, VOLUME I 

Leendertz, chairman of the Dutch Restriction Committee, the British 
and Dutch Producers Committees are in agreement. Dr. Colijn also 
made it very plain that the Dutch Government would accept the 
Committee’s draft and that it would be presented for approval to 
the Indies Volksraad provided it is accepted by the “other Govern- 
ments”. It may be that he has in mind Siam and that other diffi- 
culties may arise but by implication the agreement of the British 
Government seems to be taken for granted since it is extremely un- 
likely that the British Committee would accept or approve the plan 
without at least unofficial agreement and consent of its Government. 
Am expecting reply to Legation’s two notes to the Dutch Govern- 

ment 78 in which our opinions and proposals were clearly set forth. I 
do not believe that unfavorable or definite decision has been made 
concerning the question of American or consumer representation on 

international restriction committee. 
According to Baron Van Lynden the representations made by Mr. 

Swenson have been favorably received and have been effective. He 
is of course also of the opinion that representations in favor of special 
claims of the United States rubber and other manufacturers’ estates 
would be effective. 

Wison 

856D.6176/164a : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) 

Wasuineron, March 6, 1984—9 p.m. 

86. The Department is informed that a rubber restriction agree- 
ment will be signed by the producers’ committees March 7th. You 
are instructed to inform the British authorities that this Government 
understands that such agreement is in no sense binding upon the 
governments concerned. This Government will maintain its posi- 
tion with respect to proper protection of its legitimate interests in 

connection with the agreement and looks confidently for the neces- 
sary cooperation from the British Government. 

For your information the Department feels that certain American 
manufacturer-growers have a legitimate claim to special consideration 
in connection with the production of special type rubbers which they 
produce and to the regular reception of which in chemically stable 
form their manufacturing plants are geared. The Department is 
informed by the American manufacturer-growers concerned that these 
special types are not in over-supply, and are not sold on public mar- 

* Notes of February 26 and 28, 1934; not printed.
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kets, but only by private contract or order. In view of this situation, 
you are instructed to inform the appropriate authorities that the 
manufacturer-growers themselves will press for an exemption from 
restriction of the special types where produced on the plantations of 
manufacturer-growers, such exemption to be in connection with a 
voluntary agreement between the producers’ committees and such 
manufacturer-growers establishing a mutually satisfactory basis for 
such exemption. The American manufacturer-growers producing 
such special types are transmitting to their representatives in The 
Hague and in London specific terms which they are proposing as such 

a basis for exemption. 
Hui 

856D.6176/162 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, March 8, 19384—11 a.m. 
[Received March 8—8: 40 a.m. ] 

107. I have had a personal assurance from the Prime Minister that 
“the matter of rubber has now been taken up” in the light of what I 
said to him as reported in my No. 88, March 2, 4 p.m. 

I feel with the above assurance any further representations would 
but weaken our position. 

An aide-mémoire based on Department’s 86, March 6, 9 p.m. was 
discussed with the Foreign Office yesterday who after consulting 
Colonial Office stated orally no rubber restriction agreement has been 
signed by producers’ committee to date. 

BineHam 

856D.6176/167 : Telegram 

The Chargé in the Netherlands (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Tue Hacur, March 10, 1934—noon. 
[Received March 10—9: 05 a.m. ] 

13. A note just received from Foreign Office contains the following: 

“I have the honor to inform you the Dutch producers of rubber 
have no objection to the presence of a representative of the consumers 
of rubber at the eventual meetings of the commission for the restric- 
tion of production. 

I wish to add that the Government of the Queen gladly supports 
this point of view and that it has the intention of instructing its dele- 
gation to the proposed commission to oppose any excessive increase 
In prices.” 

| WILson
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856D.6176/177 : Telegram (part air) © 

The Chargé in the Netherlands (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Tue Hacur, March 15, 1934—4 p. m. 
[ Received March 16—11: 25 a. m.] 

17. According to Van Lynden the two formulas presented by him 
on behalf of the United States Rubber Company to the Dutch Pro- 
ducers’ Committee were rejected Tuesday afternoon. He is to have 

an interview with Dr. Colijn on Monday and I expect to be able to 
cable the Department more fully at that time. 

Regular meetings of the Producers’ Committee are not being held 
for the moment due apparently to unexpected difficulties having arisen 
between the British and Dutch. The exact point of dissension cannot 
be ascertained for the moment but believe that it is either (1) the 
question of maximum price or (2) inability of the Dutch Government 
to give satisfactory assurances concerning the restriction in produc- 
tion of native gruwers. 

Have ascertained that assurances of the Netherlands Government 
contained in the note of March 9th repeated in part to the Depart- 

ment in the Legation’s number 13 of March 10, noon, do not involve 
inclusion in draft of agreement of any article concerning price. It 
may be assumed therefore that Dutch expectations of maintaining 
a maximum price may well be counted upon if British cooperation is 
assured on this particular point once the international restriction 
committee starts to function. 

: WILSON 

856D.6176/175a : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) 

| WasuHineton, March 15, 1934—6 p. m. 

100. Please telegraph Department any available information which 
you may be able to secure on the following points and mail copy to 
The Hague: 

(1) Reasons for the delay in final signature of the agreement by the 
producers’ groups. Has this Government’s position played a part? 

(2) What part is being taken in the negotiations by representatives 
of the British and Dutch Governments? 

(3) Does contemplated producers’ agreement contain now or is it 
likely to establish maximum prices for the various types of rubber, 
including the special types of latex rubber and sprayed rubber? 
Further, does it contain or is it likely to establish specific means or 
machinery for preventing or checking price increases above the 
maximum ? 

(4) If price checking is not provided for in the producers’ agree- 
ment, is it the expectation that this point will be taken up by the
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Governments once the producers’ agreement is completed? Is it 
thought that action on these points by the Governments concerned 
would in any way upset or endanger the producers’ agreement ? 

(5) What provision for consumer representation is included in the 
agreement? 

Similar instructions are being sent to The Hague ** with the request 
that copy of their reply be mailed to you. | 

Also submit by mail a report, in as great detail as possible, and 
drawing on all available sources of information, on negotiations for 
the restriction agreement to date, including the specific provisions of 
the proposed agreement. Transmit also, insofar as not heretofore 
transmitted, copies of all communications to and from the Embassy 
on the subject of rubber restriction. 

856D.6176/183 : Telegram 

Lhe Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary 
of State 

Lonpvon, March 19, 1934—4 p. m. 
| [Received March 19—3: 42 p. m.] 

118. Your 100, March 15,6 p.m. May I ask that the following in- 
formation be kept strictly confidential. No copy has been forwarded 
to The Hague. 

1. (a) It is expected a producers’ agreement may be reached in about 
10 days. The delay has been brought about in principal measure by 
the inaccessibility [ste] of the Dutch Government to give assurances 
acceptable to the British concerning control of the native growers. 
(It is believed here that it is for this reason Dutch sources have been 
willing “to leak information” impugning intent of British program). 

(6) And secondly a similar control problem in Siam and Indo-China. 
2. The British Government is not actually taking any part in the 

negotiations but nevertheless have in extended preliminary conversa- 
tions with the producers’ representatives before the Conference gpened 
reserved its right to advise trades since any scheme can only be oper- 
ated under Government accord. During producers’ negotiations Gov- 
ernment has informally expressed what its probable position would 
be on certain hypothetical questions which were asked. 

3. [ expect within 10 days a complete and full note in reply to the 
one I addressed to the Foreign Office based on Department’s 75, March 
1,2p.m. This note I understand will explain fully the reason why 
present agreement will not contain a maximum price as was the basis 
of the Stevenson Plan but will rather attempt to make “the curve of 

~ As telegram No. 14, March 15, 6 p. m., not printed.
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production coincide with the curve of demand.” I am informed that 
British manufacturers are in accord with the Government’s estimate 
that the danger in fixing a maximum price would be the speculative 
tendency to maintain the price of rubber at the maximum level, which 
would be contrary to the intent of the plan. Proposed British note of 
reply will give full assurances on second question in paragraph 3. 
Answering questions 4 and 5 I understand that agreement provides 

for consumer representation in all committees that deal with the ques- 
tion of price or price fixing. 

I have received informal assurance subject to the approval of Co- 
lonial Secretary that when the British Government’s note of reply to 
my representations based on Department’s 75, March 1, 2 p. m., is ready 
for delivery, presumably in 10 days, it will be handed to an Embassy 
representative at the Foreign Office. Cranmer the Government ex- 
pert will also be present and the Embassy representative may raise 
any questions he desires in connection with the note itself or present 
to the Government expert a questionnaire previously prepared which 
the Government expert will endeavor to answer in the course of the 
conversations or failing so with the least possible delay. I venture 
accordingly to suggest that a questionnaire of desired information 
be prepared by the Department and forwarded the Embassy by tele- 
graph or written instruction with the least possible delay. 

BINGHAM 

856D.6176/190: Telegram (part air) 

The Minister in the Netherlands (Emmet) to the Secretary of State 

THe Hacvusz, Merch 22, 1934—4 p.m. 
| [ Received March 23—10: 10 a.m. | 

22. Department’s 18, March 21,6 p.m.2? Van Lynden reports work 
of Dutch Producers’ Committee concluded and that differences with 
the British being ironed out by Dr. Colijn. He believes that plan 
will go through despite delay. Best information concerning nature of 
differences confirms opinion expressed in the Legation’s number 17, 
March 15, 4 p. m. 

Although two formulas presented by United States Rubber Com- 
pany were rejected by the Dutch Committee they are apparently being 
studied by the British Producers’ Committee which must give con- 

: sideration to similar position and interests of the Dunlop Company. 
In the meantime the Governor General of the Dutch East Indies has 
taken a favorable attitude towards the special claims of the manu- 
facturer-growers and the situation from their point of view is not 
entirely unfavorable. 

EMMET 

* Not printed.
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856D.6176/191 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary 
of State 

Lonvon, March 23, 1984—5 p.m. 
[Received March 24—8: 55 a.m.] 

127. I have been informed today that it is not expected now that 
producers’ agreement (see paragraph 1 my 118, March 19, 4 p.m.) 

will be concluded for 2 or more weeks. 
Conference with Government experts mentioned in last paragraph 

my telegram above referred to is now set for April 4th. 
Following is text of Foreign Office note marked “Very Confidential” 

received today; see paragraph 3 my telegram first above referred to. | 

“I have the honor to inform Your Excellency that most careful 
consideration has been given to the representations and suggestions 
contained in Your Excellency’s note number 360 of the 2d March ™ 
with regard to the regulation of rubber production. 

2. I hasten to assure Your Excellency, in the first place, that no 
regulation scheme has as yet been submitted for the consideration of 
His Majesty’s Government; and that, if such a scheme were to be 
submitted to them, their first care would be to ascertain that it con- 
formed to section D of the general resolution adopted by the Monetary 
and Economic Conference in regard to international agreements for 
the regulation of production and marketing. 

3. Although no regulation scheme has as yet been communicated to 
them, His Majesty’s Government are, however, aware that a draft of 
such a scheme has been under discussion between the private interests 
concerned in rubber production, and it is on the hypothetical com- 
mentaries that some scheme will be put into effect that 1 am addressing 
to Your Excellency the following observations on the rubber situation 
in general and on the points raised in Your Excellency’s note in 
particular. 

4. Your Excellency will remember that after the break-down of 
the Stevenson restriction scheme in April 1928, all restriction came 
to an end, and in 1929 largely increased supplies of rubber were avail- 
able; the effect on prices would have been disastrous but for the marked 
expansion of the demand, both in the United States of America and 
elsewhere. During 19380 and 1931, however, demand was rapidly 
shrinking in consequence of the economic crisis. The fall in price 
naturally revived the question of control of output, and in 1931 the 
Netherlands Government approached His Majesty’s Government, 
and the position was examined by an informal committee which found 
that the total world production was largely in excess of the estimated 
world consumption and that the existing stocks were considerably 
greater than those normally carried oy the industry. A number of 
possible schemes were reviewed, and the committee unanimously 
agreed that the only scheme which would be practicable and acceptable 

eee telegram No. 88, March 2, 4 p. m., from the Ambassador in Great Britain, 
p. 630.
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would be a quota scheme under which a basic tonnage would be fixed 
for each producing country and a production and export quota allotted. 
After careful consideration, His Majesty’s Government and the Neth- 
erlands Government were forced at that time to the conclusion that 
an international scheme to regulate the production and export of 
rubber was not practicable. This conclusion was published in a joint 
communiqué. Since that date His Majesty’s Government have had 
no official information about a rubber restriction scheme, but they are 
aware that negotiations have been going on without [within?] the in- 
dustry—negotiations which were not initialed by His Majesty’s 
Government. At a certain point in the course of these negotiations 
the representatives of the rubber industry established unofficial con- 
tact with representatives of His Majesty’s Government; this contact 
has been of a spasmodic and occasional character. 

It is therefore impossible to reply to Your Excellency’s inquiries 
on a strictly official basis. I cannot even assume that the producers 
scheme is yet in its final form, but I know enough about its contents 
to be able to give to Your Excellency some degree of assurance with 
regard to certain points. 

5. As regards price, the scheme as drafted does not aim at the fixing 
of a pivotal price, on the lines of the Stevenson scheme. It aims 
primarily at the adjustment of production and export to consumption, 
and the reduction of admittedly excessive stocks, and it contemplates 
that supplies adequate to world needs will be available at all times, at 
a price which is not more than reasonably remunerative to efficient 
producers. As consumption increases, the export quotas will be varied 
so as to follow the consumption curve as nearly as possible. Under 
this system it is anticipated that prices cannot vary greatly, and that, 
in fact, a stable price will be maintained, once the present excessive 
stocks have been liquidated. 

6. I assume that Your Excellency’s Government are not opposed 
in principle to a policy of raising commodity prices above their present 
uneconomic level, but that their main preoccupation is at the same 
time to guard against a sudden and excessive increase of prices, brought 
about through artificial scarcity or cornering operations. The objec- 
tions | objectives? of the scheme and the price raising policy of Your 
Excellency’s Government would seem to be identical. The scheme 
precludes any idea of artificial scarcity, or cornering operations; and 
it seeks only a reasonable price. The large stocks of rubber now on 
hand and the well-known difficulties connected with native produc- 
tion, render any undue rise in prices well-nigh impossible. I think 
that I can safely assure Your Excellency that any apprehension your 
Government may feel with regard to the price question is unfounded. 
The fixing of a maximum price, however, would, as you will be aware 
from the foregoing paragraphs, be inconsistent with the scheme which 
I have explained. That scheme does not include provisions by which 
any definite price can be attained, or held; it leaves the price to be 

. settled by the free play of the market, within the production limits 
fixed by the operation of the scheme. The fixation of a maximum 
price in these circumstances would, in my view, be unscientific and 
undesirable. There would probably be constant pressure on the body 
working the scheme to attempt to attain—and hold—any maximum 
price fixed. The objective should be stability in price at a reasonable 
evel,
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7. Your Excellency will have observed that the principle of the 
scheme is not unlike that of the tin-control plan, to which you referred 
in your note. The excessive stocks of tin existing at the outset of the 
scheme have, even after 3 years of control, not yet been reduced to 
a normal figure; all the tin required by the market has been readily 
forthcoming at all times; price has been left to the operation of the 
free market; and I understand that for the last 8 months the price 
has been practically stable—a position never, I believe, hitherto at- 
tained by the tin industry. _ 

8. Your Excellency further inquires what measure of representa- 
tion of the consuming interests is to be provided for and how this 
representation should function. His Majesty’s Government under- 
stand that the rubber export quotas will be settled by the vote of the 
large producing countries (who must bear the main sacrifice inherent 
in the scheme), through the machinery of an international committee, 
as in the case of the tin scheme; and that this committee will consult 
a body or panel of consumer’s representatives whenever they are con- 
sidering questions affecting stocks and export quotas and cognate 
matters, these being the factors which affect prices. The consumer’s 
representatives, therefore, will be kept fully informed of all develop- 
ments which affect their interests, and will have full opportunity to 
express their views before changes are made by the International 
Committee. I have no doubt also that arrangements will be made 
for publishing the committee’s decisions, and for reporting on the 
progress of the scheme although this is a point which has not yet 
arisen and will not arise until the committee meets. 

9. Your Excellency will also have appreciated that if the producers 
succeed in reaching agreement on their part there can be no possibility 
of its going into immediate effect since the effective scheme must be 
one agreed, not by the private interests but by the Governments con- 
cerned. The Governments therefore (which in addition to His 
Majesty’s Government include the Governments of the Netherlands, 
Indo-China, Sarawak, North Borneo and Siam) must first accept 
the scheme, and agree to put it into effect. It is the Governments, and 
not the producers, who will appoint the international committee that 
is to operate the scheme; this, in itself, is a safeguard against the 
possible formation of an international ring of producers to exploit 
the market, and there will be no risk, to quote the words of Your 
Excellency’s note, ‘of the flow of American requirements of these com- 
modities being subjected both as regards price and supply of [to] 
the arbitrary decision of producers’ groups in which the American 
consuming interests have no effective influence’. 

The control scheme will be worked, not by producers, but by officials 
appointed by and truly responsible to the Governments mentioned 
above. | | 

10. I trust that the foregoing assurances will satisfy the Govern- 
ment of the United States as to the objectives and machinery of any 
rubber restriction scheme which His Majesty’s Government are pre- 
pared to countenance. Your Excellency will at the same time 
appreciate my difficulty in giving formal information regarding a 
private agreement which is still in draft form and has not yet been 
officially communicated to His Majesty’s Government. It is only my 
anxiety to avert any misgiving in the United States that has pre-
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vailed upon me to anticipate in this way the terms of a scheme of 
which I have as yet no official cognizance.” 

BiIncHAM 

856D.6176/191 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) 

Wasuineton, March 28, 1934—7 p.m. 

118. Your 127, March 23. Please follow up at once discussions 
regarding rubber restriction program, being guided by the following 
which you may present in the form of an aide-mémoire: 

(1) My Government has instructed me to transmit the following 
informal observations on the note presented to me by the Foreign 
Office regarding the scheme for rubber restriction which is under con- 
sideration. It appreciates the willingness of the British Government 
fully to discuss this matter, believing that full discussion can most 
profitably be pursued, and necessary modifications can be worked out 
with the least difficulty and fewest complications, at this time, before 
the scheme is put in any final and official form. 

(2) The Government of the United States notes with approval the 
statement regarding the main objectives of the restriction plan, as 
summarized in the note of the Foreign Office, to wit, “it aims pri- 
marily at the adjustment of production and export to consumption, 
and the reduction of admittedly excessive stocks and it contemplates 
that supplies adequate to world needs will be available at all times at 
a price which is not more than reasonably remunerative to efficient 
producers”. 

However, it ventures to express the opinion that the details of the 
plan as far as they have been made available do not give adequate 
assurances regarding the fulfillment of these principles. The safe- 
guards provided in the plan as regards (a) the possible course of 
prices, (6) the provision of adequate supplies at all times without 
delay at a reasonable price, and (¢) provision for continuous and full 
consultation between consuming interests and producing interests, 
seem to it distinctly insufficient. 

(3) The Government of the United States has asked consideration 
for certain suggestions with regard to these matters. These sugges- 
tions, in its judgment, represent modifications of the plan which are 
essential in order to avoid the grave danger that the results of the 
restriction scheme will be out of accord with expressed intention, and 
will give rise to difficulties and damages such as resulted from the 
Stevenson Plan. It is prepared to discuss, of course, any variations 
of these suggestions that seem adequate. 

(4) The Government of the United States wishes to avoid unneces- 
sary exchange of contentions regarding the projected plan. It feels 
called upon, however, to make several observations in regard to the 
points presented in the Foreign Office note: 

(a) The plan as outlined, in its judgment, contains no explicit 
safeguard against the possible operation of this scheme so as to 
elevate prices to, or beyond, the highest bearable point, or to pre-
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vent large price fluctuations such as took place during the life of 
the Stevenson Plan. The whole responsibility of releasing the 
supphes of rubber would appear to be wholly subject to the 
unchecked decision of the International Control Committee. My 
Government is not heedless of the statement that the members 
of the Control Committee will be selected by governments; it is 
commonly understood, however, that these representatives will be 
selected from the circle of rubber producing interests. 

(6) The plan itself should provide some explicit and quickly 
effective method of price protection, on which producers could 
with certainty rely. My Government does not perceive any fea- 
ture of the scheme which in itself “precludes any idea of artificial 
scarcity”. The statement contained in the note that the scheme 
was [as?]| drawn “leaves the price to be settled by the free play 
of the market, within the production limits fixed by the operation 
of the scheme” carries no assurance against at least temporary 
creation of artificial scarcity. A market in which supply can be 
arbitrarily fixed and varied cannot be called a free market; it is 
considered by most commentators on the subject as the very 
opposite of a free market. 

(¢) The observation in regard to the place of the pivotal price 
in the Stevenson Plan is not in accord with the understanding of 
my Government. What appears to have happened under the 
Stevenson Plan is that there was no effective pivotal price or in 
fact any effective price control whatsoever; there was merely a 
tardy adjustment of supplies, so tardy as to give rise to enormous 
price movements. 

(¢@) The reference of the British Government to the operation 
of the tin plan similarly does not alleviate the apprehension of 
my Government. The stocks of tin at the end of January 1934 
had been reduced to, at the most, 8 months current consumption. 
My Government is not without apprehension lest the available 
stocks be reduced to a point that may produce extreme price move- 
ment. The increase in the price of tin has, in the judgment of 
many, already been inordinate. As of January 1934 the London 
price of tin in sterling had risen well above the 1929 price level 
and was only 22 per cent below the peak price of 1926; the prices 
of other commercial metals are, on the other hand, from 40 to 60 
per cent below the price levels attained in the earlier period. 

(5) As forthe matter of representation of the consumers, a provision 
that merely gives consuming interests “opportunity to express their 
views” will be inadequate and would not carry out the intent of section 
(@) of the general resolution adopted by the Economic Conference. 
In the judgment of my Government the consumers would have to be 
given full and regular participation in the meetings of the Control 
Committee though perhaps without vote. They should have the right 
to follow and comment on all features of the scheme’s operation. 

(6) The American Government does not at this time request special 
consideration for those American interests which, after the failure 
of the Stevenson Plan, undertook plantation production, and have de- 
veloped improved types of rubber. It hopes that as the scheme de- 
velops this matter may be worked out between the American and other 
producing interests in consultation with the governments concerned. 

791118—51——47
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(7) The Government of the United States wishes to make clear that 
in its discussion of this matter it is not prompted merely by the wish 
to safeguard its rubber consuming interests. This question of control 
of vital supplies of raw materials has great importance in the public 
mind. ‘The impression received by the American people as to whether 
the terms of the plan are fair, open, and well-balanced, will determine 
whether cooperation may be expected or whether there may grow a 
critical attitude and the beginning of an organized effort to offset the 
plan. 

Confidential for the Ambassador. It would seem advisable to pur- 
sue informal discussions on this whole subject. Ifthe British Govern- 

ment indicates a desire to receive more specific suggestions than have 
so far been put forward by us we will do our best to formulate them. 

The Department assumes London and The Hague are keeping each 
other mutually advised and asks you to inform The Hague of this 
instruction. 

Hoi 

856D.6176/191 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) 

Wasutneron, April 2, 1934—8 p.m. 

131. Your 118, March 19, 4 p.m., and your 127, March 23, 5 p.m. 
In conversations with the British authorities the following are points 
on which definite responses seem required : 

(1) On what basis of calculation rests the idea of a price “reason- 
ably remunerative to official producers” mentioned in the Foreign 
Office note ? 

(2) On what provisions of the plan as under discussion is depend- 
ence put for maintaining a stable price? 

(3) What provisions of the plan would assure the rapid varia- 
tion of export quotas in such a way as to make for both stable and 
moderate prices ? 

(4) Short of the suggestion the American Government has put 
forward, that there should be some specified price at which all con- 
sumers of rubber would be guaranteed as large a supply of rubber as 
they might require, how can there be adequate safeguards against 
extreme price movements? 

(5) What is the reasoning behind the conclusion that the denomina- 
tion of such a price as mentioned in (4) would foster speculation, or 
alternatively leave as large a field for speculation as an arrangement 
under which there was no specified price limit ? 

(6) In the absence of any denominated maximum price is there any 
provision under consideration for the creation of reserve supplies 
that might become immediately available to the market if and when 
signs of undue shortage of supply or extreme price movements might 
occur }
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(7) What are the details of the provisions for giving the consumer 
interests effective representation in the operation of the scheme, as 
regards method of selection of consumer representatives, rights to 
participate in meetings of control bodies, and rights to make their 
views of written record? 

(8) What provisions are under consideration for a systematic and 
continuous statistical service for the information of consuming inter- 
ests and the public? 

Please make clear to the British authorities this Government invites 
discussion of matters reviewed above. You may also explain that the 
more this Government knows about the scheme the better directed its 
remarks and suggestions might be. 

Hot 

856D.6176/208 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary of State 

Lonvon, April 4, 1934—6 p.m. 
[| Received April 4—4: 40 p.m.”] 

151. As suggested in the Department’s 127, March 31, 4 p.m.,?3 the 
aide-mémoire was presented to the Foreign Office yesterday and today 
this, with the Department’s 1381, April 2, 8 p.m., were discussed with 
the Foreign Office and Colonial Office representatives. In due course 
I expect a written reply to the atde-mémoire, but the following oral 
information was offered by Sir John Campbell, the Colonial Office 
representative, in reply to Department’s questionnaire. 

Question 1. Campbell’s only answer to this question was “the very 
nature of the scheme itself”. 

Question 2, also involved a reference to the scheme itself and to 
“current adjustment of the production and export to consumption 
needs”. He explained at this point, in regard to the first three ques- 
tions, that under the proposed scheme producers may hold stocks 
equivalent to from 6 to 8 weeks’ production; dealers in the producing 

countries may hold stocks equivalent to one-eighth of the annual 
world production (say 100,000 tons) ; also it envisages the probable 
creation of a pool managed by the Control Committee, similar in char- 
acter and design to the pool operating under the Tin Convention. 
However, unlike the Tin Committee, the International Rubber Com- 
mittee will be made up of plenipotentiaries, not delegates, and the 
members will have the power to bind their governments. There will 
be no arbitrary restrictions on the frequency of meetings although 

= Telegram in two sections. 
* Not printed.
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Campbell was of the opinion that normally they will take place once 
a month. Those provisions would in his opinion insure quick action 
and an adequate safeguard against extreme price movements. 

As regards Question 5 he believed that if a maximum price is set 
it will be interpreted as a minimum price and that the governments 
represented on the Control Committee will be subjected to continuous 
pressure from the producer and speculative interests to maintain it 
at the maximum level. He added that none of the current inter- 
national commodity stabilization schemes contain such a price 
declaration. 

Question 6, is covered by the producer, dealer and pool stock pro- 
visions, together with the fact that the Control Committee might at 
any time increase the production quotas even beyond immediate 
demand. 

Question 7, the International Rubber Committee will consist of some 
17 to 20 members, of whom 7 will represent the governments of the 
producing countries, and these 7 are the only ones who will have vot- 
ing power. Within a few days after the constitution of the initial 
committee, the scheme provides for the appointment of three con- 
sumer representatives, presumably an American, an Englishman, 
and a continental European. It is anticipated the British member 
will be appointed through the good offices of the Board of Trade, in 
all probability a Dunlop Tire Company official, and the Department 
of State would have the opportunity to nominate the American con- 
sumer representative if it wished to do so. 

The Colonial Office representatives were unwilling to accept the 
American interpretation of clause 4-D of the resolution of the World 
Economic Conference, but nevertheless they stressed the point that 
this scheme was the first occasion that consumer interests had been 
represented solely as consumer on such a committee. 

Question 8. While the present scheme does not provide for such 
statistical services, it was stated that figures would be available at fre- 
quent intervals, as in the case of tin. 

I surmised that the initial restriction would be at about 60 percent 
and that the native Dutch production question is still troublesome. 

Campbell stated that native Dutch production capacity now totals 
some 200,000 tons or approximately one-fourth of the total annual 
production and that, by next year, according to the Dutch Govern- 
ment, native production capacity will aggregate some 350,000 tons. 

Campbell, who is obviously directing the Colonial Office policy in 
this connection, is also the Chairman of the International Tin Com- 
mittee. He was at one time connected with the League of Nations 
and known to Atherton in Greece as an outspoken critic of the United 
States. This mentality was obvious in his remarks today, partic-
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ularly with reference to a continuous stable price level. He took 
exception to our references to the tin scheme contained in the aide- 
mémoire and explained that practically all of his difficulties in this 
connection were from the uncertain speculative character of Amer- 
ican buying. He further defended the tin price level, using as a 
basis 1913 price computations and citing the fact that informal con- 
sultations with large American tin consumers had elicited the infor- 
mation that they were primarily interested in price stability, that the 
present level was not in their opinion too high, and that they were 
in fact not opposed to a slightly higher price. In this connec- 
tion he raised the Administration’s policy of cotton restriction 
which a Foreign Office representative pointed out might well be the 
subject of British Embassy representations to the Department of 

State. 
Campbell was obviously impressed by the measure of stability intro- 

duced in tin prices through the International Committee and I esti- 
mate his endeavor in this rubber situation will be very clearly based 
on his experience in tin. Needless to say, in this conversation with 
the obvious chief British Government negotiator I stressed— 

(1) the points set forth by the Department, 
(2) the difference in the production character of tin and rubber, 
(3) doubts as to whether any scheme would be considered fair, open, 

and well balanced if the mechanics of the consumer price protection 
were entirely a reliance upon the good faith of individual members of 
a control committee. 

BINGHAM 

856D.6176/208 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) 

Wasurinerton, April 7, 1984—noon. 

140. Your 151, April 4,6 p.m. The Department is not at all satis- 
fied that Campbell and the Colonial Office are making a genuine effort 
to adapt the actual terms and operation of their plan to the purposes 
stated. It believes it wise to exhaust all possible means of discussion 
with the British and Dutch authorities with a view to bringing the 
scheme in assured conformity with these principles before considering 
an attitude of opposition. Please, therefore, immediately follow up 
your discussions with the Foreign Office and present the following 
observations in regard to Campbell’s observations: 

(1) As regards the view that a maximum price would tend to become 
the minimum price, the likelihood of this would depend primarily on 
the nature of the plan and the actions taken by the Control Commit- 
tee. If the release of supplies were properly adjusted to the idea of 
a reasonably remunerative price that result would be avoided. It
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would be the task of the Control Committee to meet the pressures on 
which Campbell dwells, which are the very pressures in fact that this 
Government feels will in the absence of any price provisions create a 
supply situation that will lead to large price movements. 

(2) Hence the emphasis of this Government on definite price pro- 
tection whether in the form of a specified maximum price (possibly 
variable every 6 months or every year) or certain specified provisions 
regarding the release of supplies in relation to price. In this matter 
the Department is open to consideration of all alternative suggestions 
that may serve the purpose effectively. 

(3) The Department is pleased to note the concern of the Foreign 
Office with respect to the possible influence of speculative buying on 
price and is encouraged to hope that a mutually satisfactory system 
of price protection will be elaborated. It is exactly “the uncertain 
speculative character of American buying” which Campbell complains 
of in relation to the tin plan that this Government would anticipate in 
regard to a rubber plan which had no provisions of the type which 
the Department is proposing. It should not surprise the Foreign 
Office that such a situation arose in regard to tin and effort should be 
directed towards giving the consumers such assured protection that it 
could not arise in regard to rubber. 

(4) As to the reference to cotton the Foreign Office will recognize 
that the American action is limited to part of the world supply, that 
cotton is raised in many other places, that its production is readily 
expansible (it is reported that the Egyptian acreage this year will be 
record acreage) and that in the event that the American price of cotton 
is increased unduly it would speedily lose its share in the export 
market. The situation gives assurance to consumers which they can- 
not have in regard to a complete world supply arrangement as is con- 
templated in the field of rubber. . 

(5) Ifthe suggested rubber pool is to be considered as a serious pro- 
posal in this regard, the Department should be informed as to (a) the 
extent of the stocks to be held, (6) how and from what sources they 
will be secured, (¢) how and under what circumstances they will be 
released, and (d ) how and by whom control over them will be exercised. 

(6) The Department still lacks vital information regarding the 
following points: 

(a) A price only “reasonably remunerative to efficient pro- 
ducers”; * since the plan evidently is designed to assure such a 
price, it would aid the Department in its evaluation of the plan 
if it could learn what this price is considered to be, at least ap- 
proximately, and what factors are taken into consideration in 
determining it (even though it is not to be established as a maxi- 
mum price in the plan). 

(6) Production of export quotas; how and on what basis will 
they be adjusted to demand in the first instance, and on what basis 
and how frequently will they be readjusted. 

(c) Consumer representatives; specifically what would be their 
status and their powers. 

4 See paragraph No. 5 of the British Foreign Office note of March 23, quoted in 
telegram No. 127, March 23, 5 p. m., from the Ambassador in Great Britain, 

p. 637.
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Confidential for the Ambassador. Department also wants this mat- 
ter presented in same fashion at The Hague and therefore asks you to 
inform The Hague fully as regards recent interchanges with the De- 
partment and the British Government. It is informing The Hague 
that you will do so. 

Hu 

856D.6176/213 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, April 10, 1934—1 p. m. 
[Received 2:25 p. m.*] 

158. Department’s 140, April 7, noon. It seems advisable to tele- 
graph in full a Foreign Office letter of April 9th “to confirm the an- 
swers given to the questions enumerated at the meeting held on April 
4th” (Embassy’s 151, April 4, 6 p.m.). “The character of that discus- 
sion was such that I do not think that any useful purpose will be served 
by further oral observations unless accompanied by a written state- 
ment. The answer to this letter could conveniently embody the ap- 
propriate points of your 140, April 7, noon, and any other comments 
desired. An answer to my atde-mémoire of April 3rd” is promised 
“in due course”. The Hague is being kept currently informed. 

“Nearly all the questions are concerned with the anxiety of the 
United States Government that the price of rubber may be unduly 
enhanced. Before dealing with these questions in detail it will be 
convenient to explain that the scheme itself is, in our view, the best 
guarantee against artificially high prices. It provides for the close 
adjustment of supply to demand (once excessive stocks have been dis- 
posed of, over the reasonable period). In such circumstances, and 
with the price fixed by a free market working under this adjustment 
of supply to demand, it is difficult to see how artificially high prices 
can be attained or held. The scheme will be under the control of a 
committee appointed by the governments concerned and composed, 
therefore, of responsible individuals. The voting power will almost 
certainly rest in the hands of government officials. It contains no 
machinery whatever for the fixing or holding of any particular price, 
but is designed simply to adjust production to consumption and at the 
same time to get rid of the excessive stocks of rubber which exercise 
such a depressing effect on the market. The producers have no interest 
in causing an artificial scarcity ; on the contrary, their aim must be to 
sell as much rubber as they can, at any reasonably remunerative price. 
Indeed, the real problem will probably be to induce the producers to 
concur in measures designed to cut down world stocks sufficiently. 

* Telegram No. 19, April 7, noon; not printed. 
* Telegram in two sections. 
* See first paragraph of telegram No. 151, April 4, 6 p. m., from the Ambassador 

in Great Britain, p. 643.
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The difficulties which would inevitably result from increased native 
production in the case of an excessive (or even moderately high) price 
being reached have already been explained in our official note num- 
bered W 2742/89/29 of 23rd March.* It seems therefore that the 
United States have nothing to fear from excessive prices, while they 
will reap all the advantages of that price stability, which should be 
secured by the operation of the scheme, when stocks have been reduced 
to normal dimensions. 

And now to turn to the detailed points in your questions which are 
not dealt with above: 

1. The price “reasonably remunerative to efficient producers” was 
mentioned in the explanatory preamble as being the ultimate objective 
of the scheme. Actually, as explained above, that objective has to be 
attained indirectly; there is no machinery in the scheme for arriving 
at any particular price nor is any particular price mentioned. 

2. The maintenance of a stable price will be secured by the accurate 
adjustment of supply to demand, once stocks are at normal; and minor 
fluctuations round this stable price level will be damped down by those 
provisions of the plan which allow both dealers and producers to hold 
stocks of a considerable size, the former up to a total of one-eighth of 
the annual output, and the latter something like 6 weeks—or possibly 
2 months—current production. 

3. The rapid variation of export quotas will be insured by the action 
of the Rubber Regulation Committee. Committees of this kind 
usually meet once a month, but there is, of course, no reason why they 
should not meet more frequently, if necessary. Unlike the members 
of the Tin Committee, the members of the Rubber Committee will be 
plenipotentiaries, and will accordingly be able to increase export 
quotas without appreciable delay. It is also not improbable that some 
sort of buffer pool may be set up on the lines of the proposed tin buffer 
pool. This is, however, for the moment, only speculation since such 
a pool would have to be decided upon by the Rubber Committee, a 
body which has not yet been constituted. 

4, The question of safeguards against extreme price movements has 
already been dealt with above. The dangers of increased native pro- 
duction at even moderately high prices, the desire of producers to re- 
duce costs by producing as much as they reasonably can, and the exist- 
ence of considerable stocks and possibly of a pool render these move- 
ments highly unlikely. 

5. The reason for saying that the denomination of a maximum 
price would foster speculation is that, as is well known, a maximum 
price always tends to become a minimum price; specuiators would buy 
at low levels in the hope that the maximum price would be attained; 
and the mere fixation of a maximum price would evoke constant agita- 
tion and pressure, political and otherwise, on the part of powerful 
producing interests, to force the adoption of measures designed to re- 
sult in that maximum price being reached and held. 

6. The existence of adequate stocks and the possible formation of a 
pool should ensure that reserve supplies are immediately available to 

* See telegram No. 127, March 23, 5 p. m., from the Ambassador in Great 
Britain, p. 637.



RUBBER AGREEMENT 649 

the market if and when signs of undue shortage of supply or undesir- 
able wide price movements occur. 

7. The scheme provides for the setting up of a panel of three repre- 
sentatives of consumers’ interests who will, from time to time, tender 
advice to the committee. This panel must be formed within 1 month 
of the entering into operation of the scheme. Although it has not yet 
been decided how exactly these representatives will be selected, it is 
probable that they will consist of one United States member, one 
Continental member and one English member and the first and third 
will presumably be selected in consultation with the governments 
concerned. ae 

8. Voluminous statistics with regard to rubber in all its aspects are 
already in existence, in addition to this, the Rubber Committee will 
almost certainly arrange to publish the fullest possible information 
regarding the statistical side of its work.” 

Copy mailed to The Hague. 
BINGHAM 

856D.6176/213 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) 

Wasurneron, April 12, 19384—8 p.m. 

148. Your 158, April 10. In accordance with your suggestion pre- 
sent atde-mémoire along following lines to Foreign Office. It should 
be in form of observations on points brought up for discussion at the 
meeting of April 4 and treated in the Foreign Office letter of April 9 
as transmitted in your 158. 

(1) The Department notes with extreme interest the expression 
of intention to fully safeguard against undue enhancement in the price 
of rubber. It however still does not believe that a plan resting solely 
on the discretion of the Control Committee offers sufficient safeguard. 
The market will be in no sense free since the amount of supplies re- 
leased at any given time and the promptness of the supply adjust- 
ment to the price and stock situation would still remain entirely within 
the discretion of the Committee. The Department would reiterate 
its view that the experience of the Stevenson Plan, which rested on a 
similar arrangement, does not dispel its uneasiness. In order that 
the consumers may have publicly known assurance it seems to the 
Department that the scheme itself should to some measure contain 
specific terms for the provision of adequate supplies. 

Then use the points enumerated from (1) to (5) in the Depart- 
ment’s No. 140, then continue: 

(7) The contemplated provision in the scheme for the setting up of 
u panel of three representatives of consumers’ interests who will, from 
time to time, tender advice to the Committee, likewise seems to the 
Department insufficient representation. Unless the consumers’ rep-
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resentatives are in a position to participate fully in all discussions in 
regard to the scheme and to keep themselves fully informed as to 
every detail of its operation it cannot be expected that they will play 
a very effective part. Hence the Department trusts that their status 
will be much more considerable than that suggested in the note of 
April 7 [9?].° 

Confidential for the Ambassador. It does not seem to the Depart- 
ment as if British officials are showing any strong disposition to meet 
this Government’s point of view, and it is by no means certain that if 
the scheme that is constituted is left entirely a matter of discretion 
with the Control Committee and the consumers representatives are 
given such a subordinate part in its operation, that this Government 
would assume the responsibility for nominating any consumers rep- 
resentatives. You may orally suggest that to the British Govern- 
ment. 

Houbu 

856D.6176/213 : Telegram 

Lhe Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) 

WasuHinerTon, April 20, 1934—noon. 

154. Department’s 148, April 12, 8 p.m. Have you presented this 
aide-mémotre and made any further presentation of the American 
case? Department’s information is that present moment may be op- 
portune. 

If Campbell seems unwilling at least to modify position, have you 
any suggestions as to alternative method of securing shift of Brit- 
ish position? Should matter be carried to Prime Minister again. 
Should our position be explained to the press? 

Hou 

856D.6176/225 ; Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain 
(Bingham) 

Wasutneton, April 24, 1934—7 p.m. 

160. Mr. Harvey Firestone ® informs the Department that infor- 
mation received from London indicates the rubber restriction agree- 
ment will be signed April 28 to enter into effect almost immediately. 

PHILLIPS 

* See supra. 
* Chairman of the Board of Directors of the Firestone Tire & Rubber Co.
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856D.6176/228 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary 
of State 

Lonvon, April 26, 1934—2 p.m. 
[Received April 26—11: 50 a.m.] 

203. In view of confirmation received here of Department’s tele- 
gram 160, April 24, 7 p.m., 1t seems advisable to make an oral state- 

ment today to Sir Robert Vansittart the substance of which he was 
informed would be cabled to Washington and was along the following 
lines: 

For some time past the Embassy has presented the considerations of 
its Government in regard to the alleged negotiations between rubber 
producers in formulating a restriction agreement. Early in the 

course of these discussions Vansittart had, as reported in the Em- 
bassy’s 59, February 15, 5 p. m., stated that the final plan would be a 
Government measure. Concurrently and subsequently the replics 
received from the British Government to American representations 
had been predicated on the allegation that since the contemplated 
producers’ agreement was in process of deliberating by an unofficial 
body on which the British Government was not represented no official 
or final answers could be given until in fact the producers’ agreement 

had been concluded and presented for the consideration and possible 
acceptance by the Governments concerned. It was pointed out to 
Vansittart that according to information available to this Embassy 
the producers’ agreement was about to be signed and the second and 
envisaged state of the negotiations was at hand: namely, that the 
moment in which the British Government, being in full possession of 
the producers’ agreement, would have it under advisement and would 
also have under consideration therewith the American views as ex- 
pressed by this Embassy. Presumably, therefore, subsequent to the 
presentation of the producers’ agreement to the interested Govern- 
ments and before it went into effect the British Government would 
wish to review the scheme not only in the light of its own under- 

takings but also in the light of comments made by the most important 
consuming country. According to the Embassy’s opinion as expressed 
to Vansittart 1t would seem ill-considered that, upon the signing of 

the producers’ agreement that it should enter into effect until such 
time as this important cooperative step had been completed, which 
might involve further consultations with the Government of the 
United States. 

Vansittart said he would invite to the attention of the appropriate 
British authorities the ora] statement which the Embassy made.
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Answering paragraph No. 2 of your 154, April 20, noon, the prom- 
ised replies referred to in my 191, April 23, 6 p.m. have just been 
given but the attitude of Foreign Office authorities who have been 
dealing with the rubber negotiations do not lead me to press for a 
further consultation until your comment thereon has been received. 
Since the Prime Minister has conferred with the Foreign Office as to 
the British position under the resolution of the World Economic Con- 
ference I do not feel he is any further in the picture. 

I have no opinion as to any press statement made for American con- 
sumption but in conversations here it would seem amply evident that 
the British are prepared to defend their position before the British 
public if they feel called upon to do so, especially in the light of recent 
American legislation. 

The Ambassador has been asked to call at the Foreign Office on Mon- 
day morning to see the Assistant Secretary of State dealing with these 

negotiations. 
BINGHAM 

856D.6176/228 : Telegram 

T he Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) 

Wasuineton, April 26, 1934—6 p.m. 

164. Your 203, April 26. The oral statement you made to Vansit- 
tart seems to the Department well advised. Assume you are cabling 
reply received from the Foreign Office to your earlier communications. 

Hun 

856D.6176/245 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary 
of State 

No. 661 Lonpon, April 27, 1934. 
[Received May 9. | 

Sir: I have the honor to refer to telegram No. 204 of April 26, 
4p. m.,?? and to transmit herewith, for the information and files of 
the Department, copies of the Foreign Office’s note of April 26 regard- 
ing the rubber restriction scheme, together with a single copy of the 

memorandum * on the tin regulation scheme. 
Respectfully yours, For the Ambassador: 

Ray ATHERTON 

Counselor of Embassy 

1 Not printed. 
“Not printed; it contains pertinent excerpts from the British note of April 

26, enclosed with this document.
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[Enclosure] 

The British Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs (Simon) to the 
| American Ambassador (Bingham) 

No. W 3750/89/29 Lonnon, 26 April, 1934. 

Your Exceitency: I have the honour to refer to the aide-mémozres 
regarding the rubber regulation scheme which were left at this Depart- 
ment on the 3rd April, and the 18th April * and to state that they have 
received the most careful consideration of His Majesty’s Government 

in the United Kingdom. 
2. His Majesty’s Government note with appreciation that the United 

States Government approve the general objectives of the scheme; they 
hope to convince the United States Government that the scheme, if 
adopted, will re-act beneficially, rather than detrimentally, upon 

United States consuming interests. 
3. In Your Excellency’s Aide-Mémoire of 18th April reference is 

made to the meeting held at the Foreign Office on the 4th April, at 
which representatives of Your Excellency’s Embassy and officials of 
His Majesty’s Government attended, in order that the United States 
representatives might have an opportunity to discuss informally the 
bearing of the scheme on United States consuming interests, and to put 
questions on any points which were not clear tothem. Supplementing 
this discussion, and giving greater precision to the points then ex- 
amined, I have the honour to submit the following further remarks 

with reference to Your Excellency’s aide-mémoires. 

(a) The United States Government state that the plan contains no 
explicit safeguard against the scheme operating in such a way as “to 
elevate prices to, or beyond, the highest bearable point, or to prevent 
large price fluctuations such as took place during the life of the Steven- 
son plan”. No maximum price is laid down in the scheme, because no 
machinery exists in the scheme for fixing or holding any particular 
price. The object of the scheme is that, once excessive stocks have 
been gradually reduced, producers should be able to sell as much rubber 
as the world will take at a reasonably remunerative price. It is clearly 
contrary to producers’ interests to attempt to hold or force prices too 
high, not only because of the danger which this would make as regards 
native production in the Netherlands East Indies as explained in my 
Note No. W 2742/89/29 of 23rd March last,3* but also because unduly 
high prices or excessive price fluctuations would tend to decrease the 
demand. His Majesty’s Government believe that the apprehensions of 
the United States Government are unduly influenced by the experience 
of the Stevenson plan. The conditions of the rubber industry are now 
fundamentally different from those that existed at that time as the 

* See telegrams No. 118, March 28, 7 p. m., and No. 148, April 12, 8 p. m.,, to 
the Ambassador in Great Britain, pp. 640 and 649. 
ain Seq guegram No. 127, March 23, 5 p. m., from the Ambassador in Great Brit-
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potential supply of rubber now greatly exceeds demand and, in such 
cases, as the experience of the United States Government and of other 
Governments with regard to wheat and sugar has shown, the difficulty 
lies rather in securing an adequate measure of restriction than in any 
risk of undue curtailment of supplies. Nor does the scheme enable 
producers to force or hold a high price. Supply will be adjusted as 
closely as possible to demand; all the rubber which consumers require 
will be forthcoming. ‘ 

Producers working to a higher percentage of their potential output 
can produce at a lower cost; and it seems probable that part at least of 
the increased profits thereby obtained would be passed on to the con- 
sumer in the form of a lower market price. 

While it is true that the responsibility for releasing supplies of rub- 
ber will rest entirely with the Rubber Regulation Committee, it must 
be borne in mind not only that members of this Committee will, as 
Your Excellency is aware, be selected by the Governments concerned, 
but also that the voting power will almost certainly be placed in the 
hands of Government officials; as we understand is the case in some 
of the United States control schemes. In these circumstances, it 
cannot be said that the decisions of the Committee will be “unchecked”, 
nor is there any reason to think that they will not be made with a full 
sense of responsibility. 

(6) There are several factors in the scheme on which the United 
States can rely for rapid price protection in the event of temporary 
fluctuations occurring. In the first place, both dealers and producers 
will be allowed, under the plan, to hold stocks of very considerable 
size. In the second place, it would be open to the Committee if the 
scheme comes into operation, (when stocks are approaching normal) 
to set up a buffer stock analogous to the proposed tin buffer stock. 
The members of the Committee, who it should be noted will be pleni- 
potentiaries, and therefore able to vary the export quotas at short 
notice, would then have ample resources on which to draw in order to 
deal with temporary price movements. ‘The existence of considerable 
stocks in the hands of producers and dealers, the power of the Com- 
mittee to increase the quotas rapidly, the possible creation later of 
buffer stocks, the pressure from producers to be allowed larger export 
quotas, and the constitution of the Committee, should, as I am sure 
Your Excellency’s Government will agree, provide adequate safe- 
guards against any artificial scarcity. 

(c) As will have been clear from the foregoing considerations, a 
cardinal feature of the scheme now proposed is its flexibility. There 
will therefore be no danger of any situation arising such as occurred 
under the Stevenson plan, the rigidity of which was one of the causes 
of its breakdown. Under the Stevenson plan the release of further 
supplies of rubber was contingent on prices reaching a certain level, 
and was attended by considerable delay and consequent inconvenience 
to consuming interests. Under the present scheme, on the other hand, 
exports will be determined by demand. The Committee will be able 
to vary the export quotas, without delay, in accordance with the 
increase or decrease in demand, and the working of the scheme should 
be such as to prevent any violent price movements. 

(2) With regard to the observations on the working of the tin plan 
contained in paragraph (d@) of Your Excellency’s azde-mémovre of 8rd
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April, I have the honour to enclose a memorandum * dealing in some 
detail with the criticisms advanced. 

As regards the representation of consumers’ interests under the pro- 
posed scheme, His Majesty’s Government are of opinion that the 
provisions of the scheme (setting up a panel of consuming interests to 
tender advice from time to time to the Committee) go considerably 
beyond any obligation assumed by His. Majesty’s Government under 
section (d) of the General Resolution adopted by the Economic Con- 
ference and are indeed an innovation without parallel in national or 
international restriction schemes now in force. In the resolution of 
the Economic Conference it is stated that any scheme relating to the 
co-ordination of production and marketing should be “fair to all 
parties both producers and consumers .. . and that it should as far 
as possible be worked with the willing co-operation of consuming 
interests in importing countries who are equally concerned with pro- 
ducers in the maintenance of regular supplies at fair and stable 
prices”. His Majesty’s Government consider that these conditions 
are amply fulfilled by the scheme as it stands. 

In this connexion His Majesty’s Government would observe that the 
United States Government have recently taken action drastically to 
restrict the production of cotton in the United States with a view to 
raising the market price. This action related only to American cotton 
production and not to world supplies, but the import of American cot- 
ton is as essential for certain British industries as the import of rubber 
is for certain American industries. So far as His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment are aware, the United States Government did not enter into any 
consultations with foreign consumers’ interests before framing their 
measures of restriction of cotton production and far less did they offer 
those interests any share in the future control of operations under the 
scheme. 

4. Your Excellency’s Government will, I hope, agree that the fore- 
going observations, referring primarily to the points made in Your 
Excellency’s aide-mémoire of the 8rd April, also meet the general ob- 
jections advanced in your further aide-mémoire of the 13th April. 
The function and constitution of the Regulation Committee have been 
fully explained above and His Majesty’s Government are confident 
that 1t would be impossible to elaborate in advance a hard and fast 
scheme limiting the decisions of this Committee. His Majesty’s Gov- 
ernment are equally confident that the safeguards inherent in the 
scheme against excessive price-movements are the most effective which 
can be devised. 

5. With reference to Your Excellency’s request for information as 
to the extent of the stocks to be held by the possible buffer pool, the 

* Not printed.
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source from which these are to be drawn and the nature of the control 
to be exercised over them, I have the honour to remind Your Excellency 
that, as I have already explained, the setting up of such a buffer pool 
is at present only a possibility dependent on the action of a Committee 
which has not yet been constituted. Your Excellency will therefore 
appreciate that it is quite impracticable for His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment to work out any details concerning such a plan, especially at a 
time when the regulation scheme has not yet been officially put before 
them. 

6. Your Excellency further inquires what His Majesty’s Government 
consider to be a price “reasonably remunerative to producers” and 
how this price is to be determined. As was made clear at the discus- 
sion referred to in the third paragraph of this Note, the level of a 
“reasonably remunerative price” depends on the degree of restriction 
and this in turn depends on the demand and the cost of production, 
factors which it is clearly outside the power of His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment to control. In fact, such a price has not been “determined” nor 
is it possible to do so. 

7. I have the honour to express the hope that the foregoing observa- 
tions will suffice to convince Your Excellency’s Government that the | 
scheme now proposed provides adequate safeguards and will, in fact, 
operate beneficially for United States consuming interests. 

T have [etc. ] (For the Secretary of State) 
Grorce Mounsry 

856D.6176/229 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) 

Wasuineton, April 28, 1934—2 p.m. 

166. Your 204, April 26, 4 p.m.*7 The British reply does not sub- 
stantially lessen the Department’s doubts regarding the rubber re- 
striction plan as outlined. Therefore please in your inquiry Monday 
put forward again the points conveyed to you in previous instruc- 
tions, emphasizing particularly the extreme desirability of getting 
the assurance that would be conveyed by some specific price protection 
in some form or other (you may make it clear again that this Govern- 
ment is not seeking to bring about any particular arrangement for 
price protection by merely seeking the assurance of having some defi- 

nite know-in-advance price protection arrangements), in the absence 
of which this Department fears speculative price movements and in- 
jurious price situations. If the American consumer of rubber has 
no explicit protection, how can he be expected to feel assured in the 
face of restrictive arrangements the operation of which is completely 

*" See footnote 32, p. 652.
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at the discretion of a small committee drawn from the producing coun- 
tries. Emphasize also the fact that the arrangement merely for a 
panel of consuming interests to tender advice to the committee from 
time to time seems inadequate both for the purpose of assuring con- 
sumers a full knowledge of the plan’s operation and also to carry 
out the obligations assumed by His Majesty’s Government under sec- 
tion (d). This Government regrets that it must continue this ex- 
change of contentions. If the plan is put through as it stands at 
present, the British Government must not be surprised if critical 
opinion forms in this country. This Government would regret such 
an eventuality and is anxious to avoid it. It appears that the two 
Governments are in substantial agreement as to the desirable objec- 
tives of the rubber plan and this Government hopes some way can be 
found to reach agreement on those details of the plan which would 
be of importance in obtaining the objectives. 

Huy 

856D.6176/230: Telegram 

Lhe Minister in the Netherlands (Emmet) to the Secretary of State 

Tue Hacue, April 28, 1934—4 p. m. 
[ Received 6 p. m.] 

30. Rubber producers’ restriction agreement was signed this morn- 
ing and a copy, handed me in strict confidence, going forward in 
pouch arriving Washington May 9th.** Agreement is in keeping with 
outline given by British Government unofficially to London Embassy. 
Here follow certain provisions: 

(a) Restriction includes all kinds of rubber and latex, in any state 
of concentration, also all articles and things manufactured wholly 
or partly of rubber. 

(6) Restriction includes French Indo-China and Siam.. 
(c) Representatives to be appointed by Governments, in eventual 

international regulation committee, are for Great Britain 11, includ- 
ing Ceylon 2, India 1, North Borneo 1, Sarawak 1, the Netherlands 
5, Indo-China 1, Siam 1. Basic quotas established for each year 1934 
to 1938, and vote in regulation committee based on respective pro- 
portion of tonnage in basic quotas. 

(¢@) Governments involved are invited forthwith to enact legisla- 
tion for the purpose of carrying provisions into effect. Such legisla- 
tion to be reciprocal and must cover minimum period from Ist of 
June, 1934 to 31st December, 1938. 

(e) Governments to have complete control over new planting. 

Foreign Office also sent me a confidential note this morning, enclos- 
ing the copy of the agreement and replying to the aide-mémoire left 

** Despatch No. 19, April 30, not printed. 
7911135148
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with the Minister for Foreign Affairs on April 10th*®® pursuant to De- 
partment’s telegraphic instruction number 19, April 7, noon.*° This 
note states: 

| (a) That the arrangement contained in the agreement for the 
protection of consumers far exceeds requirements of section D of 
general resolution of the London Conference in that it provides for 
a panel of three European and American representatives of rubber 
manufacturers to tender advice to the regulations committee. 

(>) The agreement mentions “a fair and equitable price” but not 
“a stable price” since, by its very nature, the agreement should pro- 
vide a stable price. The powers accorded the international com- 
mittee permit it to make rapid changes in export quotas and this 
should guarantee against “extreme price movements.” ‘The inter- 
national committee may also undertake the creation of “supply 
reserves.” | 

The note also contains reassurances concerning the instructions to 
be given the Netherlands delegates on the international committee, 
1. e., that they will be in favor of giving fullest possible attention to the 
interests of consumers, have agreed that they will support the plan 
of “supply reserves” and that, insofar as price control is concerned, 
the successful carrying out of the restriction plan in the Netherlands 
Indies demands that extreme high prices shall be avoided. 

Under Secretary will supply further confidential information Mon- 
day morning. Press to be informed Monday. 

EMMET 

856D.6176/232 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary 
of State 

Lonpon, April 30, 1934—1 p. m. 
[Received April 30—10: 385 a. m.] 

210. I called by appointment at the Foreign Office this morning 
and was handed a copy of the Rubber Producers’ Agreement, together 
with a memorandum on the draft of the intergovernmental agree- 
ment." It was stated confidentially that Simon would make a state- 

* The Minister in the Netherlands stated in his despatch No. 8, April 11, that 
he used the Department’s telegram No. 131, April 2, 8 p. m., to the Ambassador 
in Great Britain (p. 642), as a guide in writing this aide-mémoire, a copy of 
which he enclosed (856D.6176/218). 
“Not printed; see last paragraph of telegram No. 140, April 7, noon, to the 

Ambassador in Great Britain, p. 645. 
“Neither printed. The memorandum contains the draft of the intergovern- 

mental agreement and analyzes and compares it with the Rubber Producers’ 
Agreement, which is substantially the same. (856D.6176/244)
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ment in the House of Commons shortly that the British Government 
is prepared to take the necessary measures for putting the Producers’ 
Agreement into effect subject to similar undertakings being given by 
other Governments concerned. Subsequent to further few remarks 
from the Assistant Secretary of State, I very strongly presented the 
views expressed in the Department’s telegraphic instruction 166, April 

28, 2 p.m. and in conclusion pointed out that American consumers of 
rubber had no explicit protection under the scheme either through a 
maximum price or adequate consumer representation; that although 
my Government, as had already been stated, was in substantial agree- 
ment as to the objective of the rubber plan it could not regard the 
situation created by the contemplated putting into effect of the Pro- 
ducers’ Agreement other than with apprehension. In reply to his 
further remarks I again stressed the fact that even though the plan 
was administered in the spirit in which he was speaking, as long as 
the possibility remained that American rubber consumers were at 
the mercy of the decisions of a government committee of producing 
countries I felt confident the attitude of my Government would re- 
main unchanged. 

I am forwarding by the pouch text of the draft of agreement and 
the memorandum referred to above, together with a copy of an aide- 
mémoire,” also handed me, the substance of which I am setting forth 

in a later telegram. | 
Cipher text mailed The Hague. 

BincHAM 

856D.6176/244 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary 
of State 

No. 665 Lonpon, April 30, 1934. 
[Received May 9.] 

Sir: I have the honor to refer to my telegram No. 210, April 80, 
1 p. m., and to transmit herewith copies of the Aide-Mémoire of April 
30, 1934, regarding the proposed rubber restriction plan, together with 
the original enclosures ** which accompanied this memorandum, 
handed me by Sir George Mounsey to-day. 

Respectfully yours, For the Ambassador: 
Ray ATHERTON 

Counselor of E’'mbassy 

“For text of aide-mémoire, see infra. 
“* Not printed.
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[Enclosure] 

The British Foreign Office to the American Embassy 

Amwr-M&morre 

His Majesty’s Government in the United Kingdom are confident 
that United States consumers of rubber need have no fear of the 
Rubber Regulation Scheme being detrimental to their interests. The 
objectives of the scheme were set out in paragraph 5 of Sir John 
Simon’s Note, No. W. 2742/89/29, of March 28rd last** and His 
Majesty’s Government are glad to note the approval of these ob- 
jectives expressed in paragraph 2 of the United States Aide-Mémoire 
of April 8rd.** His Majesty’s Government are sure that, now that 
they have the scheme before them, the United States Government 
will agree that it is well calculated to secure these objectives. 

Most of the aspects of the scheme which affect the United States 
had been fully dealt with in Sir John Simon’s Note No. W. 3750/89/29 
of April 26th.“ Now, however, that the actual producers’ Agreement 
is available, it is possible still further to elaborate these points. 

His Majesty’s Government are anxious to make quite clear the es- 
sential difference between this Scheme and the Stevenson Scheme. 

Under the Stevenson Scheme supplies depended entirely upon price, 
and the machinery for increasing and decreasing supplies according 

to price was clumsy, tardy, and rigid. The present Scheme seeks to 
adjust supply to demand, without direct reference to price; supply will 
also be adjustable at very short notice, since it will be regulated entirely 
by the International Committee, the members of which will be pleni- 
potentiaries and will not have to refer to their Governments before 
taking action. They will naturally work under a sense of grave 
responsibility. 

The United States Government will be familiar, from previous ex- 
planations, with the nature of the provisions made for the representa- 
tion of consumers on the International Regulation Committee. These 
provisions are contained in Clause 12 of the Producers’ Agreement 
and in Article 18 of the Intergovernmental Agreement. It will be 
noted that the Agreement provides that a panel of three persons, one 
of whom will be a representative of manufacturers in the United 
States, will be appointed within one month of the Committee’s forma- 
tion to tender advice as to world stocks, the fixing and varying of the 
permissible exportable amount of the basic quotas, and cognate mat- 

“See telegram No. 127, March 23, 5 p. m., from the Ambassador in Great 
Britain, p. 687. 

ean telegram No, 118, March 28, 7 p. m., to the Ambassador in Great Britain, 

Pa Ante, p. 658
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ters. It has now been agreed between the United Kingdom Govern- 
ment, the Netherlands Government, and the British producers that 
after their appointment this panel of manufacturers’ representatives 
should always be present at all meetings of the Committee while any 
matter affecting their interests is under discussion. This decision 

expressly meets the point made in paragraph 5 of the United States 
Aide-Mémoire of April 3rd. 

As has been explained in the immediately preceding paragraph, it is 
intended that one of the three representatives of manufacturers should 
represent United States interests. His Majesty’s Government are 
anxious to obtain the appointment of influential and suitable repre- 
sentatives and they would welcome suggestions from the United States 
Government as to the most suitable person to represent United States 
interests. 

His Majesty’s Government desire to point out that this provision to 
safeguard the interests of consumers goes beyond the conditions laid 
down at the World Economic Conference, and far beyond the pro- 
visions of any regulation scheme yet formulated in the United States, 
or outside it, so far as His Majesty’s Government are aware. 

It is not the intention of His Majesty’s Government that there should 
be any undue rise in the price of rubber. His Majesty’s Government 
are themselves immediately interested in the welfare of consumers as 
well as of producers, since 80,000 tons of rubber were consumed in the 
United Kingdom last year, and they are anxious to foster the develop- 
ment of rubber manufacture in any way possible. They are also con- 
vinced that any undue rise in price would not be in the long-term 
interests of the industry. They understand that the Netherlands 
Government share this view. In any case, were the price of rubber to 
rise too high, the control of the export of native rubber from the 
Netherlands East Indies would, in the opinion of His Majesty’s Gov- 
ernment, prove an insuperable administrative problem. 

[Lonpon,] 30 April, 1934. 

856D.6176/244: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain 
(Bingham) 

Wasuineron, May 14, 1934—7 p.m. 
195. Your 212, April 30 *’ and despatch No. 665 of same date. As 

regards paragraph in British Government’s aide-mémoire in which it 
is stated that that Government would welcome suggestions from the 
United States Government as to the most suitable person to represent 

“Not printed.
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American interests, as provided in Article 18 of the intergovernmental 
agreement,** Department tentatively is of the opinion that it 1s prefer- 
able to retain liberty of action. It is decidedly to be desired that the 
American consuming interests be represented on the consumers’ com- 
mittee of three but Department is of the opinion that it is preferable 
that nomination should be made directly by these interests through 
the most suitable organization. Therefore unless difficulty arises as 
regards this direct nomination Department does not plan to respond 
to the invitation cited above. 

It is transmitting to the Rubber Manufacturers’ Association a copy 
of the plan, calling attention to the pertinent article providing for con- 
sumer representation and stating that the Department anticipates that 
the Rubber Manufacturers’ Association will be consulted directly. 

All of the preceding is for your information in the event that the 
British authorities should raise the subject again. 

Hou 

856D.6176/311 

The Chargé in the Netherlands (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

No. 120 Tue Hacur, December 3, 1934. 
[Received December 13.] 

Str: I have the honor to inform the Department that the rubber 

restriction which has been in effect some six months has proven, in 
so far as the Netherlands is concerned, fairly successful. Little diffi- 
culties have arisen in regard to the method of control of native rubber 
production but these are being ironed out and as they have been re- 
ported on in full by the Consulate General in Batavia, I do not believe 
it 1s necessary to discuss them in detail. The Colonial Office here is 
very confident that the present plan will work to the benefit of all 
concerned and that abuses of all kinds will be avoided which might 
have made the restriction an unbearable burden to the consuming 
nations. 

In my despatch No. 19, of April 30, 1934, I reported to the Depart- 
ment the Netherland Government’s assurances, among other things, 
that as a member of the International Restriction Committee it would 
oppose all efforts to manipulate the Restriction for the purpose of 
bringing about excessive rubber prices. I am pleased to be able to 
report that there is no change in Dutch policy, which was convincingly 

* For text of agreement, signed at London, May 7, 1934, see Great Britain, Cmd. 
4583 (1934): Agreement Between the Governments of France, the United King- 
dom, India, the Netherlands and Siam, to Regulate Production and Export of 

” Not printed,
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reaffirmed during Premier Colijn’s recent visit to London. He in- 
formed Mr. Emmet and me, in confidence, that the British members 
of the Committee had wished to raise the percentage of restriction 
to thirty percent but that the Dutch had insisted on twenty and that 
after what amounted to a threat of withdrawal he obtained a compro- 
mise of about twenty-five per cent, effective until January 1, 1935. 
Dr. Colijn apparently feels that the British will continue to make 
every effort to raise the price of rubber, even to a shilling a pound, 
their actual objective, however, being nine pence. He feels confident 
that he will be able to prevent them from doing so. The attitude of 
the Dutch Government remains firm and is based, of course, chiefly on 
its own special desires in respect to the East Indies and the control 
of native rubber. I do not believe that he considers a shilling a pound 
too high a price for the consuming-manufacturing interests to bear 
nor do I think he is impressed with the dire possibilities predicted 
by various American interests concerning “reclaimed” rubber or syn- 
thetic rubber. 

We may, I think, place confidence in the Netherland members of 
the International Committee and count on a firm attitude on the part 
of the Netherland Government provided the methods adopted for 
restriction control and price control prove effective. So far there 
seems to be good reason to believe that they will work, in so far as 
the Dutch East Indies are concerned. Complaints from native grow- 
ers that they have been discriminated against, and a study of the 
question reveals that they have been, will not be listened to by the 
Netherland Government, which wishes to discourage the growing of 
non-plantation rubber. 

Respectfully yours, Warven McK. Wuson



PARTICIPATION OF THE UNITED STATES IN THE LON- 
DON PRELIMINARY CONFERENCE ON SUGAR, MARCH 

5-10, 1934 

561.35E1/2: Telegram (part air) 

The Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) to the Secretary of State 

GENEvA, January 4, 1934—10 a.m. 
[Received January 5—2 p.m. | 

1. Reference report of Monetary and Economic Conference 1933 
sugar." 

(1) Avenol has received in his capacity as Secretary General of the 
Monetary and Economic Conference a letter from the International 

Sugar Council ? the salient features of which are: 

(a) International Sugar Council decided at its meeting in Brussels 
on December 19 that as any action envisaged by the parties to the 
Chadbourne plan * is necessarily dependent upon action taken by other 
countries, particularly the United Kingdom and the United States, 
the best step to take next would be to arrange for discussions between 
British and American representatives and representatives of the par- 
ties to the Chadbourne plan as to the possibility of concluding a world 
sugar convention. ‘These discussions would be of a preliminary and 
exploratory nature for the purpose of deciding if a general conference 
of sugar-producing countries would lead to satisfactory results. 
_ (6) The Council proposes that the Bureau of the Conference should 
Invite representatives of the United Kingdom, of the United States 
and of the parties to the Chadbourne plan to attend a meeting as soon 
as can be conveniently arranged at a place which suits all parties, 
possibly London. 

(¢c) The Council suggests that the Bureau should intimate that the 
British and American representatives should be government delegates 
with real power to speak for their governments and that inasmuch as 
any eventual world sugar convention which might result from a sub- 
sequent general conference would necessarily be an instrument between 
governments, it might be advisable to inform the governments of the 

*League of Nations, Monetary and Economic Conference, Reports Approved 
by the Conference on July 27, 1933 ...,p. 25. For correspondence relating to 
the mee and Economic Conference, see Foreign Relations, 1983, vol. 1, 

pp. . 
* The executive body of the Chadbourne Agreement. 
*Thomas L. Chadbourne, New York attorney; author of the so-called Chad- 

bourne Agreement, signed at Brussels, May 9, 1931, by producers of the chief 
European sugar exporting countries, Java and Cuba. For text of agreement, see 
International Sugar Council, Document C. D. 242: Memorandum on the Aims 
and Provisions of the International Sugar Agreement of 9th May, 1931, Annex I. 
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various parties to the Chadbourne plan of the invitations sent to the 
latter. 

(2) Powell, chairman of the International Sugar Council, in a pri- 
vate letter to Stoppani * states that the Sugar Council has been in touch 
with Cunliffe-Lister > and gives the following summary of the latter’s 
views: 

(a) The British Government is prepared to send representatives to 
a preliminary meeting and subsequently to a general conference; 

(6) He hopes that the proposed discussions will be on a practical 
basis and that the American representative will have authority to speak 
for his Government ; 

(c) The meeting should be held as soon as possible and the British 
Government would favor London. Powell’s letter stated that the 
Council had been in communication with the Departments of State 
and Agriculture on the sugar question. 

(3) The Secretariat is handling the foregoing proposal solely in 
Avenol’s capacity as Secretary General of the Monetary and Economic 
Conference who would probably issue any invitations in the name of 
the Bureau of the Conference. 

(4) The foregoing has been made available to me on a strictly 
confidential basis with the request that it be informally communi- 
cated to Washington. I have been urgently requested to obtain if 
possible the American Government’s reaction to this project which 
will be awaited before additional steps are taken. 

Please instruct. 

GILBERT 

561.35E1/6 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) 

WASHINGTON, January 13, 1984—11 a. m. 

38. Your No. 1, January 4,10 a.m. You may inform Mr. Avenol 
that this Government recognizes the desirability and is prepared to 
support the general idea of an international agreement for the regu- 
lation of production and world trade of sugar; and is ready to take 
part in “preliminary and exploratory” discussions “for the purpose 
of deciding if a general conference of sugar-producing countries 
would lead to satisfactory results.” Please make it perfectly clear 
that this Government cannot take any position with respect to an 
international agreement until its policy embracing the areas supply- 
ing the American domestic market has been developed. By this is 

Neue Stoppani, director of the Economic Relations Section of the League of 

s Sir Philip Cunliffe-Lister, British Secretary of State for the Colonies.
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meant, in particular, action by Congress on certain administration 
proposals which may be submitted to it in the near future. 

It is noted that in the opinion of the International Sugar Council 
the American and British delegates should represent their respective 
governments. You may also inform Mr. Avenol that this Govern- 
ment concurs with this view and, in fact, believes it both desirable 
and essential that the representatives of the other supply areas like- 
wise be government delegates. Moreover, since a world agreement 
is the ultimate objective, you may suggest to Mr. Avenol the desir- 
ability of inviting to the preliminary meeting the other exporting 
nations and the principal importing nations besides those mentioned 
by the Sugar Council. 

PHILLIPS 

561.35H1/13 : Telegram (part air) 

The Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, January 25, 1934—2 p. m. 
[Received January 25—12: 55 p. m.] 

22. Consulate’s 9, January 15, 6 p. m.® 

1. Secretariat has received a communication from the British Colo- 
nial Office explaining unofficially its views after being apprised of 
the American suggestions as set forth in the Department’s 8, January 
13,11a.m. The substance of this letter is as follows: 

(a) Considering the immediate issue to be the form and scope of 
the proposed meeting it is explained that the original reason why 
preliminary conversations were proposed was that it was believed 
that the “full dress conference” of all interested countries with the 
concomitant publicity would have little prospect of success unless a 
preliminary agreement could be reached between the Chadbourne 
countries, Great Britain and the United States. It was also desired 
that these preliminary conversations be held with a minimum of 
formality and publicity. 

(O) It appears essential that Great Britain and the United States 
be represented by government delegates in the absence of industrial 
organizations fully representative of the respective sugar industries 
while the Chadbourne countries could be sufficiently represented by 
industrial organizations signatory to the Chadbourne plan and repre- 
sented on the International Sugar Council. 

(c) The Colonial Office requests that the foregoing considerations 
be explained to the American Government and expresses the opinion 
that the combination of the two American suggestions would have 
the effect of bringing about immediately the type of conference which 

* Not printed.
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they feel should await the results of more informal exploratory 
conversations. 

The Colonial Office made it clear, however, that it did not desire to 
be obstructive on matters of form and if the American Government 
insisted it would probably not object to government representatives 
for the Chadbourne countries. It would on the other hand be 
strongly opposed to enlarging the representation at the preliminary 
meeting by inviting countries immediately to those originally 
envisaged. 

2. The Secretariat is anxious to advance this matter in the most 
practical way and is inclined to favor preliminary conversations with 
limited representation as done in the case of wheat. They would 
appreciate being informed of the degree of importance which the De- 
partment attaches to each of the two suggestions relative to the char- 
acter of the meeting which it has put forward. 

The Secretariat would like to avoid all unnecessary publicity for 
the present in order not to be subjected to pressure from countries to 
participate which were not originally included in the proposal. 

GILBERT 

561.35H1/14: Telegram 

Phe Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) to the Secretary of State 

GENEVA, January 26, 1934—5 p. m. 
[Received January 26—1: 30 p. m.] 

24. Secretariat has just received a communication from the Inter- 
national Sugar Council setting forth its views following a meeting in 
Brussels commencing January 20 wherein American suggestions were 
considered. The Council’s opinion coincided in substance with that 
expressed by the British Colonial Office as set forth in my 22, January 
25,2 p.m., paragraph 1, to the effect that while the Council still favors 
its original suggestions it has no fundamental objections to govern- 
ment representatives from the Chadbourne countries; the Council, 
however, is strongly opposed to enlarging the representation at the 
preliminary meeting. 

Stoppani will leave here for London on Monday next to see Mac- 
' Donald’ at which time final decisions will probably be made. He 
would appreciate any further advices respecting the American posi- 
tion which may reach him before he leaves Geneva (my 22, paragraph 

2). He will, however, while in London keep in touch with the Secre- 
tariat by telephone and Secretariat will keep me informed. 

GILBERT 

"J. Ramsay MacDonald (British Prime Minister). chairman of the Monetary 
and Economic Conference.
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561.35E1/15 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) 

WasHineTon, January 27, 1934—4 p.m. 
9. Your 22, January 25; and 24, January 26. 
1. The Department considers it most desirable that the preliminary 

conference be composed of government representatives. This, of 
course, does not preclude any government from designating as rep- 
resentatives persons engaged in the sugar industry. 

2. The Department, as a matter of principle, believes it important 
that the consumer’s point of view be given ample consideration. Ob- 
viously, those nations dependent upon imports are in the best position 
to present the consumer’s side. However, if the Sugar Council and 
Great Britain, after consideration of the Department’s point of view, 
decide that it is preferable to restrict invitation to the preliminary 
conference, the Department will participate, but only on the clear 
understanding that the importing nations (and of course the other 
exporting nations) be invited to the full conference. 

The Department desires to reiterate that it cannot enter any inter- 
national agreement until its domestic policy has been developed, and 
assumes that its participation on this basis has been accepted. 

| Ho 

561.3551/19 : Telegram 

The Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, February 6, 1934—noon. 
[Received February 6—11: 30 a. m.] 

28. 1. Consulate’s 26, January 31,11 a.m.° Stoppani having in- 
informed McNaught [MacDonald?] and Colijn ° of American position 
they agree to the holding of a conference within what they under- 
stand to be the scope of that position. 

2. Formal invitation dated February 6 addressed to the Secretary 
of State signed by Avenol as Secretary General of the Monetary and 
Economic Conference is being forwarded through the American Le- 
gation at Bern. The text is as follows: 

“In my capacity as Secretary General of the Monetary and Eco- 
nomic Conference and at the request of Monsieur Colijn, president 
of the Economic Commission, acting in agreement with the president 

* Not printed. 
*Hendrik Colijn (Netherland Prime Minister), president of the Economic 

Commission of the Monetary and Economic Conference.
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of the Conference, I have the honor to invite your Government to send 
a representative to preparatory meeting to consider the problem of 
coordinating the production and marketing of sugar. This meeting 
will be held in London on March 5th next. The hour and place will 
be communicated to you later. 

The following countries are invited to take part: Germany, Bel- 
gium, Great Britain, Cuba, United States of America, Hungary, 
Netherlands, Peru, Poland, Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia. In addi- 
tion the honorary president * and the president of the International 
Sugar Council # are being requested to attend in an advisory capacity. 

The object of the meeting is to resume the examination of the sugar 
question on the lines on which it was begun at the London Confer- 
ence by the subcommittee for the coordination of production and 
marketing and to ascertain whether the convening of a subsequent 
meeting of a wider scope, to which the principal importing and export- 
ing countries concerned would be invited, might facilitate the conclu- 
sion of a general agreement for insuring a better organization of the 
production and marketing of sugar. 

I should be obliged if you would inform me as soon as possible of 
the name of the delegate who will be appointed to take part in this 
meeting.” 

3. In view of the genesis of this project Secretariat officials believe 
that all invited governments will accept. 

GILBERT 

561.35H1/46 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Minster in Switzerland (Wilson) 

WasHiIneron, February 21, 1934—6 p.m. 

14. Your telegram No. 7 and despatch No. 3239, February 7.2 You 
are directed to address the following letter to Mr. Avenol as Secre- 
tary General of the Monetary and Economic Conference: 

“The Secretary of State has requested me to inform you that he has 
received your letter of February 6, 1934," and desires me to transmit to 
you his reply. ‘I have received your letter of February 6, 1934, ex- 
tending to this Government an invitation to participate in the pre- 
paratory meeting to consider the problem of coordinating the pro- 
duction and marketing of sugar. It is noted that the object of this 
meeting is to “ascertain whether the convening of a subsequent meet- 
ing of a wider scope, to which the principal importing and exporting 
countries concerned would be invited, might facilitate the conclu- | 
sion of a general agreement for insuring a better organization of the 
production and marketing of sugar.” 

* Lucien Beauduin. 
“ Francis E. Powell. 
? Neither printed. 
* See telegram supra.
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In the name of the American Government I am pleased to accept 
this invitation, although I desire to make it perfectly clear that until 
its policy embracing the areas which supply the domestic market has 
been developed, the American Government cannot assume any posi- 
tion respecting an international agreement. 

It is noted that in case it is decided to convene a meeting of wider 
scope, the principal importing as well as exporting nations will be in- 
vited. 

This Government will be represented at the conference to be held 
at, London, March 5, next, by Mr. Ray Atherton, Chairman, Chargé 
d’A ffaires, American Embassy, London; Major General Frank McIn- 
tyre, Philippine Trade Commissioner in the United States, and Mr. 

dward A. Foley, Agricultural Attaché, Embassy, London.[’]” 

HU 

561.8501 /42 

The Secretary of State to the Chargé in Great Britain (Atherton) 

No. 260 WasuHincTon, February 21, 1934. 

Sir: With reference to the Department’s telegram of February 21, 
1934,% informing you that the President has approved your designa- 

tion as the Chairman of the American Delegation to the preliminary 

and exploratory conference on sugar to convene at London, March 5, 
next, there is attached hereto a “Memorandum of Basic Instructions”, 

with VIII annexes, by which the Delegation will be guided at this 
conference. 

You are requested to keep the Department informed by telegram of 
all important developments at the conference, and to refer to it for 
further instructions any matters not covered in the attached Memo- 
randum, with annexes, or by subsequent telegraphic instruction. 

Very truly yours, CorpELL HvLu 

[Enclosure] 

Memorandum of Basic Instructions 

According to the letter of invitation dated February 6, 1934, received 

from the Secretary General of the Monetary and Economic Conference 

“The object of the meeting is to resume the examination of the sugar 
question on the lines on which it was begun at the London Conference 
by the subcommittee for the coordination of production and marketing 
and to ascertain whether the convening of a subsequent meeting of 
a wider scope, to which the principal importing and exporting coun- 
tries concerned would be invited, might facilitate the conclusion of a 
general agreement for insuring a better organization of the produc- 
tion and marketing of sugar.” 

* Not printed.
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The following countries have been invited to take part: Germany, 
Belgium, Great Britain, Cuba, United States of America, Hungary, 

Netherlands, Peru, Poland, Dominican Republic, Czechoslovakia, Yu- 
goslavia. In addition the honorary president and the President of the 
International Sugar Council have been requested to attend in an advis- 
ory capacity. 

This Government has agreed to participate in this Conference on the 
understanding that it cannot take any position with respect to an in- 
ternational agreement until its policy, embracing the areas supplying 
the American domestic market, has been developed. By this is meant 
in particular action by Congress on certain proposals supported by 
the President, which it now has before it. (Copy attached to Annex 
1.) The attached Annex No. 1 with regard to the sugar situation 

as it affects the areas supplying the American domestic market, sets 
forth the reasons for, and the nature of the bill +* now before Congress 
regarding sugar. This bill, if enacted into law, will provide a method 
whereby this Government may take steps tending to control the pro- 
duction of sugar in the various areas under its jurisdiction. Accord- 
ing to the President’s message to Congress,’ a copy of which is 
attached to Annex No. 1, this legislation will facilitate steps by which 
the marketing of sugar produced in these areas will be very materially 
reduced. This program will have the “three-fold object of keeping 
down the price of sugar to consumers, of providing for the retention 
of beet and cane farming within our continental limits, and also to 
provide against further expansion of this necessarily expensive in- 
dustry”. In addition, it should contribute to the economic rehabilita- 
tion of Cuba, by allocating to Cuban sugar a quota in the American 
market considerably in excess of marketing during the last two calen- 
dar years. The tariff on Cuban sugar will be reduced substantially, 
and in order that the Cuban sugar industry may derive a greater 
benefit from the sales of its sugar in the American market the President 
indicated in his message to Congress that he is prepared to give “favor- 
able consideration” to a proposal to increase the existing preferential 
on Cuban sugars, “to an extent compatible with the interests of the two 
countries”. 

As has already been stated, however, the President’s plan has not yet 
received the approval of Congress, and until this is forthcoming, the 
American Government is unable to enter into any international 
commitments. 

You should confine yourself, therefore, to following closely the 
proceedings at the Conference in order that you may report fully to 
this Government. If called upon by the Conference for indications 

“H. R. 8861, Congressional Record, vol. 78, pt. 5, p. 5691. 
* Department of State, Press Releases, February 10, 1934, p. 77.
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as to the preliminary and tentative ideas of the American Government, 
you may base your remarks upon the following observations, but the 
Conference should clearly understand that these are subject to change, 
since they are entirely dependent upon the outcome of the plan now 
before Congress. 

I. Provided the legislation before mentioned is enacted into law, it 
will permit this Government to pursue the following policies. 

(a) Continental United States. In this area this Government will 
be able to pledge that once the plan becomes fully operative production 
will not exceed the amount required for consumption as determined by 
the Secretary of Agriculture, taking into account supplies from other 
areas producing for the American market. 

(6) Insular areas (exclusive of the Philippines). This Government 
believes that the administration of its sugar plan will operate so as to 
bring into equilibrium production and marketings in the United States 
of sugars produced in Hawaii, Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands, 
taking into account supplies from other areas producing for the United 
States market. As a first step in this direction, this Government is 
willing to undertake that production in Hawaii and Puerto Rico be 
limited to the 1933-34 crop level. 

In the event that the preliminary conference canvasses the possi- 
bility of a tentative agreement for the disposal of surplus crops (by 
which is meant the difference between the quotas set for the above- 
mentioned areas and the amounts produced), and desires to learn 
the views of this Government, you are requested to refer the matter 
to the Department for instructions. 

(¢) Phaleppines. Instructions will be forwarded by telegram.*® 

II. This Government believes that the plight that exists in the 
sugar industry today arises in large part from the governmental 
stimulants to production. The protective and preferential duties, 
subsidies, bounties, rebates, et cetera, under which seven-eighths of 
the world sugar supply is produced or marketed, have stimulated 
local uneconomic production, have diverted and twisted the channels 
of international trade in sugar from their normal course, have brought 
about differentials in local prices above world prices, but collectively 
have depressed the world price so that the effect has been to lower 
returns to the industry generally. 

It cannot be expected that national action can solve a problem 
essentially international in character. For this reason the American 
Government strongly urges that steps to curtail the use of these devices 
be agreed upon and put into effect as rapidly as possible. So impor- 
tant is this to the American Government that it is prepared to proceed 
immediately and unilaterally, after receiving the approval of Con- 

gress of the sugar plan now before it, to lower its sugar tariff in 
order to permit a neighboring country to sell a substantially greater 

* See infra.
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amount of sugar within its confines than during recent years and 
insure increased marketings from that country by quota provision. 
At the same time, it will make certain payments to sugar beet and cane 
sugar farmers in return for the agreement by them to limit 
production. 

Moreover, this Government believes that at least a partial solution 
of the present difficulty lies in a further and more rapid increase in 
consumption. In this connection the matter of excise duties on sugar 
is Important, for even though import duties be lowered, high excise 
duties may prevent an increase in consumption. It is pointed out 
lowered excise taxes may stimulate sugar consumption, thereby aug- 
menting and not diminishing revenues derived from these taxes. It 
is suggested that the governments concerned may desire to give careful 
study to this matter. 

III. The American reply to the invitation to participate in the 
preliminary conference states in part: 

“It is noted that in case it 1s decided to convene a meeting of wider 
scope, the principal importing as well as exporting nations will be 
invited.” 1° 

The American Government considers it highly desirable that to 
international conferences designed to elaborate plans to control pro- 
duction to the end that prices may be raised or prevented from falling, 
there be invited the principal nations, which would bear the brunt of 
such relative or absolute price increases. 

In this connection there may be cited the action of the Monetary 
and Economic Conference in London last summer in establishing 
the principles to which all agreements concerning the coordination of 
production and marketing should conform. Particularly under 
3 (d@) of Section II of the Report of the Economic Commission, as 
adopted by the Conference, the following principle was laid down re- 
garding such agreement: 

_ “(d) It should be fair to all parties, both producers and consumers, 
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 
co-operation of consuming interests in importing countries who are 
equally concerned with producers in the maintenance of regular sup- 
plies at fair and stable prices.”?° 

There are attached hereto eight annexes, providing factual and 
statistical data, and interpretative analysis with regard to both the 
world situation and that of the areas supplying the American domes- 

* See telegram No. 14, p. 669. 
* League of Nations, Monetary and Economic Conference, Reports Approved 

by the Conference on July 27th, 1988, p. 19. 
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tic market’ Should any particular problem arise not covered by these 
annexes or for which additional data is necessary, the Department 
will endeavor, upon your request, to secure the desired information. 

ANNEXES 

I Memorandum with regard to the sugar situation as it affects the 
areas supplying the American domestic market, dated February 21, 
19384, prepared by the Department of Agriculture. 

II Memorandum on sugar prepared for the Economic Committee 
of the League of Nations by Dr. Prinson Geerligs, Mr. F. O. Licht and 
Dr. Gustav Mikusch, dated, April 15, 1929—Geneva. (Official No. 

C. 148.M.57) 
III The World Sugar Situation, a report by the Economic Com- 

mittee of the League of Nations, July 4, 1929, Geneva. (Official No. 

C.303.M.104) 
IV Memorandum on the Aims and Provisions of the International 

Sugar Agreement of May 9, 1931, prepared by the International Sugar 
Council. (Document C. D. 242) 

V Documents Relating to Sugar of the International Monetary 
and Economic Conference—London, 1933. 

VI Report of Secretary of Agriculture on World Trade Barriers 
in relation to American Agriculture; June 7, 1938, pages 266-288; 
(Senate Document No. 70; 73d Congress, 1st Sess.) 
VII United States Tariff Commission Statistics on Sugar— 

August 1933. 
VIII United States Department of Agriculture Tabulations show- 

ing the world production of sugar and international trade of all im- 
portant sugar exporting and importing countries, 1928 to 1933 in- 
clusive, and average for years 1921 to 1925. Compiled February 14, 
1934. 

561,35E1/50 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) 

Wasuineton, March 2, 1934—8 p. m. 

79. For Atherton: Department’s instruction No. 260 of Febru- 
ary 21,1934. On page 4 of basic instructions, Section I (c), regarding 
the Philippines, insert the following: 

“This Government believes that the provisions of its sugar plan as 
embodied in the legislation now before the Congress will operate so 
as to assist the Philippines in bringing into equilibrium the produc- 
tion and marketing of Philippine sugar. Under Section 8 of this legis- 
lation, the taxes collected upon the processing continental United 
States of Philippine sugar may in the discretion of the President be 
used ‘for the benefit of agriculture, and/or paid as rental or benefit
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payments in connection with the reduction in the acreage or reduction 
in the production for market, or both, of sugar beets and/or sugar- 
cane... through agreements with producers or by other voluntary 
methods.’ 

By means of this arrangement, this Government believes that the 
Philippine Government will be in a position to do its share towards 
bringing about world stabilization of the production and marketing 
of sugar. Philippine cooperation must be dependent, however, upon 
the cooperation of the other producing areas, particularly those em- 
braced in the British Empire. Moreover, crop restrictions will work 
a far greater hardship in the case of the Philippines where the econ- 
omy is based on the production of sugar than in that of the British 
producing areas in the Pacific (Australia, South Africa, and India), 
where sugar production is of secondary importance. 
_ In recognition of this obstacle facing Philippine readjustment, and 
in view of the desire of the other producing countries to bring the 
Philippines into an international agreement, this Government desires 
you strongly to urge the granting to Philippine sugar of a certain 
share in the world market. If requested to name the amount of the 
share desired, you should use your own judgment, although this Gov- 
ernment has in mind a figure of 200,000 long tons. 

In case of adamant opposition, please refer to the Department for 
further instructions. 

For the present there is a problem of surplus sugars, with regard to 
which this Government is prepared to support any agreement that is 
satisfactory both to the Philippines and to the other producing coun- 
tries interested in this problem.” 

Hoi 

561.85E1/51 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, March 5, 1934—6 p.m. 

[Received March 5—2:10 p.m. ] 

97. From Atherton. Sugar conference met today without represen- 
tation from Germany or Dominican Republic. Several countries 
made opening statements. British and American statements sched- 
uled for tomorrow morning. Latter I shall base on Department’s des- 
patch 260 of February 21 and telegraph instruction 79, March 2, 8 p.m. 

BINGHAM 

561.35H1/63 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) 

Wasuineron, March 7, 1934—7 p.m. 
90. For Atherton: Your 101, March 7, noon.2 President’s message 

of March 2” regarding Philippine independence recommends to the 

” Not printed. 
* Congressional Record, vol. 78, p. 3580,
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Congress two amendments to the Hawes-Cutting Act; *4 the first modi- 
fies the provisions concerning military and naval bases and the second 
extends the time limit for acceptance of the Act by the proper author- 
ities and by the people of the Philippine Islands. No change sug- 
gested in the provisions affecting the marketing of Philippine sugar 
in the United States. 

Furthermore, the President states: 

“T do not believe that other provisions of the original law need be 
changed at this time. Where imperfections or inequalities exist, I am 
confident that they can be corrected after proper hearing and in fair- 
ness to both peoples. ... To change, at this time, the economic 
provisions of the previous law would reflect discredit on ourselves.” 

Hun 

561.35H1/62 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpvon, March 8, 1934—noon. 
[Received March 8—8: 40 a.m. | 

108. From Atherton: Informal conferences began yesterday con- 
tinuing late into night developed that Chadbourne countries wanted 
dictum commitment that surplus crops particularly in the Philippines 
would be disposed of in five annual installments preferably in the 
United States. 

Pending instructions we have taken position that disposal of initial 
Philippine surplus could be discussed with other exporting countries 
in the hopes of reaching terms that might be satisfactory to the Ameri- 
can Government. 

BINGHAM 

§61.35E1/68 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain 
(Bingham) 

WAsHINGTON, March 10, 1934—3 p. m. 

95. For Atherton: Your 108, March 8, noon. Although this Gov- 
ernment recognizes the importance of regulating the disposal of sur- 
plus crops, it will not be in a position to undertake any commit- 
ment regarding them until Congress has acted on the sugar bill now 
before it. 

Your position with regard to disposal of initial Philippine surplus 

is approved. 
Hoi 

* 48 Stat. 456.
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561.35E1/73 

The American Delegation to the Preliminary Conference on Sugar to 
the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, March 12, 1934. 
[Received March 22.] 

Sir: I have the honor to refer to my despatches No. 551, March 6th, 
and No. 558, March 9th, 1934,2> transmitting reports of the meetings 
of the preliminary and exploratory conference on sugar, held in 
London March dth-10th, 1934, and to supplement these enclosures 
with the attached reports” of the proceedings through Saturday, 
March 10th, when the conference adjourned. 

As reported in my telegram No. 113, March 12, 12 noon,” the Ameri- 
can delegation were very much of the opinion that the representatives 
of the Chadbourne countries were pleasantly surprised at the state- 
ment made on behalf of the United States. These representatives were 
likewise relieved by the very modest production in the Philippines sug- 
gested in the Proclamation of the Governor-General of the Philippines 
dated February 17th last.27, However, these countries wished an as- 
surance that neither the preliminary surplus in the Philippine Islands, 
nor excess production at any time during the life of a proposed Con- 

vention, should be sold on the world market. 
It was obvious that the necessity of disposing of any sugar pro- 

duced in the Philippine Islands on the world market would arise only 
from the admission into the United States of increased quantities of 
sugar from Cuba, thus withdrawing from the world market an amount 
of sugar at least equal to the amount which would be rendered sur- 
plus in the Philippine Islands. The reduction in the production of 
sugar under the American flag lost much of its appeal to the Chad- 
bourne countries other than Cuba because its principal benefits were 
to accrue to Cuba. Furthermore, Philippine sugar thrown on the 
world market would be more directly in competition with Javan than 
other sugars. The Cuban delegates were naturally most grateful to 
the United States, but their gratitude did not go to the extent of ac- 
cepting a diminution of its quota on the world market by such 
amounts as the Philippines might be forced to sell on the world market. 

Even had it been possible categorically to say that no Philippine 
sugar would be sold on the world market it would not have brought 
about a condition of complete agreement, whereas it would have 
weakened the position of the United States in any future Conference 
on this subject. 

* Neither printed. 
7° Not printed. 
* Philippine Islands, Official Gazette, March 20, 1934, p. 776.
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The Netherlands’ position that no beneficial agreement could be 
made unless it included reductions in tariffs and bounties was really 
the rock on which the meeting was wrecked. Practically all of the 
other delegates pointed out the impracticability of bringing about 
changes in the tariffs and bounties designed to insure home production 
of sugar in the European countries, and it was even pointed out that 
the Netherlands itself was under the apparent necessity of adopting 
such methods to protect its home beet industry, notwithstanding its 
large production of cane sugar in Java. The insistence of the Dutch 
delegates on the necessity of adjusting tariffs and bounties at the next 
meeting made it evident that a great deal of preliminary work must 
be done before a new meeting could be contemplated. 

The final conclusions of the Meeting, as stated in the minutes * 
thereof, were obviously the only conclusions possible. 

Respectfully yours, Ray Aruerton, Chairman 
Frank McIntyre 
Epwarp A. Foiry 

[Enclosure—HExtract] 

Report on Preliminary Meeting on the Coordination of Production 
and Marketing Sugar, London, 5-10 March, 1934 

The Meeting was thus compelled regretfully to conclude that there 
was not at present sufficient prospect of agreement among the Chad- 
bourne countries to justify them in recommending at the moment the 
summoning of a further meeting. At the same time, they urged most 
strongly that the situation should continue to be watched carefully 
by the Bureau of Monetary and Economic Conference and by Lord 
Plymouth, as chairman of this meeting. Lord Plymouth expressed 
himself willing at any time to consider communications which might 
be made to him and to recommend appropriate further action if at 
any time it appeared to him that the following two conditions were 

fulfilled : | 

1. That the pending legislation on sugar had been passed ® by the 
United States Congress; and 

2. That as a result of further negotiations or any new developments, 
there appeared to be a real prospect of agreement on the division of 
quotas among the Chadbourne countries after the coming into opera- 
tion of a general world agreement. 

78 Enclosure, infra. 
° Jones-Costigan Act, approved May 9, 1984; 48 Stat. 670.
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561.35H1/87 

Memorandum by the Chief of the Division of Latin American Affairs 
(Wilson) 

[Wasuineton,| December 28, 1934. 

Tt will be recalled that there was a conference in London in March, 
1934, to consider the international sugar situation, attended by the 
United States, Great Britain and the Chadbourne countries. There 
follows a summary of developments since that conference. 

At the March conference, its Chairman, Lord Plymouth, laid down 
two conditions which would have to be fulfilled before a further meet- 
ing could usefully be held. These conditions were: (1) that the 
legislation then pending with regard to sugar be passed by the Ameri- 
can Congress, and (2) that as a result of further negotiations the 
Chadbourne countries reach an agreement among themselves as to 
the division of quotas for the “free” market. 

On June 25, 1934, Lord Plymouth wrote Senator Beauduin, Hon- 
orary President of the International Sugar Council, stating that the 
first condition had been fulfilled and inquiring whether the Chad- 
bourne countries had made any progress in their negotiations. Ap- 

parently this communication caused Senator Beauduin to call a meet- 
ing of the International Sugar Council which was held in Brussels 
July 30-August 2. Although there was agreement that the “free” 
market had declined to about 2,800,000 long tons, there was a wide 
divergence of opinion as to the division of this amount among the 
various participating countries. Some countries, such as Cuba and 
Peru, insisted that the quotas be directly related to exports of the 

previous year, while other countries, such as Czechoslovakia, insisted 
that the quotas be based upon the original Chadbourne quotas estab- 
lished in 1931, proportionately reduced. The Java delegation at no 
time stated what quota it desired, but merely undertook to consult its 
government. In view of the inability of the Council to reach an 
understanding, it was agreed that each delegation should consult its 
own government regarding the share of the 2,800,000 tons it considered 
itself entitled to and should notify Senator Beauduin of the decision. 
If Senator Beauduin, after receiving advice from each delegation, 
thought that there was a possibility of reaching an agreement, then 
another meeting was to be called in October. At the same time each 
delegation was to inform Senator Beauduin of its opinion as to 
whether another world conference should be convened, even though 
the Chadbourne countries had not been able to reach an agreement 
among themselves. 

The negotiations of the Chadbourne countries making no further 
progress during the next two months, Senator Beauduin wrote Lord
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Plymouth on October 15, 1984, informing him of this fact and stating 
that “the Council feels that the further progress which is necessary 
to reach a World Convention can only be made at a wider conference 
and not by continuing discussions in the Council”. He requested 
Lord Plymouth to waive the conditions laid down at the conference 
in March regarding the prior agreement of the Chadbourne countries 
on a division of quotas and to summon a further conference. 

Even before this letter was written, however, a complicating situa- 
tion had arisen out of a personal letter dated September 20 from Dr. 
Colijn to J. Ramsay MacDonald raising certain questions, the nature 
of which is not disclosed in the data before the Department. The 
British Empire being by far the largest “free” market today is in a 
strategic position in any effort to stabilize markets and bring supply 
and demand into equilibrium. Its sugar subsidy law expires this year 
and a parliamentary commission has been studying for several months 
the sugar situation and is due to report to Parliament any day. It 
is known that the British Minister for Agriculture ® is favorable to 
home production of agricultural products, including sugar beets. The 
Chadbourne countries believe, therefore, that the time to reach a world 
convention is before the British Parliament definitely fixes the sugar 
policy of the British Government for the coming years. 

The British Government has not been unfavorable to a world agree- 

ment. At the same time, it is not disposed to convene a conference 
unless there is substantial ground for an agreement. At the confer- 
ence in March Java was the stumbling block, being unwilling to accept 
an accord which did not provide for the immediate and drastic reduc- 
tion of tariff barriers, et cetera. Dr. Colijn’s letter to Mr. MacDonald 
opened the way for the British Government to ascertain exactly the 
desires of Java. Apparently Mr. MacDonald’s letter in reply re- 
quested specific and detailed information from the Dutch on a number 
of points. 

There the matter rests. All efforts are now being bent to hasten 
Dr. Colijn’s reply to the British and to make it as satisfactory as 
possible. The opinion among sugar circles seems to be that if the 
reply is satisfactory the British will then convene another world 
conference. 

© Walter E. Elliott.



PROTESTS BY FOREIGN GOVERNMENTS AGAINST THE 
NRA SHIPPING CODE; PROJECT FOR AN INTERNA- 
TIONAL SHIPPING CONFERENCE 

195 Code/5 

The Secretary of State to the Danish Minister (Wadsted) 

Wasuinerton, October 28, 1933. 

My Dear Mr. Minister: Referring to your call upon me last week 
when you inquired about the effect of the new shipping code on tramp 
steamship lines, I am pleased to advise you that I have received some 
information as a result of inquiries made of the appropriate officials. 
I understand that the code for the shipping industry in its present 
form is only suggested and has not been approved. A hearing will be 
held on or about November 6 when interested parties will be given an 
opportunity to express their views regarding the code. In substance, 
the code in its present form provides that parties interested in foreign 
trade shall form a conference to determine freight rates and various 
other questions relating to the trade. This conference shall consist of 
two sections, one representing the United States steamship lines and 

the other representing foreign lines. These two sections are to have 
equal voting power, but if the two sections fail to agree, the National 
Relief Administration ? has a final deciding vote. 

I am [etce. | Corbett Huu 

195 Code/3 

The Secretary of State to the National Recovery Administration 

Wasuineton, November 8, 19383. 

Attention: Mr. Joseph Scott? 

Sms: I have received Mr. Scott’s letter dated November 7, 1933, 
stating that a public hearing on the General Shipping Code‘ pro- 
posed by the American Steamship Owners Association will be held on 
November 9, 1933, at 10 a. m., in the auditorium of the Department: 

* The National Recovery Administration, established by the National Industrial 
Recovery Act, approved June 16, 1983 (48 Stat. 195). 

* Assistant Deputy Administrator of the National Recovery Administration. 
* Not printed. | 
*U. S. National Recovery Administration, Proposed Code of Fair Competition 

for the Shipping Industry, as Revised October 25, 1933, and Set for Public Hearing 
on November 9, 1933 (Washington, Government Printing Office, 1933). . 

— 681 —
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of Commerce Building. As certain provisions of this Code may affect 
the conditions of employment and other aspects of the business of cer- 
tain divisions of foreign flag steamship companies engaged in the 
foreign and domestic commerce of the United States, you request this 
Department to delegate a representative to attend the hearing. You 
also state that you would like to discuss the development of this Code 
with this Department’s representative. 

I have instructed Mr. William R. Vallance of the Legal Adviser’s 
Office to attend the hearing on November 9, 1983. He will cooperate 
with you in the development of the Shipping Code and will render 
such assistance as you may desire. 

Very truly yours, For the Secretary of State: 
Green H. HackwortuH 

195 Code/7 

The Acting Secretary of State to the National Recovery 
Administration 

WasHineton, November 18, 1938. 

Attention: Mr. Joseph Scott 

Sirs: Reference is made to your letter dated November 7, 1933,5 
concerning the public hearing on the general shipping code proposed 
by the American Steamship Owners Association which was held in the 
auditorium of the Department of Commerce Building on November 9 
and 10, 1933, and to this Department’s letter dated November 8, 1933, 
designating a representative of this Department to attend the hear- 
ing. 

On account of the important bearing which the provisions of the 
proposed code will apparently have on foreign vessels carrying on oper- 
ations in American ports, I shall appreciate it if you will be so good as 
to have the code as finally proposed for the shipping industry trans- 
mitted to this Department for consideration before it is sent to the 
President for his approval. 

Very truly yours, For the Acting Secretary of State: 
Wi11am Puiiuirs 

195 Code/8 | 

Lhe Assistant Deputy Administrator of the National Recovery Admin- 
estration (Scott) to the Secretary of State 

Wasuineton, November 21, 1933. 
My Dear Mr. Secrerary: Reference is made to your communica- 

tion, Le 195 Code/7, dated November 18. 

* Not printed.
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The cooperation of the Department of State with our office in the 
construction of a code for the shipping industry is appreciated, and I 
assure you that we shall continue to inform you of all developments. 

Very truly yours, JosEPH Scorr 

195 Code/20 a 

The Danish Minister (Wadsted) to the Secretary of State 

No. 12 Wasuineton, February 12, 1934. 

Sir: I have the honor to address myself to you in the following 
matter. 

The Danish Minister for Foreign Affairs has directed me to invite 
your attention to the proposed General Shipping Code which is now 

before the National Recovery Administration for consideration. I 
beg to enclose a copy of “Proposed Code of Fair Competition for the 
Shipping Industry as revised for a public hearing on January 31, 
1934”, submitted at the said hearing which hearing I understand is to 
be considered as the final one. Although not being fully aware whether 
this draft has been approved by the National Recovery Administration 
as the final text to be presented for the approval of the President I may 
take the liberty in my following remarks, touching some of the essen- 
tial points, to refer to this draft: 

1) Article III contains a general provision to the effect that the 
Code “shall apply to (a) all owners, operators, and agents of all ves- 
sels of all flags engaged in foreign and domestic commerce of the 

United States . . .” and would consequently apply to Danish vessels. 
2) The Code, as drafted, imposes on foreign vessels the labor pro- 

visions contained in Section 7 of Title I. of the National Industrial Re- 
covery Act with reference to the right of employees to organize and 
bargain collectively through representatives of their own choosing etc. 
(Art. V., Sec. 1. (1)). 

8) It provides that employers shall comply with the maximum 
hours of labor, minimum rates of pay, and other conditions of em- 
ployment, approved or prescribed by the President (Art. V., Sec. 
1. (8)). 

4) The draft Code further provides that no minor under the age 
of 16 years shall be employed in any class of labor (Art. V., Sec. 2). 

These labor provisions under 2)-4) would seem to apply to Danish 
shipowners and to Danish seamen engaged under the provisions of 
Danish law on board Danish vessels. The provisions mentioned 
under 3) with regard to hours of labor, rates of pay etc. may, perhaps, 
lack somewhat in clarity. In Art. V., Sec. 3, specific rules are stated 
regarding seamen on American vessels but in the following clause it 

° Not reprinted.
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is “provided that the minimums and conditions contained in Schedule 
A... shall be incorporated in divisional Codes of the Divisions 
and Subdivisions of Group I” which Group embraces both American 
and foreign vessels. Art. VII, Sec. 2. (a) requires the members of 
each Division and Subdivision to adopt supplemental Codes and also 
provides that those Codes may “prescribe ... rules and regula- 
tions . . . and may provide for the regulation of any other matter 
with which the Division or Subdivision may be especially concerned”. 
This provision would seem to cover the wages of foreign seamen. 

5) The draft Code does not contain any specific definition of the 
words “rules and regulations” in Art. VIT, Sec. 2. (a), but those words 
have been defined in previous drafts as follows: 

“ ‘Rules and Regulations’ may include, among other things, pro- 
visions covering matters of service frequency, limitations of tonnage, 
duplication of services, and excess competition, if approved by the 
Code Authority”. (See draft submitted Sept. 25, 1933,” Sec. 2 (0)). 

As the Code is now drafted, it would seem that under the broad 
terms of Art. VIT, Sec. 2 (a) all of these matters could still be regu- 
lated for foreign ships, if the Code should be finally approved. 

6) The supplemental Codes mentioned in Art. VII, Sec. 2 (a) 
“may prescribe minimum rates, fares and charges”. It would seem 
that under Art. IIT this provision would apply to all foreign vessels 
and that such “minimum rates, fares and charges” could thus be fixed 
for passengers and cargo loaded abroad as well as in the United States. 

Under the authority of Sec. 3 (a) of the National Industrial Re- 
covery Act the President may approve Codes for fair competition 
which will be binding not only upon such members of the “industry” 
—in the present case, “shipping”—who may voluntarily have assented 
to the Code but also on such members who may not have done so. As 
a consequence it would seem that a Code, once approved, has for all 
practical purposes to those members of the industry, who have not 
consented to it, the same effect as an Act passed by Congress and ap- 
proved by the President. 

The Danish Government has followed with the greatest interest the 
efforts of the American Government to restore prosperity by the dif- 
ferent Acts passed during the last year, but it has assumed that this 
legislation, in particular the “National Industrial Recovery Act” and 
the Codes approved under its authority, would apply only within the 
jurisdiction of the United States. The proposed Shipping Code, if 
approved, would, however, seem to extend in its operation outside of 
American jurisdiction, inasmuch as it contains provisions, enumerated 

"U. S. National Recovery Administration, Proposed Code of Fair Competition 
for the Shipping Industry, as Submitted on September 25, 1983 (Washington, Gov- 
ernment Printing Office, 1933).
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above, which would necessarily have effect upon Danish ships engaged 
in trade with the United States, far beyond its boundaries. Moreover, 
the said provisions, if imposed upon owners of Danish vessels, with- 
out their voluntary consent, would appear not to be in accordance with 
rights secured by treaty and generally recognized principles of inter- 
national law granting free access to ports for purpose of international 
trade. 
My Government has viewed with concern the serious consequences 

that the approval of a Code, such as drafted, would involve for Danish 
shipping with the United States, and referring to the considerations 
outlined above I have the honor acting upon the instructions of the 
Danish Minister for Foreign Affairs to request that, through your good 
offices, the attitude of the Danish Government towards the proposed 
Shipping Code be brought to the early attention of the appropriate 
branch of the American Government with a view that such Shipping 
Code as may be approved be so worded as to eliminate foreign (Danish) 
vessels. 

L avail myself [etc. ] Orro WaDsTED 

195 Code/23 

The Norwegian Legation to the Department of State 

MEMORANDUM 

The attention of the Norwegian Government has been called to the 
proposed “Code of Fair Competition for the Shipping Industry”, sub- 
mitted by the American Shipowners Association and -which was sub- 
ject to hearings by the National Recovery Administration on Janu- 
ary 31st and February 1st 1934. The submitted code, in Article ITI, 
states that it shall not only apply to American ships but to vessels of 
all flags engaged in foreign and domestic commerce. 

The Norwegian Government which has presumed that the National 
Industrial Recovery Act and the codes set up under the Act were 
only intended to apply to American industry, has learned with much 
concern that it would seem to be the intention to make a shipping code, 
established under the said act, to a great extent applicable also to 
foreign shipping. A study of the submitted code has given the im- 
pression that several provisions of same will interfere with the hitherto 
free development of trade and navigation between the two countries in 
a way that will prove detrimental to Norwegian legitimate shipping 
and commercial interests. 

Without going into a detailed discussion of all those code provisions 
which affect foreign ships the Minister of Norway begs to point out 
some of the principal provisions which deal with foreign vessels.
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The general code and every Division Code—such as Foreign Trade 
Division Codes—supplemental thereto, when approved by the Presi- 
dent, will be binding upon every foreign shipowner trading with the 
United States, whether he does or does not assent thereto by signing 
either the General Code or a Division Code, but those who do not file 
an assent are barred from participating in the “Self-Government” set 
up under the Code. (Article I, Section 1; Article III, Section 1; 
Article VII, Section 2 (a).) . 

Foreign shipowners assenting to the Code and joining the Foreign 
Trade Division, will be forced to accept the ruling of the Division Code 
Authority on any question upon which American and foreign flag 
owners may differ. Moreover, the Division Code Authority has the 
power, upon the complaint of any owner, to overrule any action taken 
by the Foreign Trade Division. (Article IV, Sections 7,10 (d) (e).) 

The members of the Division Code Authority in the Foreign Trade 
Division will be elected, one-half by the foreign flag owners, and one- 
half by the American flag owners. (Article IV, Section 9 (a) ). If 
the members of the Code Authority should divide equally on any 
question and so reach a deadlock, decision shall be given by the 
Administrator. 

As regards the labor provisions—Article V—it seems to be the inten- 
tion that minimum wages for seagoing personal hours of labor and 
conditions of employment shall only apply to American ships. With 
regard to the other labor provisions—such as the collective bargaining 
clause—the jurisdiction of the Divisional Labor Boards and the Na- 
tional Labor Board, no distinction is made between American and 
Foreign vessels. 

Article VII, Stabilization and Regulation, provides for the fixing of 
minimum rates and fares, and rules and regulations, and authorizes 
the Division Code Authority to provide for the regulation of any other 
matter with which the division or subdivision is especially concerned. 
This would seem to imply that the Code Authority could fix not only 
minimum rates and fares, but minimum wages. Previous drafts con- 
tained a clause to the effect that under rules and regulations would 
come “among other things provisions covering matters of service fre- 
quency, limitation of vessels’ tonnage, duplication of services and ex- 
cess competition.” Though this definition has been left out of the last 
draft, it would seem that the Code Authority might possibly maintain 
a right to regulate these matters under the general clause: “provide for 
the regulation of any other matter with which the division or sub- 
division is especially concerned.” 

The Norwegian Government having received information to the ef- 
fect that the American Government may contemplate acceptance of a 
shipping code mainly on the lines of the submitted code, and conse-
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quently, applicable to foreign vessels, feels seriously concerned over 
the possibility of such policy being adopted by the United States which 
would thereby abandon its traditional policy of freedom of navigation, 
so clearly evinced on earlier occasions, and which has been recognized 
in a number of treaties signed by the United States. 

The Treaty of Friendship, Commerce and Consular Rights between 
Norway and the United States, of June 5, 1928,° contains, z. a. the fol- 
lowing provision regarding shipping: 

Article VII: “Between the territories of the High Contracting 
Parties there shall be freedom of commerce and navigation. The na- 
tionals of each of the High Contracting Parties equally with those of 
the most favored nation, shal] have liberty freely to come with their 
vessels and cargoes to all places, ports and waters of every kind within 
the territorial limits of the other which are or may be open to foreign 
commerce and navigation.” 

Freedom of navigation is thus secured by the treaty and it is the 
view of the Norwegian Government that the proposed code could 
hardly be compatible with the treaty and the principle underlying 
same inasmuch as it would infringe on the freedom of navigation by 
subjecting Norwegian ships to 7. a. minimum rates and fares, possibly 
minimum wages and possibly also limitation of sailings and tonnage. 

As it is known Article VII of the Treaty further indicates those 

limitations of the freedom of navigation which the Contracting 
Parties regarded as natural and necessary when the Treaty was signed. 
It is stated that each Contracting Party reserves itself the right to im- 
pose, on such terms as it may see fit, regulations for the protection of 
human life, animal or plant health or regulations for the inforcement 
of revenue and police laws, including laws prohibiting or restricting 
the importation or sale of alcoholic beverages or narcotics. The pro- 
visions of the submitted code go considerably further than the reserva- 
tions taken in Article VII. 

WasuHinoton, February 14, 1934. 

195 Code/28 

The National Recovery Administrator (Johnson) to the Under 
Secretary of State (Phillips) 

Wasuineton, February 16, 1934. 
My Dear Mr. Puitises: In reply to your letter of February 14, 

1934,? enclosing therein a copy of a memorandum from the Norwegian 

* Foreign Relations, 1928, vol. m1, p. 646. 
* Not printed.
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Minister,” relative to the proposed Code of Fair Competition for the 

Shipping Industry, your attention is invited to the following facts: 
The National Industrial Recovery Act declares it to be the policy 

of Congress to provide for the general welfare (of the United States) 
by promoting the organization of industry for the purpose of coopera- 

tive action among trade groups. 
The Merchant Marine Act of 1920" declares that it is necessary for 

the National defense and for the proper growth of its foreign and do- 
mestic commerce, that the United States shall have a Merchant Marine 

of the best equipped and most suitable types of vessels sufficient to 
carry the greater portion of its commerce and serve as a Naval or 
Military auxiliary in time of war or National emergency ; and declares 
it to be the policy of the United States to do whatever may be necessary 

to develop and encourage the maintenance of such a Merchant Marine. 
This has not yet been attained. 
One of the greatest obstacles to the growth and development of the 

American Merchant Marine has been lack of stabilization in Ocean 
freight rates and the inability of American Flag vessels to obtain in 
competition with Foreign Flag vessels, not a greater portion of its 
commerce but even half of the commerce of the United States. No 
other country has willingly and voluntarily offered to share on an 
equal footing the transportation of its Foreign commerce with other 

Nations, and the provisions of the proposed General Shipping Code 
impose nothing on Foreign Flag vessels that it does not impose upon 
vessels of the United States. 

In nearly all Foreign trade routes to and from the United States, 
Foreign lines predominate, both in number of lines and in vessel ton- 
nage; surely, with this advantage, there should be no objection to 
regulations, which are imposed on all with equal force. 

It is true that the proposed Code for the Shipping Industry will be 
binding on every Foreign shipowner trading with the United States, 

but only so far as that trading consists of export trade from the United 
States. This is true whether or not a Foreign shipowner assents to 
the general Code or any sub-division Code. By assenting to the Code 

he may participate in the self-government set up under the Code. 
This Code, in giving to the Foreign Flag owners equal voice with 

the American Flag owners in the selection of a Division Code Author- 
ity, is eminently fair, and surely no objection can be made to placing 

in the hands of the Administrator the final determination on any 
question in the case of a dead-lock. It certainly could not be expected 

that we should turn over to Foreign shipping interests the right to 

” Supra. | 
* 41 Stat. 988.
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prescribe our minimum rates and fix rules and regulations to govern 

the Industry. 
It is not the intention of the Code to interfere with the Nationals 

of other countries on Foreign Flag vessels. The language of the 
Code, to this extent, will be clarified before approval. 

With reference to the language included in a previous draft of this 
Code, relative to “service frequency, limitation of vessels’ tonnage, 
duplication of service, and excess competition”, you are assured that 
the General Shipping Code will contain nothing to upset the rights 
guaranteed by the Treaty. 

It is not conceivable that any provision of this proposed Code will 
interfere with the traditional policy of freedom of navigation. Noth- 
ing contained therein bars vessels coming to United States ports, but 
it is intended and desirable that when Foreign Flag vessels elect to 
engage in the Foreign commerce of the United States, that they ob- 
serve such rules and regulations, including fair minimum rates, as 
are imposed on vessels flying the Flag of the United States. 

With reference to the provisions of Article VII, of the Treaty of 
Friendship, Commerce, and Consular Rights, it should not be con- 
sidered a violation of this Treaty for the United States to ask the ves- 
sels of its friendly Foreign nations to observe, when engaged in the 
carrying of the Foreign commerce of the United States, such rules 
and regulations, equitable to all, as may be adopted to carry out the 
policy of the United States, which policy tends to reserve to vessels 
of the United States only their rightful portion of its Foreign com- 
merce. 

Sincerely, Huex 8. JoHnson 

195 Code/47 

The Secretary of State to the Danish Minister (Wadsted) 

WasuineTon, February 17, 1934. 
Sir: Reference is made to the note that you left with me on Febru- 

ary 12, 1934, regarding the “Proposed Code of Fair Competition for 
the Shipping Industry”. 

I have brought a copy of your note to the attention of the officials of 
this Government having the matter in immediate charge, and I am in- 
formed that the draft code has not as yet been placed in final form 
and consequently has not been approved by the National Recovery 
Administration. I am also informed that, while it is intended that 
the code in certain respects shall apply to ships flying foreign flags, 
as, for example, provisions regarding minimum rates on cargoes car- 

791118—51——50



690 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1934, VOLUME I 

ried from the United States, it is not intended that these provisions 

shall apply to commerce originating in foreign countries and destined 
to the United States; nor is it intended that provisions regarding 

wages and working conditions aboard ship, and employer relation- 

ship with such labor, shall apply te officers and crews of foreign 

vessels?” 
Accept [etc. | For the Secretary of State: 

Francis B. Sayre 

195 Code/102 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (Sayre) 

[ WasHineton,| February 26, 1934. 

In the proposed code for the shipping industry, as revised for a 
hearing on January 31, 1934, provision is made that the “stabiliza- 

tion and regulation of minimum rates, fares and charges and rules 
and regulations to be charged and enforced in the trades of the var- 
ious divisions shall be accomplished”. (Article 7, Section 1). This 
provision is applicable to foreign, as well as American, ships. The 

code therefore undertakes to provide that foreign and domestic ships 
carrying passengers and cargoes from American ports may be pro- 

hibited from carrying for less than minimum rates fixed under the 
supplemental codes. This code has not yet I believe been reduced to 
final form or signed by the President. | 

So far as I know, this is the first attempt which has been made to 
provide for the fixing of minimum rates for cargoes carried by for- 
eign ships sailing from American ports. It is a new departure in 
policy. 
Upon the publication of the proposed code, the Danish and Nor- 

wegian Governments have sent in protests claiming that the code, if 
enacted, would constitute a violation of their treaty rights. 

I. Nature or THE Proptem 

The heart of the problem is the fact that due to the sadly shrunken 

amount of international trade in the world today there are too many 
ships afloat and too few cargoes to pay for the operation of the existing 

ships. It is impossible for all of them to carry at a profit and as a 
result cut-throat competition is rife. Established lines find them- 

selves menaced by non-conference ship lines and by tramp steamers 

which, without the overhead of the established lines, can cut rates to 

a point which makes competition with them by the established lines 
exceedingly difficult. The proposed code is an attempt largely fos- 

“This paragraph was also sent to the Norwegian Minister in a note dated 
February 19 in reply to the Norwegian note of February 14, p. 685.



NRA SHIPPING CODE 691 

tered by the conference lines to stabilize rates at the expense of non- 
conference lines and tramp steamers. The stabilization of rates of 
established lines is highly desirable and every assistance should be 
given them. American ships, owing to the high cost of construction 
in the United States, to the operation of the Seamen’s Act,!* and to 
other factors, find it difficult to compete with cheaper built and more 
cheaply run foreign ships and, without help of some kind, must con- 
tinue to run at a very serious loss. It is to be borne in mind, however, 
that they receive very substantial help in the form of mail subven- 
tions. The attempt to regulate minimum cargo and passenger rates 
on foreign ships carrying cargoes from American ports by the uni- 
lateral enactment of American law raises very serious problems of 
policy which should be carefully weighed before the enactment of the 
code. 

II. Possretz Vioiation or Treaty Ricuts 

The Danish Government, by a note sent to the Department of 
State on February 12, 1934, has objected to the application of the 
provisions of the proposed code to Danish vessels on the ground that 
it would constitute a violation of the Treaty of 1826 between Denmark 
and the United States.* The Danish Government contends “that the 
proposed shipping code, if approved, would . . . seem to extend 
in its operation outside of American jurisdiction, inasmuch as it 
contains provisions . . . which would necessarily have effect 
upon Danish ships engaged in trade with the United States, far be- 
yond its boundaries. Moreover, the said provisions, if imposed upon 
owners of Danish vessels, without their voluntary consent, would ap- 
pear not to be in accordance with rights secured by treaty and gen- 
erally recognized principles of international law granting free access 
to ports for the purpose of international trade”. 

In referring to treaty rights, the Danish Government doubtless has 
in mind the Treaty of 1826 between Denmark and the United States, 
under which most-favored-nation treatment is promised “in respect 
to commerce and navigation”. This provision might be regarded as 
extending to Danish shipping the rights of freedom of commerce 
and navigation secured to shipping of other countries by treaties with 
the United States. The Government of Norway has also objected to 
the proposed code on the ground that “it could hardly be compatible 
with the treaty (of June 5, 1928) and the principle underlying same 
inasmuch as it would infringe on the freedom of navigation . . .” 
The question of whether or not the proposed code would violate 
treaty rights presents a legal problem of some uncertainty. 

* Approved March 4, 1915; 38 Stat. 1164. 
“Hunter Miller (ed.), Treaties and Other International Acts of the United 

States of America, vol. 3, p. 239.
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III. Prositems or Poricy INvotvep 

(a) The enactment of the proposed code raises a far more serious 
question of commercial policy. It is the object of the code to raise and 
stabilize existing shipping rates on cargoes carried from American 
ports. If the object of the code is attained, it would seem to result in 
a higher cost of cargoes carried from American ports than from other 
ports, so that there would be the danger that cargoes could be carried 
more cheaply, for instance, from British ports than from American 

ports. In the severe competition between British cargoes and Ameri- 
can cargoes in the Far East or in other parts of the world, the result 
of the proposed enactment might be to enable British shippers to 
undersell American shippers; and if this were the result of the enact- 
ment of the proposed code it would naturally be very much to the 
ultimate detriment of American shipping. It would seem, there- 
fore, that this fundamental problem of policy should be faced and 
thought through before the proposed code is enacted. 

(6) The American Manufacturers Export Association have pre- 

pared a strong statement addressed to the Secretary of State in oppo- 
sition to the proposed provision in the shipping code and state “We 
urge you to do everything within your power to prevent the proposals 

as now prepared from becoming effective. They are impracticable and 
dangerous to our export trade and to our national prosperity”. In 
addition to other objections, American shippers state that if the pro- 

posed code becomes effective they will direct their shipments through 
Canadian rather than through American ports. 

(c) The regulation of ocean rates on foreign as well as American 
ships should be accomplished by international agreement. If it were 
possible, the ideal method would be to secure an international agree- 
ment for the limitation of shipping charges with perhaps an allotment 
of shipping to various countries so as to prevent cut-throat competi- 
tion caused by an excess of shipping in relation to cargo. To attempt 
to secure this method by unilateral legislation on the part of a single 
country entails a grave risk that foreign countries will resent such an 
enactment and will take action inimical to American shipping. Such 
action against American shipping might injure American shipping 
far more than the present cut-throat competition. Ifthe United States 
undertakes to regulate minimum rates on cargoes carried from Ameri- 
can ports, foreign countries can and probably will do the same. If 
they regulate the rates of cargo carried from their own ports they 
might undertake similarly to regulate minimum rates of cargoes car- 
ried to their ports; and if such a movement once begins it will spell the 
same kind of chaos in the field of international shipping which now 

% Letter dated February 19; not printed.
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exists in the field of tariff and quota regulations. Nothing could be 
more unfortunate than the initiation of such a movement. 

588.C1/3 

Mr. Charles S. Haight to the Assistant Secretary of State (Sayre) 

| New Yorx, March 2, 1934. 
[Received March 3.]| 

My Dear Mr. Sayre: During our conference on the General Ship- 
ping Code, which was held at Mr. Weaver’s™ office on February 19th, 
you stated that the right way to handle the present shipping emergency 

appeared to you to be by an international agreement, and at our further 
discussion on February 20th you suggested that I write giving you my 
views regarding such an agreement. I am sending you this letter in 
compliance with that suggestion. 

1. PRESENT SHIPPING CONDITIONS 

(a) World tonnage. I am attaching hereto, marked Schedule A, 
a tabulation showing the tonnage of the leading commercial nations 
and the total tonnage of the world, for the various years stated. As you 
will see, the total tonnage in 1920 was 57,314,065 gross tons; in 1929— 
68,074,812; in 1931 (the highest point) 70,131,040; and in 1933— 
67,920,185. 

(0) World trade. Schedule B, also attached, gives the foreign 
water-borne commerce of the United States from 1866 to 1933. From 
this you will see that the value of our water-borne exports and imports 
reached the highest point in 1920 and then amounted to $11,874,997,809. 
In 1929 the figure was $8,170,834,328., and in 1933 $2,291,883,026. 

I have not available, at the moment, the water-borne figures for 
world trade in general, but the total world trade and the share of the 
United States therein are shown in Schedule C. Taking the exports 
only, to avoid duplication, (since the exports of one nation must, 
necessarily, be the imports of another), the total for 102 countries in 
1929 was $33,165,000,000. The same figure in 1932 was $12,183,000,000. 

The obvious fact is that, while American water-borne foreign com- 
merce (both export and import) has dropped in four years over 70%, 
and while world exports have dropped, from 1929 to 1932, over 60%, 

“Member of the New York legal firm of Haight, Smith, Griffin & Deming, repre- 
senting the tramp shipping interests of Denmark, Finland, Holland, Belgium, 
Norway, Sweden, Great Britain, and Greece, the American Association of Tramp 
Operators in Canadian and West Indies Trades, and the Association of Ship 
Brokers and Agents of New York. 

“Joseph B. Weaver, Deputy Administrator of the National Recovery 
Administration. 

** Schedules not printed.
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the tonnage of the world (as proved by Schedule A) stands at almost 
exactly the same figure in 1933 that it did in 1929. 

(c) Idle tonnage. Under such circumstances, obviously the ships 
which continue to run must find it difficult to secure cargoes and many 
ships must be laid up. Schedule D shows the idle tonnage of the 
world for the years 1930-33, inclusive, which reached a total of 14,- 
115,000 gross tons in 19382. Schedule E shows the employment of 
American merchant vessels and the American tonnage laid up, as of 
September 30th, 1933. The total tonnage employed in our overseas 
foreign trade (both private and government-owned ), on that date, was 
289 ships of 1,960,080 gross tons, while the laid-up vessels numbered 
550 to 2,854,000 gross tons. 

(d) No early revival possible. I do not think that anyone can 
expect a quick revival in international trade. High tariffs, quotas, 
exchange restrictions and other trade barriers, as well as a general 
loss in purchasing power, have been responsible for the serious condi- 
tions now confronting us, and those causes obviously cannot be re- 
moved for many months, and perhaps for several years, to come. It 
is to be hoped that the increase in the movement of ocean cargoes 
which has occurred during the last year will continue, but, in the 
ordinary course of events, we cannot hope for any substantial increase 
in freight rates until all of the surplus idle tonnage which is capable 
of operation has been absorbed. Obviously, just as fast as the business 
offered makes it possible for an owner to operate his ship at a loss 
which is less than the lay-up cost, that ship will be added to the active 
tonnage, thus acting as a sure prevention of any substantial increase 
in freight rates before all of the idle tonnage is in operation. 

2. THE PROBLEM PRESENTED AND THE POSSIBLE REMEDY 

There appear to be only two alternatives offered in the present 
emergency: (1) to let matters drift indefinitely and wait until 
(through bankruptcy of steamship owners and the scrapping of sur- 
plus tonnage) the supply of ships has been reduced to equal the de- 
mand; or (2) to take some action which will remove the surplus ton- 
nage from the freight market, until trade revives. If such action is 
to be taken, it must, I think, be on the lines of your suggestion, i. e., 
an international agreement. The surplus tonnage is to be found in 
every country and, unless all countries join, it is obvious that the 
problem cannot be solved. 

The question which you have put to me is whether such an inter- 
national agreement would be possible. My answer is that it will not 
be possible unless the United States is prepared to take the initiative 
and lead the way. If, on the other hand, the United States is pre- 
pared to take the lead, I think that such an agreement would he 
possible. |



NRA SHIPPING CODE 695 

As you probably know, this subject has been under discussion for 

the past two years and has been studied both by the International 

Chamber of Commerce and by the British Chamber of Shipping. The 

Maritime Association of the Port of New York also appointed a 

special committee (of which I am a member) to study the problem, 

and the general discussion, both here and abroad, has been helpful. 

I have also made inquiries on my own account from the persons in 

several countries who appeared to me to be best qualified to express 

an opinion, and my conclusion is that, in the countries where subsidies 

exist and where government control is therefore a real factor, it would 

be possible, under government guidance, to handle the situation so 

far as the ships flying those particular flags are concerned. 

United States, Italy, France and Germany. To be more specific, 

most of the steamship owners of these four countries are, today, deti- 

nitely dependent upon government support and they can, therefore, 

be brought under government control. Under such control, it seems 

to me that the way could be found to require the shipowners of these 

nations to join in any reasonable plan, internationally arrived at, 

for the tying-up of that proportion of the world’s tonnage which can- 
not possibly find employment, and keeping it tied up while the emer- 

gency lasts. 
Norway, Sweden, Denmark and Holland. There is also good 

reason to believe that these countries, which are without the control 
afforded by subsidies, would join in an international plan for the 
lay-up of surplus tonnage. Since I saw you, I have had the advan- 

tage of discussing this problem with Lord Essendon, who, as you 
undoubtedly know, is, today, the most active and successful operator 
of British tonnage. As Chairman of Furness, Withy & Company, of 
the White Star Line and of that portion of the Royal Mail fleet which 
is engaged in trade between the U. K. and South America, he is 
responsible for the operation of about 1,600,000 tons of ships. His 
influence in the solution of shipping problems in Great Britain would, 
I think, be greater than that of any other single man, and he has long 
favored some international lay-up agreement. Lord Essendon has 
told me that, not long ago, representatives of the Steamship Owners’ 
Organizations of Norway, Sweden, Denmark and Holland came to 
London to see him, when it was first proposed that Great Britain 
grant a subsidy to British owners for the purpose of saving them from 
ruin during the present difficult period. The owners of these four 
countries stated that they were prepared to urge their governments 
to join in any reasonable international agreement for the rationaliza- 
tion of ocean tonnage. I understand that all four of these govern- 
ments have been approached by their owners, or will be so approached 
in the near future, and that it is expected that they will then make 
official representations to the British government.
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Lord Essendon is of the opinion that such an approach from gov- 
ernments which do not themselves grant a subsidy, will not have very 
much weight with the British Foreign Office or the Board of Trade, 
but he feels that, if the United States should take the initiative in an 
effort to work out an international agreement, the British government 
would give the subject very serious consideration and probably would 
follow the American lead. Heretofore, the British owners have been 
divided among themselves as to whether it would be worth while to 
attempt an international agreement. The majority, headed by Lord 
Essendon, have been in favor of such an attempt, but the minority 
has been too large to indicate success. In Lord Essendon’s opinion, 
however, that situation might well be changed if the United States 
should favor the plan and take the lead. 

If the answers to my personal inquiries have been reliable, it would 
then seem possible to secure the co-operation of the United States, 
Great Britain, Italy, France, Germany, Norway, Sweden, Denmark 
and Holland, and, in that event, I should think that it ought to be 
possible to persuade the other commercial nations to join in the 
movement. 

8. ‘THE GENERAL PRINCIPLES UNDERLYING THE AGREEMENT 

Assuming that the United States should decide to take the lead in 
the solution of this problem, I think that it would be desirable, in the 
first instance, to agree upon certain general principles to be adhered 
to, and those principles should, I think, include the following: 

(a) The United States should, I believe, abandon all ideas of dis- 
crimination, such as are found in Sections 28 and 384 of the Merchant 
Marine Act, 1920, and were also put forward in the Cruise Bill and 
the Fighting Ship Bill,” offered two years ago. In other words, I 
think that we should adhere definitely to the principle of freedom of 
the seas for which the United States has contended ever since our 
Colonial days. 

(6) LI also believe that it would be wise for the United States to act 
upon the theory that we, alone, are responsible for the high cost of 
shipbuilding in American yards, and for the high cost of ship operation 
under the American flag. The first is due to our high tariff policy and 
the second to the La Follette Act *° and other similar legislation. We 
cannot blame the foreigners for these natural consequences of our own. 
legislation and we must, I think, offset them ourselves by the payment, 
out of our own funds, of an equalizing subsidy. I would also call a 
subsidy by its real name and not resort to the subterfuge of so-called 
“mail contracts”. 

(c) Obviously, the basic purpose of the agreement would be the 
general benefit of all owners of all flags, without any attempt to secure 
a special advantage for any one. 

* S. 3501 and S. 3502, Congressional Record, vol. 75, p. 3354. 
* La Follette Seamen’s Act, approved March 4, 1915; 38 Stat. 1164.
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(d) Of course, the owners of idle ships would have to be compen- 
sated out of the increased earnings of the ships which are in operation. 
I shall not go into details on this point except to say that such a plan 
has been adopted, of course on a small scale, and appears to have 
worked out satisfactorily, in the lay-up and pooling agreements entered 
into by the owners of tankers and of whale factory ships. 

(e) It might simplify the situation if, at least at the start, the inter- 
national agreement were confined to cargo tonnage and if passenger 
vessels, refrigerator vessels and tankers were omitted. The owners of 
such special tonnage can much more easily make their own agreements 
and arrange for their own protection, although, of course, passenger- 
rate wars do occur and are generally disturbing. 

(f) Of course, nothing in the nature of a boom should be allowed to 
take place, i.e., the tonnage in operation should not be reduced unduly 
and as soon as the movement of cargo increases more ships should be 
released, so as to keep the market adequately supplied at all times and 
at réasonable rates. 

(g) I think that the proposed lay-up agreements should, in the first 
instance, be discussed between the governments rather than between 
the shipowners of the different nations, leaving it to each government 
to undertake to bring its own owners within the terms of the agreement. 

4, THE NEGOTIATOR 

If the United States should take the initiative, it seems to me that 
it would be wise if we were represented by someone who is not, even 
remotely, identified with any steamship line nor with the steamship 
business. Personally, I hope that it will be possible for you to handle 
the matter yourself. You will be free from suspicion and no one will 
have any just cause for worry lest you attempt to secure an advantage 
for some particular owner, and you can make it abundantly clear that 
you have no bias in favor of American flag ships. The importance of 
having the right man open the negotiations seems to me very real and, 
as already suggested, I would open them directly with the foreign 

governments. 

5. CONFERENCES 

In actually working out an international agreement in each country, 
I think that full advantage should be taken of Conferences which are 
now in existence. It is through those Conferences that the decision 
should be arrived at as to how many ships are needed to handle, eco- 
nomically, the trade which exists today, and it is also, I believe, through 
those Conferences that unreasonable price-cutting must be stopped. 

6. DIrFERENTIALS 

The obvious difficulty, if the problem in each country is handled 
through the Conferences, will be to find some formula under which all 
owners can be brought into the Conferences on fair terms which will 

give to each class of owner a reasonable differential. Any attempt to
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drive tramp owners out of international trade seems to me to be ill- 
advised and doomed to failure, but it should be possible to so distribute 
the existing business that the slow cargo boats will be given their fair 
share of the bulk cargoes and allowed to charge appropriate rates. 
The present non-Conference liners also will have to be dealt with 
fairly, but it does not seem to me unreasonable that they should also 
be required to deal fairly with other carriers engaged in the same trade. 

7. PRELIMINARY STEPS 

Before the United States officially embarks upon the enterprise, I 
believe that it would be wise to ascertain, by an informal approach, 
what the attitude of the governments named above is likely to be. 
I am also sure that the precaution should be taken to ascertain that 
any such international agreement, if arrived at, would be ratified 
promptly by the Senate, i. e., if the agreement takes the form of an 
international treaty. I need hardly remind you that many of the 
treaties which have been signed by duly authorized representatives of 
the United States never have been ratified. If an international ship- 
ping agreement should merely produce another unratified treaty, it 

would be most unfortunate from every standpoint. 

8. SPEED 

My final suggestion would be that a start in the direction of an 
international agreement should be made very soon. Steamship 
owners, the world over, are in a critical position today. It will do 
no one any good if their distress results in world-wide government 
ownership or international competition in the matter of government 
subsidies. 

I hope that I shall not appear to you to be presumptuous in having 
answered your question at such length. I have really only been think- 
ing out loud, but upon a subject which has given me much concern 
ever since the collapse of the world’s foreign trade. Had you wished 
it, I should have been glad to come to Washington to discuss the 
matter with you, personally, but two or three emergency matters have 
come up which force me to go to the other side for a few weeks and 
I am sailing on March 7th. | . 

Very sincerely yours, Cuariss §. Haicur 

P.§. Since dictating the above, I have learned that Lord Essendon 
has devised a complete lay-up agreement for international adoption 
and that, in his opinion, his plan will work without any necessity for 
keeping complicated accounts and paying the owners of laid-up ton- 
nage out of the earnings of the ships which are in operation. Accord- 
ing to my understanding, under his plan, everybody is allowed to 
operate a portion of the time and the benefits of the agreement are 
shared in that way.
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If you should be interested, my secretary can secure a copy of Lord 

Essendon’s plan and place it at your disposal. CSH 

195 Code/103 

The Assistant Secretary of State (Sayre) to the National Recovery | 

Administrator (Johnson) | 

WasuHineton, March 5, 1934. 

Attention: Mr. Weaver 

My Dear GENERAL JOHNSON: May I venture to send you herewith 
a copy of a memorandum” concerning the proposed code for the 
shipping industry. The question of including in the proposed code 
a provision for regulating minimum rates on cargoes carried out of 
American ports by foreign as well as by American ships was discussed 
by the Executive Committee on Commercial Policy at a recent meeting. 
The Committee approved of the enclosed memorandum and was of the 
opinion that the promulgation of a code thus applicable to foreign 
ships might have very serious consequences in the development of 
American shipping and commerce. 

Very sincerely yours, Francis B. Sayre 

195 Code/83 

The National Recovery Administrator (Johnson) to the Assistant 
Secretary of State (Sayre) 

WasuHineton, March 14, 19384. 

My Dear Mp. Secretary: Referring to your letter of the 5th in- 
stant, enclosing a memorandum concerning the proposed code for the 
shipping industry, in which attention is drawn to the possible conflict 
with treaties that may result upon application of this code, and also 
commenting upon the possible injury to American commerce resulting 
from the stabilizing or fixing of minimum rates for cargoes destined 
for foreign ports, I beg to inform you that the proposed General Code 
for Shipping covers not only the foreign commerce but all domestic 
commerce which includes inland waterways, coastwise and intercoastal 
shipping, and service vessels. 

The General Shipping Code is not mandatory with regard to the 
fixing of rates. Rate schedules and regulations will be considered in 
connection with the formulation of the divisional codes which will be 
developed to cover specific trade routes or services. Therefore, there 
can be no possible conflict of treaty rights or injury to American for- 
elen commerce until the divisional codes are effective. When these 

** Ante, p. 690.
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divisional codes are under consideration the deputy in charge, Mr. 
Weaver, will be glad to discuss with the State Department all matters 
affecting treaties and policies. 

The Deputy Administrator in charge of this code has written to 
you calling your attention to this provision and asking that steps be 
taken to determine definitely the question of what actually will con- 
flict with treaties in order that when the divisional codes are under 
consideration conflicts with treaties may be prevented. 

In the light of the above discussion, it seems proper to proceed with 
the preparation and approval of the General Shipping Code and defer 

the consideration of treaty questions until the divisional codes are 
prepared. 

Sincerely yours, Hvuceu 8. Jounson 

195 Code/106 

Memorandum by the Secretary of State 

[ Wasuineton,] March 29, 1984. 

The Danish Minister called and handed to me the annexed state- 
ment,” signed by him, and in the nature of a complaint against cer- 
tain code provisions relating to foreign shipping and to the effect that 
such code provisions would be in conflict with treaties and generally 
recognized principles of international law. The specific complaint 
in this respect seemed to relate to rates on commerce originating in 
the United States and destined to foreign countries. I told the Min- 
ister that I would have the matter given careful consideration. He 
then offered an oral request that the recent Joint Resolution * passed 
through Congress and providing that all United States freight should 
be carried on American bottoms, could and should be well looked into 
by us, and that he hoped we would do so on account of its possible 
reactionary effects of an unfavorable nature upon other countries with 
Merchant Marines. I replied that I would be glad to see just what 

the status of that matter was. 
C[orpetL] H[ vt] 

195 Code/107 

The Danish Minister (Wadsted) to the Secretary of State 

No. 40 WasHinctTon, March 29, 1934. 

Sir: With reference to your note of February 17, 1984 regarding 
the “Proposed Code of Fair Competition for the Shipping Industry” 

I have the honor to inform you that, having communicated contents 

* Infra. 
72 Approved March 26, p. 706.
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of same to the Danish Minister for Foreign Affairs I am now in receipt 
of a communication to the following effect. 

The Danish Government has taken due note that it is not intended 
that the contemplated code shall contain provisions regarding mini- 
mum rates on commerce originating in foreign countries and destined 
to the United States, and further that it is not intended that pro- 
visions regarding wages and working conditions aboard ship and 
employer relationship with such labor, shall apply to officers and 
crews of foreign vessels. 

The Danish Government must, however, maintain that also as far 
as trade outgoing from the United States is concerned, inclusion under 
a Code of foreign (Danish) vessels would be in conflict with treaties 
and generally recognized principles of international law. 

In support hereof I beg to refer to a memorandum elaborated by 
Messrs. Haight, Smith, Griffin & Deming dated February 18, 1934 
of which I take the liberty to enclose a copy. 

Referring to my note of February 12, 1934 I have the honor to re- 
quest that through your good offices the contents of this note be 
brought to the attention of the appropriate authority with a view that 
such Shipping Code as may be approved be so worded as to eliminate 
foreign (Danish) vessels. 

I avail myself [ete. ] Orro WaDSsTED 

195 Code/120 

The Secretary of Commerce (foper) to the Assistant Secretary of 
State (Sayre) 

Wasuineton, April 2, 1934. 

_ My Dear Mr. Secretary: I desire to refer again to you letter of 
March 10, accompanied by the letter from Mr. Charles S. Haight,” 
of New York City, setting forth Mr. Haight’s views regarding the ad- 
visability of holding an international shipping conference. I indi- 
cated to you in my reply of March 19,” that I would be glad to give you 
my views in regard to this suggestion at the earliest practicable date. 

After careful consideration of the views expressed by Mr. Haight, 
and of other aspects of this matter, it is the opinion of this Depart- 
ment that the United States Government should not take the initiative 
in bringing together an international conference involving the ration- 
alization of shipping tonnage. It is believed, however, that if other 
nations more vitally concerned in the laying up of tonnage should 
initiate such a conference the United States Government should give 
sympathetic consideration to its participation therein. _ 

* Not printed. 
* Letter of March 2, p. 693,
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The substance of Mr. Haight’s communication is that there should 
be held an international conference to be entered into for the rationali- 
zation of ocean tonnage. To give proper consideration to present 
world shipping conditions, the figures submitted by Mr. Haight, should 
be clarified by further analysis in order to convey a proper perspective. 

Eliminating from Mr. Haight’s figures of the world’s tonnage— 
stated as nearly 68,000,000 gross tons—tanker tonnage, miscellaneous 
types, wood, composite and sailing vessels, vessels trading on the Great 
Lakes of North America and vessels less than 2,000 gross tons, there are 
available 40,000,000 gross tons of ocean-going types of iron and steel 
steam and motor vessels for cargo and passenger carrying purposes. 
Of such tonnage the United States has 6,700,000 gross tons. Of this, 
1,500,000 tons comprise the government-owned laid-up fleet, which 
cannot be considered commercially competitive. This leaves 5,200,000 
tons of active vessels; 3,200,000 tons operating in the foreign carrying 
trade, the other in the coastwise trade. 

These figures emphasize the relatively inferior position which the 
United States—a leading export nation—occupies in the international 
carrying trade, participating to the extent of only 8 per cent of the 
total tonnage. The tonnage so employed is confined to services in 
essential United States foreign trade routes, and none of these ships is 
employed in the tramp-carrying trade. 

The adverse conditions prevailing in the ocean-carrying trade today, 
resulting from the over-tonnage situation, is believed to be attributable 
to two principal causes. One of these is the fact that during the last 
10 years there has been a considerable amount of ship building through- 
out the world without a satisfactory accompanying amount of scrap- 
ping. Foreign countries eager to modernize their fleets have scrapped 
comparatively little and disposed of much of their old tonnage in 
quarters where they constitute a difficult competitive factor in the 
international shipping situation. In this period, the United States 
has materially decreased the size of its merchant fleet by scrapping 
more and building less tonnage than any other maritime nation. This 
country has also reduced schedules to minimum requirements in our 
regular services by laying up active tonnage. In fact, if other mari- 

time countries, in proportion to their tonnage, had scrapped as much 
and built as little as the United States during this period, the supply 
of ships would not have been so excessive today and there would prob- 
ably be fewer idle ships at the present time. 

Since the United States has already made such a material contribu- 
tion toward the reduction of world ship tonnage, it would appear an 
inopportune time to ask the United States to make any further con- 
cessions. |
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The Congress, in the Merchant Marine Act of 1920, decreed that the 
United States shall have a merchant marine of the best equipped and 
most suitable types of vessels, sufficient to carry the greater portion of 
its commerce. The attainment of this objective, which has never been 
reached, would require the constant employment of the comparatively 
small fleet of serviceable American ships available today unless our 
present position in the international shipping situation is to be jeop- 

ardized. 
This Department will be pleased to furnish any additional informa- 

tion which may be required in connection with this matter. 
Sincerely yours, Dantet C. Roper 

195 Code/126 

The Secretary of State to the Secretary of Commerce (oper) 

Wasuineton, April 5, 1934. 

My Dear Mr. Secretary: Referring to previous correspondence con- 
cerning the suggestion of Mr. Charles S. Haight that an international 
shipping conference should be held, I quote for your information the 

- following telegram dated March 29, 1934, received from Mr. Haight 
through the American Embassy at London: 

“International shipping agreement. Have made inquiries Ham- 
burg, Copenhagen. Managing Director Hamburg American Line be- 
lieves Germany would welcome international agreement. President 
Danish Steamship Owners Association confirmed readiness all Scan- 
dinavian countries consider any reasonable plan. Baltic Maritime 
Conference held Hamburg March 23rd at which British, German, 
Italian, Danish, Dutch, Swedish, Norwegian and Greek owners repre- 
sented passed strong resolution supporting rationalization 2” but ex- 
pressing view that governments must cooperate and should take initia- 
tive and proposing that British Government be invited to call ship- 
ping conference at which both governments and private owners should 
be represented. Have conferred also with Lord Essendon who is 
strongly of opinion that British Government would welcome approach 
from our State Department and would be particularly glad if such 
action could be taken before Baltic Conference resolution needs to be 
acted upon.” 

In a later telegram dated March 29, 19384, Mr. Haight made the 
following statement : 

_ “Referring my separate message have definite reason believe invita- 
tion to hold shipping conference in Washington would be welcomed 
by British Government.” 

Sincerely yours, For the Secretary of State: 
Francis B. SAYRE 

7 See the London Times, March 26, 1934, p. 12.
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195 Code/118 | 

The Danish Minister (Wadsted) to the Secretary of State 

No. 46 Wasuineton, April 10, 1934. 

Sir: With further reference to correspondence regarding the “Pro- 
posed Code of Fair Competition for the Shipping Industry”—your 
last note dated April 7, 1984 7®—I have the honor to address myself 
anew to you in the matter. 

I have been acquainted with a new draft code of which I take the 
liberty to enclose a copy.”* This draft contains in Art. IIT, Section 1, 
a provision to the effect that the code shall apply to all owners of all 
vessels of all flags. Furthermore, it contains, with regard to the 
points especially enumerated in my note of February 12, 1934, several 
provisions which would seem contrary to the statements, referring 
to these points, in your reply-note of February 17, 1934. 

In my two former notes of February 12th and March 29th, 1934, 
I have had the honor to convey to you at length the views of the Danish 
Government and to request your good offices in order that a code which 
may be approved be so worded as to eliminate foreign (Danish) ves- 
sels. Referring to the said notes and the considerations set forth in 
same I beg leave, acting upon the renewed instructions of my Govern- 
ment, to reiterate this request. 

I avail myself [etc.] Orro WADSTED 

195 Code/177 

The Legal Adviser (Hackworth) to the Secretary of State 

[ Wasuineton,| April 10, 1934. 

Tue Secretary: Referring to your memorandum of conversation 
of March 29, 1934, with the Danish Minister, I attach a copy of the 
Joint Resolution 207, approved March 26, 1934, to which the Minister 

referred. 
It will be noted that the resolution states it to be the sense of Con- 

gress that, in any loans made by the Reconstruction Finance Corpora- 
tion or any other instrumentality of the Government to foster the 
exporting of agricultural or other products, provision shall be made 
that such products shall be carried exclusively in American vessels, 
except when the Shipping Board Bureau certifies to the Reconstruc- 
tion Finance Corporation or any other instrumentality of the Gov- 
ernment that vessels of the United States are not available in sufficient 
numbers, or in sufficient tonnage capacity, “or on necessary sailing 
schedule, or at reasonable rates”’. 

= Not printed. 
8a Not attached to file copy of this document.
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As I understand the situation, the resolution is not a law in the 
ordinary sense of the term, but is merely an expression of the Congress 
as to what the policy should be with respect to such matter[s]. It 
did not require approval by the President but apparently was ap- 
proved by him, thus indicating that it has been adopted as the policy 
of the Government. Except as such an indication of policy, it 1s not 
obligatory, although I presume that no administrative official would 

feel free to disregard its provisions. 
Article VII of our Treaty of 1932 with Norway” provides that: 

“All articles which are or may be legally imported from foreign 
countries into ports of the United States or are or may be legally 
exported therefrom in vessels of the United States may likewise be 
imported into those ports or exported therefrom in Norwegian vessels, 
without being liable to any other or higher duties or charges whatso- 
ever than if such articles were imported or exported in vessels of the 
United States”. 

It is believed that enforcement of the resolution would be violative 

of this treaty provision, since it would not allow Norwegian vessels 
national treatment as regards such exports which it was the purpose 
of the treaty to accord with respect to all exports. Similar provisions 
are contained in a number of our treaties with foreign countries. 

Article III of the Convention of 1826 with Denmark * provides in 
part that: 

“,.. whatever may be lawfully exported or re-exported, from the 
one country in its own vessels, to any foreign country, may, in like 
manner, be exported or re-exported in the vessels of the other country.” 

When the bill S. 2401," providing “That at least 50 per centum of the 
commodities purchased by or on behalf of any foreign country with 
the proceeds of any loan hereafter made by the Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation or any other governmental agency and which are ex- 
ported from the United States shall be exported in vessels of the 
United States, and each contract or agreement for any such loan shall 
contain a condition to that effect” was under consideration, the De- 
partment on March 3, 1934, sent a letter * to Senator Stephens, Chair- 
man of the Senate Committee on Commerce, calling attention to the 
treaty provisions with Norway and suggesting that the bill be not 
passed. (File No. 195/1385) ‘That bill did not pass and the present 
resolution was apparently substituted for it. 

I would suggest that a letter should be sent to the Reconstruction 
Finance Corporation and the Secretary of Commerce calling attention 

*The treaty was signed June 5, 1928; for text, see Foreign Relations, 1928, 
vol. 111, p. 646. 

* Miller, Treaties, vol. 8, p. 239. 
1 Congressional Record, vol. 78, pt. 1, p. 851. 
* Not printed. 
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to these treaty provisions in order that they may not apply the reso- 
lution in such way as to violate our treaty obligations. 

Green H. Hackworta 

[Enclosure] 

Joint Resolution of Congress, Approved March 26, 1934 ® 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That it is the sense of 
Congress that in any loans made by the Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation or any other instrumentality of the Government to foster 
the exporting of agricultural or other products, provision shall be 

. made that such products shall be carried exclusively in vessels of 
the United States, unless, as to any or all of such products, the Ship- 
ping Board Bureau, after investigation, shall certify to the Recon- 
struction Finance Corporation or any other instrumentality of the 
Government that vessels of the United States are not available in 
sufficient numbers, or in sufficient tonnage capacity, or on necessary 
sailing schedule, or at reasonable rates. 

Approved, March 26, 1934. 

195 Code/1438 

The Norwegian Minister (Bachke) to the Secretary of State 

Wasuineron, April 14, 1934. 

Sir: With reference to previous correspondence, terminating by my 
note of March 14, 1934,** concerning the proposed code of fair com- 
petition for the Shipping industry, I have the honor, under instruc- 
tions from my Government, to submit to the consideration of the 
United States Government some further observations regarding the 
proposed code. 

In the memorandum I handed to the Under Secretary of State on 
February 14, 1934, the Norwegian Government pointed out its main 
objections to the submitted code. I have now been instructed by my 

Government especially to call your kind attention to those provisions 
of the submitted code which relate to labor, only briefly mentioned in 
the memorandum of February 14, 1984: 

A new draft of the proposed code contains the following provision: 

“Section 18. The provisions of this code shall not affect the internal 
discipline of foreign flag vessels, or the regulation of rights and duties 

*'H. J. Res. 207 (Pub. Res. No. 17), 73d Cong., 2d sess.; 48 Stat. 500. 
* Not printed.
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of officers and crews of foreign flag vessels towards their vessels or 
among themselves, or their relations with their owners under con- 
tracts made without the United States.” 

I presume that the correct interpretation of this provision would be 
that contractual relationship between the shipowner and the officers 
and crew of a foreign flag vessel would not be affected by the labor 
provisions of the code, and not subject to jurisdiction of the Divisional 
and National Shipping Labor Boards, when the contracts are made 
without the United States. Where, however, an officer or a mem- 
ber of the crew signs on in an American port, the provisions of the 
code and of the subdivision code are intended, it would seem, to apply 
to the contract, which would be subject to the jurisdiction of the above 
mentioned boards. 

My Government has instructed me to inform you that it feels 
gravely concerned over the possible consequences of this provision, 
which would be that even when a Norwegian seaman signs on a Nor- 
wegian vessel in an American port, the labor provisions of the code 
would probably apply. In frequent cases a Norwegian shipowner 
engages seamen in Norway to be sent to the United States to complete 

the crew of a ship temporarily situated in an American port. As the 
actual signing on in such cases takes place in an American port, it 
might possibly be maintained that even such contracts were made in 
the United States, and a large number of contracts between Norwegian 
shipowners and their Norwegian crews initiated in Norway would thus 
come under the jurisdiction of the Divisional and National Shipping 
Labor Boards. | 

' Tam aware, of course, that the new draft only reflects the proposal 
of the American Shipping Industry and can not be regarded as having 
received the approval of the appropriate branch of the United States 
Government. I am also aware that it is stated in your note of Feb- 
ruary 19th * that it is not intended that provisions regarding wages 
and working conditions aboard ship and employer relationship with 
such labor shall apply to officers and crews of foreign vessels, this 
statement not containing any such limitation with regard to the coun- 
try where the contract is made, as contained in the new code draft. 
As opportunity to file objections to the code soon expires it would, 
however, seem that final approval of a code is near, and I therefore 
beg to apply again for your kind intermediary in order that the above 
observations may be brought to the attention of the appropriate 
authority. 

Accept [ete. ] H. H. Bacuxs 

5 See footnote 12, p. 690,
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195 Code/184 

The French Ambassador (Laboulaye) to the Secretary of State 

[Translation] 

WasHincTon, April 19, 19384. 

Mr. Srcrerary or State: In conformity with instructions which 

I have received from my Government, I have the honor to invite Your 
Excellency’s attention to the serious injury which would be caused 

| the French shipping companies, particularly the Compagnie Générale 
Transatlantique (French Line), by the putting into effect of the 
“general code of fair competition for the shipping industry”. 

As Your Excellency can observe from reading the enclosed note, 
several provisions of the code in question give rise to the most decided 
objections on the part of the French shipping companies. It is to be 
noted, in fact, that this code does not limit itself to requiring the 
application of certain rules to the operations performed by foreign 
navigation companies on the territory of the Union; it undertakes 
likewise to subject to these rules contracts for passage and freight 
applying to travelers or merchandise coming to the United States 
from Europe. There would be danger of this innovation having 
serious repercussions on international trade relations, which are 
already so difficult. 

I should be much obliged if Your Excellency would be good enough 
to call the attention of the competent authorities to the foregoing 
considerations and to those contained in the enclosed note and inform 
me of the action which may have been taken with respect to this 
communication. 

Please accept [etc. | ANpbRE DE LasovuLaYE 

[Enclosure] 

The French Embassy to the Department of State 

[ Wasuineron, April 19, 1934. | 

The proposed General Shipping Code is objectionable in that: 
1) Organization and Administration—It establishes an artificial 

and arbitrary basis of organization and administration, placing all 
American flag Lines in a given service in one group and all foreign 
flag lines, irrespective of nationality, in the same service in another 
single group. Each group votes as a single unit, irrespective of the 
number of lines in the group. This classification is being imposed on 
the foreign flag Lines without their agreement or consent—a voting 
arrangement which is contrary to the spirit of the voluntary agree-
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ment filed under U. 8. Shipping Act 1916 as amended and which does 
not appear to be supported by the National Industrial Recovery Act 
itself. Certain treaties, either by their own provisions or under the 
“most favored nation” treatment, provide that the vessels of each 
country must receive equal rights and privileges with those of the 
other country, but the method of organization provided for denies 
such equal protection of the law and is, therefore, discriminatory. 

2) Rates and Fares. It permits the United States Government, 
through the Administrator, finally and without judicial review, to 
fix minimum freight rates and passenger fares and establish rules 
of business conduct for all foreign flag Lines—in the event that such 
Lines and the American Flag Lines in a given trade are unable to 
agree voluntarily upon such rates, fares and rules—despite any special 
requirement as to such matters which an individual foreign flag 
Government may make on vessels flying its own flag. 

3) Inward Trade. It brings within the jurisdiction of the Re- 
covery Administration inward as well as outward trade and raises the 
question as to how far the Recovery Administration may operate 
outside the jurisdiction of the United States. 

4) Cost of Administering Code. It requires a Line, whether or 
not it files a written assent to the Code, to contribute to the cost of 
maintaining the extensive administrative machinery established there- 
under, in such proportion as the Lines who have assented to the Code 
may determine. Should a foreign flag Line find it inadvisable, from 
the viewpoint of its own national interests, to file a written assent 
to the Code, although it may voluntarily agree to abide by its pro- 
visions, such foreign flag Line may be required to pay a substantial 
share of the expense of administration without having a voice in 
determining either the policies or activities under the Code or the 
amount involved—a form of taxation without representation./. 

195 Code/198 

Mr. Charles S. Haight to the Assistant Secretary of State (Sayre) 

New Yor, April 19, 1984. 
[Received April 20.] 

My Dear Mr. Sarre: I have landed today and have wired you ask- 
ing if it will be convenient for you to see me on Saturday. That may 
not be a wholly “convenient” day for you, nor is it for me, but I feel 
that we should meet as soon as possible, in order that I may inform 

you of the latest developments which occurred in London after our 
conversation over the ’phone.
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For your examination before we meet, I am enclosing two copies of 
a memorandum * which I prepared in London at the request of Lord 
Essendon. My purpose was to allay the alarm which was caused by 
the announcement of the Joint Resolution of March 26th and to pre- 
vent hasty action abroad, in the direction of retaliation. Norway, 
Sweden, Denmark and Holland were quick to cable the British Cham- 

_ ber of Shipping, proposing joint action in the way of retaliation, 
and the best way of retaliating was also discussed by high officials in 
London, of which I will tell you when we meet.’ I am glad to say 
that the Scandinavian countries and Holland were quieted and that 
nothing of this kind was started, thanks largely to the assurance which 
you gave me over the ’phone that the State Department was opposed 
to both the Joint Resolution which was passed and to the one pend- 
ing. The day before I sailed (April 11th) I was asked to attend a 
meeting of the chief executives of the most important British Liners 
and they agreed to use their best efforts to prevent any hasty action 
or heated debate and I now hope that there will not even be any 
questions put in the House of Commons, certainly until there has been 
time to consider the situation further and, if possible, find a way out. 

I am enclosing also two copies of the address ** which Sir Alan 
Anderson * was scheduled to make today at the annual meeting of the 
Association of British Chambers of Commerce. He is the leader in 
a very determined effort to bring together, for mutual trade, the dif- 
ferent countries which believe in a free exchange of goods without 
quotas, high tariffs, exchange restrictions and subsidies, especially 
shipping subsidies. Probably you are better informed than I was 
when I sailed, but I did not realize the strength of this movement nor 
the progress which has, apparently, been made towards its realiza- 
tion. Ifthe more important countries of Europe and South America 
join the British Empire in such a plan, our position, if we remain an 
outsider, will be distinctly more difficult. 

I do hope that, under your leadership, we may find a solution for 
our most immediate and pressing shipping problem. If so, that 
should be the first step towards a better and more friendly under- 
standing. 

On the chance that you may not have seen it, I am also enclosing a 
copy of the report on “Ship Subsidies and the Future of World Ship- 
ping”, issued by the Foreign Policy Association under date of March 

** Not printed. 
* See memorandum infra. 
* Not attached to file copy of this letter. 
* President of the Association of British Chambers of Commerce; head of the 

Orient Line.
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14th, 1934. The discussion of possible international shipping 
agreements (pp. 11-12) is very much in accord with our discussion. 

Very sincerely yours, Crartes 8. Haicut 

P. S. I ought to add that I gave a copy of my memorandum to the 
American Ambassador and posted him as to the situation before I left 
London. 

Since dictating the above I have your wire and will be at your office 
about 2:15 tomorrow, Friday. 

C. 8. H. 

588.C1/% 

Memorandum of a Conversation Between the Special Assistant to the 
Secretary of State (Hewes) and Mr. Charles S. Haight, in 

Washington, April 20, 1934 | 

STATEMENT BY Mr. Haieut 

1, On the afternoon of March 7th—the day I sailed for the other 
side—Mr. Vallance *: telephoned and asked if I had any objection to 
having a copy of my letter of March 2nd to Mr. Sayre, or the sub- 
stance of it, submitted to the Secretary of Commerce. I told him that 

I had not, and at the same time asked whether the Department would 
care to have me make discreet inquiries in the countries which I was 
planning to visit or would prefer to have me maintain complete si- 
lence. Mr. Vallance said that it would be entirely proper for me to 
continue my discussions with Lord Essendon and suggested that I 
also obtain additional information in the other countries and submit it. 

(a) Hamburg. I accordingly discussed the feasibility of a possible 
international shipping agreement, in Hamburg, with Mr. Obousier, 
the Managing Director of the Hamburg-American Line and, accord- 
ing to my understanding, a man who is influential in government 
circles. He said that, in his opinion, Germany would be only too glad 
to co-operate in an international agreement, although he doubted the 
possibility of persuading the world to adopt any such joint action. 

(5) Copenhagen. I saw the Directors of the Danish Steamship 
Owners’ Association, in Copenhagen, and they confirmed the state- 
ment made by Lord Essendon that the steamship owners of Norway, 
Sweden, Denmark and Holland had offered to urge upon their gov- 
ernments the acceptance of any reasonable international agreement 
for the rationalization of tonnage, if Great Britain could be dissuaded 
thereby from voting a subsidy for tramp tonnage. 

* Not reprinted. 
“William R. Vallance, Assistant to the Legal Adviser.
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(c) Baltic Conference. On March 25th the Baltic International 
Maritime Conference met in Hamburg. I am attaching a press clip- 
ping ” which gives in full the resolution passed at that meeting, from 

which you will see that the Conference reached the conclusion that 
in the solution of the present shipping crisis “no measures can suc- 

cessfully be taken by individual shipowners or by national shipping 
associations unless the governments concerned lend their co-operation 
and help”. Action was accordingly taken to persuade the British 
government to call an international shipping conference. 

(d@) London. I found the general feeling in London one of opposi- 
tion to the calling of another international conference by Great 
Britain, even though requested to do so by the resolution of the Baltic 

Conference. Everyone seemed to feel very keenly the failure of the 
Economic Conference, and the shipping men were sure that without 
the unqualified support of the United States a shipping conference 
would also fail, and they were unwilling to initiate any action merely 
upon the supposition that the United States would favor it. Lord 
Essendon saw various government officials and discussed with them, 
informally, my letter of March 2nd to Mr. Sayre. The general con- 
sensus of opinion was that, for the success of the undertaking, it 
would be altogether better if the United States would call the confer- 
ence. There was also, as was natural, a definite unwillingness to act 
upon information coming from a wholly unofficial source. 
When this information had been secured, I cabled Mr. Sayre through 

the London Embassy. Copies of my cables are attached hereto,“ for 
convenience. 

2. Joint Resolution, March 26th.* Almost immediately after my 
cables were sent, announcement was made in the press of the approval 
by the President of the above Joint Resolution, and all of the shipping 
men in London were much disturbed. Some also were disposed to act 
upon the theory that a shipping war with the United States was 
unavoidable and that immediate retaliatory measures were called for. 
The Scandinavian interests telegraphed London, suggesting joint re- 
taliation through the international shipping conference, and I was 
told that, but for the adjournment of the House of Commons, there 
would have been every likelihood of an angry debate there. 

I felt certain that the Joint Resolution did not indicate a reversal 

in the declared policy of the Administration, and so stated, and after 
some argument I quieted the fears of the British Chamber of Shipping 
and its various members. At the request of Lord Essendon, I pre- 

“From the London Times, March 26, 1934; not reprinted. 
© See Foreign Relations, 1933, vol. 1, pp. 452 ff. 
“Telegrams are quoted by the Secretary of State in letter to the Secretary of 

Commerce dated April 5, p. 703. 
* Ante, p. 706.
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pared a memorandum * giving my views of the situation and, in par- 
ticular, urging against heated comment in the press and in the House 
of Commons and against hasty retaliation. A copy of that memo- 
randum has already been submitted to the State Department. Lord 
Essendon and the officials of the British Chamber, at a general con- 
ference, agreed to use their influence to quiet the excitement caused 
by the publication of the Joint Resolution and copies of my memo- 
randum were submitted to various government officials. A general 
conference of the chief executives of the most important British lines 
was also called and I was asked to attend. 

3. Liner Conference. This conference was attended by Lord Essen- 

don, Chairman; Sir Alan Anderson, head of the Orient Line and 
President of the Association of British Chambers of Commerce; A. B. 
Cauty of the White Star Line; L. C. Harris, representing the Eller- 
man interests; Sir Norman Hill, for many years the Secretary of the 
Liverpool Steam Ship Owners’ Association; T. Harrison Hughes, rep- 
resenting the Harrison Line; Martin Hill, Joint Secretary of the 
Liverpool Steam Ship Owners’ Association; P. Maurice Hill, Assistant 
General Manager of the Chamber of Shipping. Lord Essendon 
posted the meeting fully as to the most recent developments. The 

Joint Resolution of March 26th was examined, which [and it was?] 
stated that some information had been received suggesting that it 
would be applied only to shipments made to China, Cuba and Russia. 
The language of the Resolution, however, appeared to be too broad to 
justify such a construction and it was proposed that the British Am- 
bassador at Washington “ be directed to ask for assurances on the 
subject from the American government. 

On the subject of a possible international conference, Sir Alan An- 
derson urged that, at any conference which was held, shipping should 
be treated as part of the general problem of trade restoration, which 
problem he thought must be handled on the lines of the agreed British 
policy. Sir Alan thought that there might be some danger in dealing 
with the shipping question first, before the general principles for trade 
restoration were established. 

Sir Norman Hill was also of the same opinion. 
Lord Essendon argued that a shipping agreement for the rationali- 

zation of tonnage could be taken up first and that it need not prejudice 
a wider trade agreement later. He favored a conference on the lines 
suggested in my letter to Mr. Sayre and argued that even if trade 
should improve in the immediate future, there would still be too many 
ships to handle the cargo moving. After discussion, the meeting 
agreed (a) that all agitation against the Joint Resolution, both in the 

“* Not printed. 
“ Sir Ronald Lindsay.
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press and in the House of Commons, should be avoided; (0) that re- 
taliation should be kept in reserve; (¢) that action by the British lines 
on the question of an international conference should await a disclosure 
of the American attitude. If the purpose of the American govern- 
ment was to seek a solution which would be for the general good of all 
shipping, the British owners would be more than glad to co-operate. 
If, on the other hand, the suggestion of a shipping conference, even 
if called by the United States, were to be based upon the theory that 
the United States must carry at least 50% of the entire trade, it would 
be far better not to have any conference at all. 

I was specially questioned on three points: 
(a) “Continuity” of U. 8. Government action. The obvious fear 

was lest, in the quick change of American officials, it should prove 
impossible to work out an international conference satisfactorily, even 
if it were called. I replied that the personnel of the State Depart- 
ment was not as transitory as that of the National Recovery Adminis- 
tration and that, in my opinion, if the American government saw fit 
to take the initiative in the settlement of the present shipping crisis, 

there need be no worry about carrying the project through to a finish. 
I also urged that action should be through governments and not 

through private steamship owners. 

(6) Fifty percent of American trade. I was also asked about the 
attitude of the American government, in view of the numerous state- 
ments contained in the press that American steamship owners would 
never agree to carry less than 50% of America’s foreign trade. As 
already suggested, it was felt that if that position were to be per- 
sisted in, an agreement would be impossible. My answer was that I 
did not believe that the State Department would take as extreme a 
position as that declared in the press by the American Steamship 
Owners’ Association. 

(c) International free trade agreements. Sir Alan Anderson’s 
plan was also explained to me, under which the various commercial 
nations of the world are to be invited to combine with Great Britain 
and engage in free exchange of goods, without the restrictions of high 
tariffs, quotas, subsidies or other barriers. I answered that, in my 
judgment, it seemed wise to take one step at a time, and that the 
settlement of the shipping crisis would be a very useful step. I ex- 
pressed the opinion, however, that the United States was serious in 
its purpose to lower tariffs; that we were shaping our policy on the 
theory that we could not sell abroad if we did not also buy, and that 
the Joint Resolution would be overcome in some way, since I had been 
assured that the State Department was opposed to it and was con- 
vinced that the other Departments, also, did not favor it.
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I also called attention to the fact that the reciprocal trade agree- 
ments ** which the President is to be authorized to enter into will 
be “executive agreements”, not requiring the ratification of the Senate, 
and that I hoped that a shipping agreement—if ever one were 
arrived at—would be handled in the same way. I asked for a more 
full statement of Sir Alan Anderson’s plan and, as a result, was 
furnished with a copy of the address which he was to deliver, as 
President of the Association of British Chambers of Commerce, at 
their annual meeting on April 19th. A copy of that address has 
already been forwarded tothe Department. 

At the close of the meeting I was requested (a) to report the general 
situation to the State Department, (6) to inquire if the American 
government would be prepared to approach the British government 
on the subject of an international shipping conference, and (c) to 
emphasize the need for general trade restoration. 

Before leaving London I saw the American Ambassador and ex- 
plained to him fully what I had done and gave him a copy of the 
memorandum which I had prepared on the subject of the Joint 
Resolution. 

This completes my report to the Department on the subject of my 
informal activities abroad. Perhaps I may be permitted, however, to 
say that there are one or two points which really need fairly prompt 
action: 

(1) Joint Resolution, March 26th. I doubt if anything could cause 
more instantaneous trouble than this Joint Resolution, if it is put into 
effect. I know that within a few days after the announcement was 
made in the press, a large part of Europe was so stirred up that retalia- 
tory action was a real danger. I also know that British officials are 
already prepared to advocate the passage of an Act by the House of 
Commons under which all British subjects purchasing goods in the 
United States will be required to buy them f. o. b. American ports and 
to bring them to Great Britain in British bottoms. Surely nothing 
could be more utterly destructive of the business of all international 
carriers than legislative warfare of this character. If assurance can 
be given to foreign governments that this Joint Resolution is not to 
be enforced in accordance with its broad language, that will be in- 
finitely useful. Of course, the best thing possible would be to have it 
repealed, but that probably is not feasible before Congress adjourns. 

(2) American initiative. It is my conviction that no action which 
we are in a position to take will be more effective in restoring friendly 
relations with foreign countries than the calling by the United States 

_. “Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act, approved June 12, 1934; 48 Stat. 943.
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government of an international shipping conference, for the declared 
purpose of seeking a solution which will benefit all nations equally. At 
the moment, many owners and a good many governments feel that the 
very heavy subsidies which we have paid to American operators have 
worked a real injustice to them, and that the world’s shipping ills have 
been substantially intensified thereby. We are now carrying approxi- 
mately 35% of our foreign trade in American bottoms. If we could 
declare ourselves in favor of prompt rationalization, based upon the 
status quo, so as to keep surplus tonnage tied up, and operate such 
tonnage as is needed, at a profit, it would do much to relieve the tension 
in shipping matters, which is, today, pretty high. It is, of course, 
necessary to move advisedly and to consider the problem fully, but if 
any action looking towards an international conference is to be taken, 
the sooner that it can be taken the better it will be. 

195 Code/176 

The Secretary of State to the National Recovery Administrator 
(Johnson) 

WasuHineton, April 20, 1934. 

My Dear Generat JouHnson: Referring to your letter dated Feb- 
ruary 16, 1934, concerning the memorandum from the Norwegian 
Minister relative to the proposed code of fair competition for the 

shipping industry, I transmit herewith for your consideration a copy 
of a note dated April 14, 1934, received from the Norwegian Minister 
calling attention to the provisions of Section 13 of the new draft of 
the proposed code and stating that the Norwegian Government “feels 
gravely concerned over the possible consequences of this provision, 
which would be that even when a Norwegian seaman signs on a Nor- 

wegian vessel in an American port the labor provisions of the code 
would probably apply”. 

In your letter of February 16, 1934, you made the following state- 
ment : 

“Tt is not the intention of the code to interfere with the nationals 
of other countries on foreign flag vessels. The language of the code, to 
this extent, will be clarified before approval.” 

It is believed that the phraseology used in Section 13 of Article 5 
should be amended to make it clear that the section does not apply to 
cases such as those mentioned in the Norwegian Minister’s note. It is 
understood that foreign vessels employ only a small number of seamen 
in ports of the United States and such employment is frequently of an 
emergency nature to replace seamen who become sick or injured or 
who desert from the vessel. The newly employed seamen are usually
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necessary for the safe navigation of the vessel and as Section 13 now 
reads their contract of employment because entered into in the United 
States would place them in a different status and would be on a differ- 
ent basis from the officers and other members of the crew in so far as 
the application and enforcement of the provisions of the code to them 
are concerned. 

As no practical advantage would seem to be gained by American 
shipping interests by the inclusion of the words “under contracts 
made without the United States” in Section 13, I recommend that these 
words be eliminated from the code. The retention of these words may 
lead to retaliatory measures with respect to seamen employed under 
similar circumstances by American vessels in foreign ports. 

I shall be grateful if you will be so good as to send me a statement 
of your views with regard to these matters for use in replying to the 
note received from the Norwegian Minister. 

Sincerely yours, Corpett Hun 

195 Code/190 : 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in Canada (Robbins) 

No. 322 WasuinetTon, May 4, 1934. 

Sm: The Department transmits herewith a copy of the proposed 
General Shipping Code ® which received consideration at a public 
hearing held by the National Recovery Administration on April 26-28, 
1934. You will note that the proposed Code would be applicable to 
shipping on the Great Lakes. A copy of the brief ** filed with the 
Deputy Administrator by Mr. Newton D. Baker * in opposition to the 
inclusion of the Great Lakes shipping interests in any General Ship- 
ping Code is also transmitted herewith. Your attention is particularly 
invited to the statements set forth under the heading “Competition” 
in the brief, and the following item from the Daily Freight Record of 
April 18, 1934: 

“W. H. Coverdale, President of Canada Steamship Lines, Ltd., at 
the annual meeting of the C. S. L. in Montreal declared that the com- 
pany had been given a competitive advantage over United States lake 
steamship companies, as the United States industrial code legislation 
has raised operating costs of American companies. Mr. Coverdale 
was recently elected President of Export Steamship Corporation.” 

As it has been alleged that the proposed General Shipping Code 
would cause cargoes intended for export from the United States to 

° Not attached to file copy of this instruction. 
58 Not printed. 
"1 Of the legal firm of Baker, Hostetler, Sidlo & Patterson, Cleveland, Ohio.
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be sent by rail to Canadian ports in order to avoid the minimum ocean 
freight charges which could be established under a Division or Sub- 
division Code by Article VII entitled “Stabilization and Regula- 
tions of Rates, Fares, and Charges”, you are requested to forward to 
the Department any information you may obtain concerning the effect 
of the proposed Code, including press reports or statements of Cana- 

dian officials. 
Copies of this instruction and its enclosures are being forwarded 

to the American Consul General at Montreal with a view to obtaining 

additional information on this subject from that source. 

Very truly yours, For the Secretary of State: 
Francis B. Sayre 

195 Code/198 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (Sayre) of a Con- 
versation With the Greek Minister (Stmopoutlos) 

[Wasuineron,| May 7, 1934. 

The Greek Minister called in order to express the concern of the 
Greek Government with reference to the proposed insertion in the ship- 
ping code of provisions concerning the fixing of minimum rates for 
the carriage of cargoes on foreign ships departing from American 
ports. He expressed the feeling that not only would this be detri- 
mental to foreign commerce in general but that it would be extremely 
unsettling in the shipping world and would be too likely to result 
in recriminatory action by various foreign countries. He therefore 
expressed the strong hope on the part of his government that no such 
provisions would be inserted in the shipping code. 

F[rancis] B. S[ Ayre] 

195 Code/202 

The National Recovery Administrator (Johnson) to the Secretary 
of State 

Wasuineton, May 15, 1934. 

My Dear Mr. Secretary: I am in receipt of a letter dated April 
22 [21] 1984, from the Undersecretary of State, William Phillips,” 
enclosing a letter from the French Ambassador, André de Laboulaye.™ 
The Ambassador’s letter raises several objections to the proposed Gen- 
eral Shipping Code. Before answering the specific objections raised by 
the Ambassador’s letter I should like to outline the general position 

? Not printed. 
Dated April 19, p. 708.
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taken this far by the National Recovery Administration regarding 
the General Shipping Code. 

Much has been said about the General Shipping Code conflicting 
with the rights granted under our various commercial treaties. I do 
not interpret the Code as being in derogation of the rights granted 
under treaties as all of them carry with them provisions to the effect 
that any restrictions and rules and regulations placed on American 
flag vessels may also be placed on foreign flag vessels providing there 
is no discrimination. Indeed, the development of minimum rates for 
the outbound foreign commerce of this country is in my opinion paral- 
lel to the establishment of any port rule or regulation which, if applied 
equally to foreign and native vessels, do not constitute discriminatory 
practices. | 

Is it not a fact that in the development of such rules and regulations 
there is nothing in the treaties that provides that foreign interests 
shall be given an opportunity to be heard in connection therewith? 
In my opinion it should distinctly be appreciated that the opportunity 
granted the foreign flag lines to be heard in respect to the General 

Shipping Code, is not a right to which they are entitled by law or 
treaty, but merely the extension of a courtesy. The General Ship- 
ping Code, moreover, gives foreign flag lines an equal vote with the 
American flag lines in the establishment of such fares and other rules 
and regulations. It would certainly appear to me that the allega- 
tion that this proposed Code violates treaty rights is entirely out of 
order. I would appreciate your views on this point in particular. I 
believe you will agree that with this code being drawn up in a foreign 
country, American flag lines would have little, if anything, to say in its 
formulation and still less in its application. 

It is my understanding that your Department is interested not. only 
in the international aspect of this Code but also in protecting the 
interests of exporters. The stabilization of rates, fares and charges, 
through the establishment of minimum tariffs, should give the ex- 
porters of this country greater protection than they now receive, and 
especially the smaller exporters who heretofore have not been able 
to bargain for special low rates as have the larger exporters. A great 
many objections have been raised to the Code by shippers and ex- 
porters, a number of which have come to the attention of your De- 
partment. The National Recovery Administration has definite proof 
that a substantial portion of the exporters’ and shippers’ objections 
to the Code have been fostered by propaganda of foreign interests 
which seek to defeat the purposes of the Code and this propaganda 
has very definitely misrepresented the facts of the case. The vast ma- 
jority of the protests made to the stabilization provisions would appear 
to arise from a lack of understanding of how the Code will operate.
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The details of the administration of the Code and the division codes 
thereunder, have been tentatively worked out and the Shipping Board 
Bureau figures prominently in the administration of the rate stabiliza- 

tion features. This should give additional assurances to the exporters 

that their position will be adequately safeguarded. 
Specifically, in answer to the four points raised in the memorandum 

from the French Ambassador, the position taken by the National Re- 
covery Administration thus far is as follows: 

1. The organization and administration of the foreign trade divi- 
sions of the General Shipping Code only divides the groups into 
foreign and American separately when a failure to agree as a body is 
apparent. It has taken some time to work out this method of voting 
and it is apparently the only practical method possible. To be sure 
this voting arrangement is at variance with that now prevailing under 
conference agreements. However, it has not been the desire of the 
National Recovery Administration to place a code on the foreign trade 
shipping of this country which would give foreign flag lines an ad- 
vantage over American flag lines. In the event of disagreement, 
foreign and American lines are separated and have equal votes re- 
gardless of the predominant interest in the trade, and there can be 
no accusation of discrimination against foreign flag vessels. In the 
event of the majority of each of these groups failing to concur, the 
decision rests with the National Recovery Administration. Equal 
voting rights and powers are granted between the two groups. 

2. As to the minimum rates, fares and charges which may be 
adopted under the Code, it appears to me that this is the only logical 
solution to bring order out of chaos in the Shipping Industry. Every 
care and consideration will be given to all parties in interest when 
the actual rate schedules are discussed and before their adoption. 
Foreign and American lines will have an equal voice in the making 
of rates, fares and charges. It is hardly conceivable that we should 
impose minimum rates on American flag vessels while their foreign 
competitors carry commerce of this country and are left free to quote 
any rates they desire. 

8. As far as inward freight is concerned we have taken no definite 
stand, although it will probably develop that no attempt will be made 
to cover minimum rates of trade from foreign countries to this coun- 
try. It may well be that the President, in working out his reciprocity 
treaty agreement, which power he is now seeking from Congress, will 
be glad to avail himself of the power to control inbound freight rates, 
and it is not my opinion that we should at this time concede any of 
our rights, or possible rights, to foreign nations. 

4. The administrative machinery established under this Code is not 
as complex as it may appear. It will be spread over a very large 
number of groups, such as, inland water carriers, towboats, service 
vessels, etc., and the share of this particular company will be, at most, 
nominal. The cost of the divisional codes will doubtless be less than 
the cost of the present conference agreements. 

I have endeavored briefly to give you the position the National 
Recovery Administration has taken thus far. There can be no doubt
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but that the Code, as drawn, is nationalistic, but only to the extent 
that it provides for equality in foreign trade shipping that thus far 
has been denied American flag vessels. As written the Code provides 

a firm control over shipping. 
The issue has been clearly drawn by the proponents of the Code. 

In view of the highly controversial points raised in connection with 
the Code I would appreciate a full expression of the views of your 
Department in the subject matter of this letter, and I would especially 
appreciate your bringing to my attention any of the above points which 
you believe to be in conflict with either the domestic or foreign policy 

of the Administration. 
Sincerely, Hvucu 8. JoHNson 

195 Code/212 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) 

No. 396 WasHiIneton, May 23, 1934. 

Sir: The Department refers to the statement on page nine of your 
despatch No. 611, dated April 9, 1934,°* entitled “Suggested Shipping 
Conference”, and notes with interest that the Danish, Norwegian, 

Swedish and Netherland Ministers in London have made representa- 
tions to the British Government on this subject. | 

A copy of a proposed general shipping code prepared by the Na- 
tional Recovery Administration is transmitted herewith * for your 
information. You will observe that foreign shipping lines carrying 
cargoes from the United States would be made subject to the provisions 
of the code. The Department has received notes from the French 

Ambassador and from the Danish and Norwegian Ministers at this . 
capital protesting against certain provisions of the code, and the 
Greek Minister has orally stated that his Government objects to some 
of its provisions. 

As an alternative to the proposed general shipping code, representa- 
tives of foreign shipping lines have suggested that an international 
shipping conference should be held for the purpose of stabilizing rates 

and taking other measures for the protection of shipping interests. 
The Secretary of Commerce has stated that he considers it inadvisable 
for the United States to issue invitations for such a conference. 

Please keep the Department fully advised of any further develop- 
ments with respect to the possibility that the British Government may 
issue invitations to an international shipping conference. 

Very truly yours, For the Secretary of State: 
Francis B. Sayre 

* Not printed. 
Not reprinted. 

791113—51——52
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195 Code/224 

Memorandum by the Assistant to the Legal Adviser (Vallance) of a 
Conversation With the Second Secretary of the German Embassy 
(Lohmann) 

[Extract] 

[Wasnineton,| May 31, 1934. 

Mr. Paul Culbertson of the Western European Division advised me 
over the telephone that Mr. Lohmann was in his office and desired to 
get information regarding the present status of the Shipping Code. 
Mr. Culbertson brought Mr. Lohmann to my office, and Mr. Lohmann 
stated that the Embassy was disturbed about the Shipping Code on 
three points, as follows: 

1. The proposed Code provided for a Code Authority to be com- 
posed of representatives, one-half of whom would be chosen by 
American shipping interests and the other half by foreign shipping 
interests. In case of disagreement an appeal could be taken to the 
National Recovery Administrator, General Johnson. This arrange- 
ment would normally result in having the questions generally decided 
in favor of the American point of view rather than that of the foreign 
ship owners. 

2. Mr. Lohmann stated that he believed stabilization clause fixing 
rates on cargoes exported from the United States was in contravention 
of the terms of the Commercial Treaty between the United States and 
Germany.*6 

3. The restrictions on shipping operations of foreign vessels in 
American ports proposed by the Code might lead to retaliatory pro- 
visions against American vessels and it would be difficult to oppose 
them with resultant hampering of the improvement of world trade 

| conditions. 

W [irr1am | R. V[ALLANcE | 

588.C1/3 

The Special Assistant to the Secretary of State (Hewes) to 
Mr. Charles S. Haight 

| WASHINGTON, June 22, 1934. 

My Dear Mr. Hatcut: Replying to yours of June 13: 
_ I understand that the Attorney General has rendered an opinion 
to the effect that the Resolution of March 26 is not mandatory but was 
intended as a rule of guidance. 

Signed at Washington, December 8, 1923, Foreign Relations, 1923, vol. 1, p. 29. 
** Not printed. 
* 87 Op. Atty. Gen. 546.
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I think the matter of an International Shipping Conference is 
progressing. The new Committee ® has been at work every day this 
week to attempt to devise the various facts which must be considered 
preliminary to developing matters of policy. The question of the 
advisability and practicability of accomplishing results through an 
International Conference is being actively pursued. 

Sincerely yours, TxHomas Hewes 

195 Code/244 

The Secretary of State to the Danish Minister (Wadsted) © 

WasuHineton, July 5, 1934. 

Sir: I have the honor to refer to your notes of March 29 and April 
10, 1934, and to this Department’s note dated April 7, 1934, concern- 
ing the provisions contained in the proposed code of fair competition 
for the shipping industry. The President did not approve the draft 
of the shipping code which it is understood was forwarded to him 
for consideration. No information is available as to what action the 
proponents of the code now intend to take with regard to this matter. 

Accept [etc. | For the Secretary of State: 

Wiliam PHILLIPS 

588.C1/11 

The Ambassador in Great Britain(Bingham) to the Secretary of State 

No. 836 Lonpon, July 18, 1934. 
[Received July 28. | 

Sir: I have the honor to enclose a memorandum, forwarded by 
the Foreign Office, dealing with the situation in shipping, which, it 
states, has for some time been causing the gravest concern to His 
Majesty’s Government in the United Kingdom. The covering Foreign 
Office note and memorandum are self-explanatory, and I venture 

to point out the request that His Majesty’s Government in the United 
Kingdom may be furnished with the views of the American Govern- 
ment, not only on the situation generally, but also on the matters to 
which special attention has been invited in the memorandum. 

Respectfully yours, For the Ambassador: 

Ray ATHERTON 
Counselor of Embassy 

* Interdepartmental Shipping Policy Committee. 
* Substantially the same note was sent to the Norwegian Minister, July 5. 
* Note of April 7 not printed.
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[Enclosure] 

The British Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs (Simon) to the 
American Ambassador (Bingham) 

No. W 6652/291/50 [Lonpon,] 16 July, 1934. 

Your Excentency: I have the honour to enclose herein a Memo- 
randum on the shipping situation, which has for some time been 
causing the gravest concern to His Majesty’s Government in the 
United Kingdom. The Memorandum is being communicated to the 
representatives of the principal maritime countries, including those 
referred to in paragraphs 7 and 8. 

2. His Majesty’s Government have endeavoured in the Memoran- 
dum to set forth briefly the position as regards world shipping in 
general and British shipping in particular, and have called attention 
to some of the remedies which have been proposed for the present 
situation. 

3. I have the honour to request that His Majesty’s Government in 
the United Kingdom may be furnished with the views of Your 
Excellency’s Government, both on the situation generally and on the 
matters to which special attention has been invited in the Memo- 
randum. 

I have [etc.] JOHN SIMON 

[Subenclosure] 

Memorandum by the British Foreign Office on the Shipping Situation 

The fundamental cause of the existing shipping depression is to be 
found in the great reduction which took place in the volume of over- 
seas trade at a time when the expansion of the mercantile fleets of 
most maritime countries (due in certain cases to subsidies or other 
artificial assistance given by the Government) had brought the vol- 
ume of world tonnage up to a figure never previously attained. It 
has been estimated that, when increased speed and other improvements 
are taken into account, the capacity of the world’s shipping is nearly 
twice that required to carry the reduced volume of trade. The re- 
sults of this disparity are seen in the depression which now lies heavy 
on the industry. 

2. In these circumstances, the position of the British Mercantile 
Marine has called for serious consideration. The great increase in 
shipping under other flags which continued generally up to a year or 
two ago was not accompanied by any comparable increase in British 
shipping, and since 1931 the British Mercantile Marine has declined 
more heavily than world tonnage as a whole. It now represents a 
smaller proportion of world tonnage than has hitherto been the case 
under modern conditions. In view of the vital importance of sea
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transport to the British Commonwealth generally and to the United 
Kingdom in particular a strong Mercantile Marine is a fundamental 
necessity. The present situation is, therefore, a matter of serious con- 
cern to His Majesty’s Government in the United Kingdom; and they 
find themselves forced to seek means of safeguarding the British Mer- 
cantile Marine and securing for it employment on a more profitable 

basis. 
3. The tramp shipowners of the United Kingdom, who had been 

particularly affected by the present depression, have addressed an 
urgent request to His Majesty’s Government that, pending the estab- 
lishment of more favourable trading conditions, Government assist- 
ance may be granted to enable them to maintain their ships in trade 
and prevent further depletion of their fleets. His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment are satisfied that British tramp ships require assistance to en- 
able them to secure employment in competition with subsidised ships 
of other countries. They have, therefore, announced that they are 
prepared to consider the grant of a defensive subsidy for this purpose 

and they have asked their shipowners to formulate an appropriate 

scheme. As was made clear in the announcement, the subsidy would 
be subject to withdrawal if the circumstances which led to its intro- 
duction were altered. His Majesty’s Government are, therefore, ready 
to enter into individual discussion with the Governments of countries 
which at present subsidise their cargo shipping, in order to ascertain 
whether, so far as those Governments are concerned, conditions could 
be established which would enable His Majesty’s Government to con- 
template the withdrawal of the defensive subsidy granted to British 
tramp ships. 

4, His Majesty’s Government in the United Kingdom have also 
received strong representations as to the difficulties experienced by 
British liners through the competition of foreign liners supported by 
subsidies on particular routes; and they have expressed their willing- 
ness to examine such cases with a view to rendering assistance (where 
assistance is found to be justified) either by way of a defensive sub- 
sidy or in such other form as may be most likely to remove those 
difficulties. In all such cases, His Majesty’s Government would en- 
deavour so far as practicable to arrange that the position should be 
discussed with representatives of the country or countries to which 
the subsidised foreign liners belong, in order to reach a satisfactory 
solution. i 

5. The foregoing decisions were announced by the President of the 
Board of Trade ® to the House of Commons on the 3rd July, 1934, 

in the course of a statement of which a copy is enclosed herewith.® 

* Walter Runciman. 
“Great Britain, Parliamentary Debates, House of Commons, 1933-34, 5th ser., 

vol. 291 (London, 1934), pp. 1720-1724.
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6. His Majesty’s Government regret that the subsidising policy fol- 
lowed by the Governments of other countries should have forced them 
to adopt similar measures in defence of the British Mercantile Marine. 
This possibility was, however, foreseen at the Monetary and Economic 

Conference held last year, and was referred to in the Memorandum “ 
circulated by the United Kingdom Delegation, in which they called 
attention to the effects which the continuation of subsidies to ship- 
ping on competitive routes would have and pointed out that “countries 
which do not at present subsidise will have to resort either to protec- 
tion of their shipping or to subsidies.” 

7. As regards the general position of shipping, His Majesty’s Gov- 
ernment in the United Kingdom find that there is agreement among 

a number of maritime countries as to the remedies which ought to be 
applied. The Governments of Denmark, the Netherlands, Norway 
and Sweden addressed towards the end of March last identic notes to 
His Majesty’s Government, expressing their deep regret at the failure 
of the Monetary and Economic Conference to arrive at an economic 
disarmament and particularly at the failure of its efforts to remove or 
to limit the practice of shipping subsidies. These Governments are 
of opinion that such artificial State aid to shipping, whether direct or 
indirect, is harmful to the sound economic operation of the shipping 
trade in particular, and to world trade in general, besides involving a 
heavy burden on the national exchequers. They view with apprehen- 
sion, therefore, the consequences which in their opinion must surely 
follow from a continuation of this policy. They realise that the pre- 
carious state of shipping is chiefly due to the shrinkage of world 
trade, the over-production of ships in past years and the uneconomic 
competition of subsidised vessels. They express their willingness 
to co-operate with His Majesty’s Government in any attempt to find 
remedies for the evils from which the shipping industry is suffering; 
and they undertake that if His Majesty’s Government should convene 
a maritime conference for this purpose they themselves would be will- 
ing to send delegates to such a meeting. They suggest that its object 
should be to discuss— : : 

’ (a) the abolition or limitation of subsidies: | 
(6) the restoration of equilibrium in the shipping trade by adjust- 

ing the supply of tonnage to actual world requirements; 
(c) any other measures that may be submitted to the Conference 

which would help to combat depression and have for their ultimate aim 
the restoration of this important international industry to its former 
condition of sound economic competition. 

8. A note to the same effect was subsequently received from the 
Greek Government; and a note couched in more general terms was 

“League of Nations,.Monetary and Economic Conference, Reports Approved 
by the Conference of July 27th, 1938 (London, 1983), p. 36.
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also received from the German Government expressing their readiness 
to take part in a conference, and adding that they shared the view that 
co-operation between the shipping countries offers the possibility of a 
thorough improvement in the position of the entire shipping trade of 
the world. 

9. His Majesty’s Government feel that no useful purpose would be 
served by an international conference of maritime Governments until 
it is clear that all the countries interested are ready in principle to join 
in international measures for remedying the present difficulties and are 
in general agreement as to the measures to be taken. The first of the 
two specific subjects suggested for discussion, the abolition or limita- 
tion of subsidies, was one of the matters discussed at the Monetary and 
Economic Conference of 1933, but unfortunately no progress was 
made towards an agreement on the subject. The present position of 

His Majesty’s Government in the matter is stated in the earlier part 
of this memorandum. 

10. As regards the second subject suggested for international con- 
sideration, namely, the restoration of equilibrium in the shipping 
trade by adjusting the supply of tonnage to actual world requirements, 
His Majesty’s Government consider that the formulation and dis- 
cussion of schemes for this purpose should be undertaken, in the 
first instance at least, by the shipowners of the chief maritime coun- 
tries. The history of schemes of this kind shows the difficulty of 
framing a scheme likely to find general acceptance, particularly so 
long as the question of subsidies has not been disposed of. His 

Majesty’s Government have, however, urged the shipowners of the 
United Kingdom that they should, through their international or- 
ganisations and in any other ways open to them, press upon the ship- 
owners in other maritime countries the framing of proposals tending 
to adjust the supply of tonnage in the world to the demand; and 
they hope that the Governments of other maritime countries will 
similarly urge their shipowners to co-operate to this end. 

[Lonpon,] July 18, 1934, 

588.C1/8 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary of State 

No. 907 Lonpon, August 24, 1934. 
[Received August 31.] 

Sir: I have the honor to refer to the Department’s instruction No. 
396. of May 23, 1934, with reference to a “Suggested Shipping Con- 
ference”, to the Embassy’s despatch No. 771 of June 14, 1934," and to 

* Not printed.
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despatch No. 836 of July 18, 1934, forwarding a note and memorandum 
from the Foreign Office on the shipping situation. 

The press has for the past week carried statements to the effect 
that an international shipping conference is contemplated, to be held 
in London early in October. In reply to inquiries made of the 
Foreign Office, the information was obtained that this proposed con- 
ference, while having the approval of the Government, is not a Gov- 
ernment undertaking, and that no invitations are being extended by 
the Government. It appears that the conference is to be one of rep- 
resentatives of international shipping interests. According to the 
Foreign Office, an invitation to attend has been sent by the British 
organizers of the conference to the American Steamship Association, 
although no reply has yet been received. 

The press reports that the suggestions which are being put for- 
ward for this conference are in full accord with the proposals of the 
British Government, as outlined by the President of the Board of 
Trade in the House of Commons on July 3. This statement appears 
in full in the Foreign Office memorandum forwarded with despatch 
No. 836 of July 18, above referred to. Mr. Runciman at that time in- 
dicated the readiness of the Government to grant a subsidy for one 
year of not more than two million pounds for defensive purposes and 
for the assistance of vessels carrying tramp cargoes. The willing- 
ness of the Government to grant this subsidy was stated to be de- 
pendent on the fulfilment of certain conditions, one of which was that 
there should be a real measure of organisation of tramp shipping. 
Another condition was that British ship owners, through interna- 
tional organisations and in other ways open to them, should press on 
ship owners in other maritime countries the framing of proposals 
tending to adjust the supply of tonnage in the world to the demand, 
thus helping to raise freight rates once more to a profitable level. On 
the same occasion Mr. Runciman indicated that the Government in- 
tended to communicate with foreign countries to ascertain their views 
on the possibility of international measures to facilitate the abolition 
or reduction of subsidies, and the formulating of schemes for laying 
up or scrapping superfluous tonnage, or for undertaking both meas- 
ures. The view of the Government was, however, that the task of pre- 
paring the ground for, and of formulating such schemes must in the 
first’'instance fall on the ship owners of the chief maritime countries. 
It is this task, apparently, which British ship owners are now attempt- 
ing, and the forthcoming conference will undoubtedly be watched 
with ¢lose and sympathetic interest by the British Government. 

Respectfully yours, For the Ambassador: 
Ray ATHERTON 

Counselor of Embassy
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588.C1/16 

The Chairman of the American Steamship Owners’ Association 
(McAuliffe) to the Secretary of State 

New Yor, November 14, 1934. 
[Received November 15. | 

Sir: The American Steamship Owners’ Association respectfully 
submits the following considerations bearing upon the suggestion that 
an international conference of shipowners be convened in London to 
undertake the negotiation and formulation of an agreement providing 
for a reduction in world tonnage in international trades, a process 
popularly termed “rationalization of tonnage,” namely : 

1. Inasmuch as American ships in their international operations 
are almost exclusively confined to American foreign trades, the Asso- 
ciation’s comments herein have reference only to such trades. 

2. Conditions prevailing in world shipping are economically un- 
satisfactory owing to the world-wide depression and excessive compe- 
tition ; freight rates are unremunerative and there is an excess of ship 
tonnage over present transportation requirements, in many trades. 
The result is that the earnings of shipowners throughout the world are 
inadequate properly to support shipping on a self-sustaining basis. 

3. In addition to suffering from low rates and insufficient cargo, 
American ships have within the past year had their expenses ma- 
terially increased through increases in costs of fuel, repairs, supplies, 
labor, etc., in the United States, as substantially eighty-five per cent 
of the total earnings of American ships are expended in American 

' ports. At the same time there has been no material increase in freight 
rates. 

4. Most of the services in which American ships are operated were 
established by the Government as essential foreign trade services and 
were operated for many years by the Shipping Board and Emergency 
Fleet Corporation at large public expense. American shipowners 
have been able to take over the services and the ships and to operate 
them only through the Government aid partly provided by the Mer- 
chant Marine Act, 1928.°° Without Government aid these services 
cannot be continued or developed. Unless, therefore, the aid provided 
by the Merchant Marine Act, 1928, or substituted aid, is continued by 
the Government, American ships cannot continue to operate in Amer- 
ican export and import trades, with possibly a few exceptions, and in 
no case can there be a replacement of the existing ships. 

5. The continued attacks upon American shipowners and Govern- 
ment aid, which have not always correctly stated the facts, have 
necessarily created a feeling of great distrust and uncertainty in 

° 45 Stat.689.
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American shipowners as to whether Government aid is to be con- 
tinued; whether the privately-owned American Merchant Marine is 
to live and develop, or is to be destroyed, or return is to be made to the 
more costly experiment of Government ownership and operation. 

6. Foreign shipping interests are fully informed as to the present 
situation of American shipping. There is a strong hope and even ex- 
pectation on the part of some that the critical attitude towards the 
American Merchant Marine signals its approaching end in foreign 
trade. While others recognize the right and necessity of America 
having a merchant marine adequate to her needs, and are prepared to 
cooperate with American shipowners in an effort to stabilize competi- 
tive conditions, nevertheless the uncertainty which exists as to the 
future policy of the Government places American shipowners in a 
position where they can make no definite plans for the future, and 
hence cannot intelligently enter upon any international negotiations 
for a correction of existing conditions with any certainty of feeling 
that any plans made could be carried out or be made effective. 

¢. Obviously there can be no sound development in American ship- 
ping until confidence as to the future is restored by some definite 
action taken by the Administration, which will make certain that a 
privately-owned American Merchant Marine is to have the continued 
and effective support of the Government. This includes a reorganiza- 
tion of the Shipping Board Bureau, or the creation of a new ship- 
ping administrative department, on a permanent basis which will 
enable it to function efficiently. It requires a clear definition of the 
character of aid to be accorded in the future, which will make clear 
that American ships are to have such backing of the Government — 
as will assure their successful operation if efficiently and economically 
managed, and as will provide for adequate replacements. No such 
result has yet come from the investigations and numerous question- 
naires with which American shipowners have been concerned. There 
is, however, opportunity for this to be accomplished from the present 
hearings before the Post Office Department and by the Special Inter- 
departmental Committee now at work, if Government officials con- 
cerned with the shipping problem will constructively cooperate with 
the shipowners to find a basis of sound future operations. 

8. It has been suggested that the shipowners of all nations meet in 
conference and endeavor to find a basis upon which, or a formula by 
which, there can be arranged by international agreement a proportion- 
ate reduction of all ship tonnage in all world trades, thus automatically 
providing larger cargoes and for increasing the revenues of the ships 
that continue to operate. The suggestion of certain foreign interests 
is that compensation be made to laid-up ships from a fund to be 
collected by the governments of the nations interested, the payments 

| therefrom to be determined and supervised by an international com-
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mittee of shipowners. Whether this would be effective in attaining 
desired results it is impossible to say until it has been further developed 
as to its method of operation. It would require special legislation by 
Congress to put it in operation here, and, of course, no one can prophesy 
the attitude of Congress on the proposal. Nevertheless it may be 
worthy of further preliminary examination with a view to sounding 
its practical possibilities. 

9. To the end that nothing may be left undone which might prove 
helpful in extricating American and foreign shipping from its present 

unsatisfactory state, and in order that we may be as helpful as possible 
to the government in solving the problem which confronts all shipping, 
our Association 1s prepared to send representatives to a preliminary 
conference of a small committee of the International Shipping Con- 
ference for the purpose of determining whether an agenda for a full 
meeting of the International Shipping Conference can be worked out, 
which will give reasonable promise of rationalizing shipping in world 
trades and prove acceptable to the governments of the nations con- 
cerned. Our Association would make two conditions to such a meet- 
ing: (1) that the policy of granting subsidies shall not be considered; 
and, (2) that the protected trades of the United States shall not be a 
subject for discussion, for we regard these as matters of national con- 
cern alone. If an agenda could be agreed upon, then a later full 
meeting of the Conference should be planned. 

10. It is quite clear, however, that while steps may be taken by 
American shipping interests to join in the preparation of an agenda, 
nevertheless agreement to participate in a further conference, to 
consider the agenda and with a view to accomplishing definite action 
by the parties to the Conference, cannot be made until American ship- 
owners are advised as to whether they are to have the continued sup- 
port of the Government in the operation, maintenance and upbuilding 
of the American Merchant Marine, and, if so, as to the definite form 
which such aid is to take, so that uncertainty in this phase of the 
shipping problem may be removed. 

11. Without the firm and certain support of the Government, and 
without a clear understanding of the character of international ar- 

rangement which would be approved by the Government, it would be 
futile for American shipowners to enter into a general international 
conference. Nor would it be fair to encourage the shipowners of 
other nations to take their time for and incur the expense of such a 
conference unless American shipowners were in position to make a 
definite commitment if terms satisfactory to them and to the Govern- 
ment could be agreed upon with the foreign interests. 

12. For American shipowners to enter into a general international 
conference on any other basis would place them in an undignified 
position which would make it impossible to exercise an influence among
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world shipowners commensurate with the position which America 
holds among the nations and in world trade. 

The American Steamship Owners’ Association views with highest 
appreciation the splendid efforts which the Secretary of State and his 
associate officials are making in the negotiation of international trade 
agreements, and it is confident that if, in the course of such negotia- 
tions, opportunity presents for the furtherance of the interests of 
American shipping advantage thereof will be taken. 

We have [etc. | JoHN McAvLirre 

588.C1/1632 

The President of the American Steamship Owners’ Association 
(Baker) to the Special Assistant to the Secretary of State (Hewes) 

New Yorn, November 24, 1934. 
[Received November 26. | 

Dear Mr. Hewes: I have your letter of November 23. I have 
received this morning a cable from Mr. Cleminson,® stating that the 
preliminary meeting for a discussion of the agenda of the proposed 
conference on international rationalization of shipping will be held 
Monday, January 14.6 Mr. Cleminson was hoping that a meeting 
might be held December 10, but this was too early for us to be prepared 
and have our delegates in London. We are having a meeting of the 
General Foreign Trades Group on Tuesday for a further discussion 
of the subject. 
We are very grateful for your interest in shipping affairs, and I 

can assure you that this Association and its members will cooperate 
with you in any manner possible to the fullest extent. 

With kind personal regards [etc. | R. J. Baer 

* Not printed. 
* Henry M. Cleminson, secretary of the International Shipping Conference, 

general manager of the Chamber of Shipping of the United Kingdom, and sec- 
retary of the Shipowners’ Parliamentary Committee. 

* At a meeting of the American Steamship Owners’ Association, December 27, 
1934, Mr. Baker was instructed to proceed to London to attend this meeting.



ACCEPTANCE BY THE UNITED STATES OF INVITATION 
TO JOIN THE INTERNATIONAL LABOR ORGANIZA- 
TION. 

500.C115/324: Telegram 

Lhe Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) to the Secretary of State 

Grneva, June 15, 1934—5 p. m. 
[ Received June 15—1: 05 p. m.] 

167. Consulate’s 155, June 11, 10 a. m1 American Delegation to the 
Labor Conference * desire to be informed insofar as may be possible on 
the following points: 

(a) The status of the Robinson resolution * respecting the United 
States and the International Labor Organization. 

(0) In the event of favorable Congressional action on the resolu- 
tion, what action is contemplated by the Executive and when would 
this take place? 

(c) If action respecting joining the labor organization is contem- 
plated, the procedure as envisaged from here would be that an informal 
intimation would be conveyed to the Director of the Labor Office that 
an invitation to join the organization would be acceptable to the United 
States Government. He would then initiate the necessary procedures 
for the issuance of an invitation. 

There is apparently no question here but that the competent bodies 
of the labor organization would authorize him to issue an invitation 
were he in possession of such an intimation. 

(¢) Were the foregoing procedures realized during the presence 
here of the American observers what would be their status under the 
new situation created ? 

In the foregoing state [sic] it is desired that it be clearly understood 
that no suggestions are implied respecting the taking of any action. 
This information is merely desired for guidance in the face of situation 
which from press accounts appears to be a possibility. 

GILBERT 

* Not printed. | 
* Eighteenth session of the International Labor Conference, which opened at 

Geneva, June 4. 
* §. J. Res. 131 (Pub. Res. No. 43, 73d Cong., 2d sess.), approved June 19, 1934; 

48 Stat. 1182, or Department of State Treaty Series No, 874, p. 28. 
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500.C115/326 : Telegram 

The Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) to the Secretary of State 

GeEnEvA, June 21, 1934—2 p. m. 
[Received June 21—noon. | 

178. For Secretary of Labor + from Andrews.’ The International 
Labor Conference is having some difficulty although unemployment 
insurance and occupational disease convention seem to be going fairly 
well. Employers refuse to serve on 40-hour week committee en- 

gendering bitter feeling between workers and them. Workers are 
consistently outvoted by bloc of employers and majority of govern- 

ment representatives. 
Workers say that they are fed up with treatment during past years 

and believe this conference definitely proves uselessness of their pres- 
ence. Lewis * believes that the American Federation of Labor may feel 

likewise. 
My personal hope is that if we become members of the International 

Labor Organization our influence on government representatives of 
other countries would result in more progressive attitude at future con- 
ference with benefit to our labor because of higher standards in com- 

peting nations. 
International Labor Office officials are very much embarrassed by 

action of reactionary delegates. 
In view of this situation you may wish to consider the desirability 

of awaiting the return of the delegation which will permit of fuller 
explanation and review of situation before taking the definite step 
of joining the labor organization. 

With best wishes for a successful settlement of steel controversy 
from all of us. 

GILBERT 

500.C115/327 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) 

WasHINGTON, June 21, 1934—12 midnight. 

78. On behalf of the Secretary of Labor thank Butler’? for his tele- 
grams of June 18 and inform him that the United States would wel- 

*Frances Perkins. 
°Himer F. Andrews, industrial commissioner for the State of New York and 

unofficial U. S. observer at the International Labor Conference. 
*John L. Lewis, president of the United Mine Workers of America and un- 

official U. S. observer at the International Labor Conference. 
7 Harold Butler, director of the International Labor Office.
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come an invitation to join the labor organization. In the absence 
of an appropriation at the present to cover the expenses connected 
with the organization we do not contemplate accepting the invitation 
until we see our way clear to paying our share. 

It would be desirable if steps could now be taken by the International 
Labor Organization so that if such invitation is accepted the United 
States could promptly take its place as a member of the Governing 
Body. 

Miss Perkins also requests that you tell Andrews he may formally 
transmit the text of the resolution signed by the President on June 19 
to the conference or to Butler, as a basis for such action as the confer- 
ence may take. In the event an invitation is extended the observers 
should confine themselves to an expression of this Government’s 
appreciation. 

HULu 

500.C115/329 : Telegram | 

The Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) to the Secretary of State 

GENEVA, June 22, 1934—3 p. m. 
[Received June 22—12:10 p. m.] 

179. Department’s No. 73, June 21, midnight. 
1. At the request of Andrews I transmitted formally to Butler the 

resolution of June 19.8 

2. All other information destined for Butler was conveyed to him 
orally with stipulations that certain portions were for his personal 
information and particularly not to be the subject of any official 
announcements. 

3. Butler presented the resolution to the Conference this morning 
and made the following statement: 

“I further understand that the United States would be disposed to 
consider favorably an invitation to accept membership of the Inter- 
national Labor Organization.2 I am sure that the Conference will 
warmly welcome this important communication, which marks a great 
turning point in the history of the organization.” » 

GILBERT 

* Transmitted in letter of June 22; both the letter and the resolution are printed 
in Treaty Series No. 874, pp. 28-29. 

°The director’s letter of June 22 to the American Consul at Geneva trans- 
mitted a resolution of the International Labor Conference inviting the United 
States to accept membership in the organization. Treaty Series No. 874, pp. 
29-30, or Department of State, Press Releases, June 28, 1984, p. 419. 

* League of Nations, International Labour Conference, 18th Sess., Geneva, 1934, 
Record of Proceedings (Geneva, 1934), p. 457.
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500.C115/345 . 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (Carr) 

[WasHrIneron,| June 29, 1934. 

In further relation to the acceptance on the part of the United States 
of the invitation to become a member of the International Labor 

Organization, Mr. Mackey 1 telephoned me this morning at the request 
of Mr. Douglas, Director of the Bureau of the Budget, to say that Mr. 
Douglas had addressed a memorandum to the President in which he 
had said substantially that membership in the Organization was esti- 
mated to cost approximately $300,000 a year; that the resolution 
adopted by Congress does not authorize an appropriation; that in the 
absence of an appropriation he doubted the legality of accepting mem- 
bership and thereby creating an obligation; that, moreover, Congress 
passed the resolution upon the understanding that no expenditure 
be involved during the fiscal year 1935 and that he recommended that 
acceptance of the invitation be deferred until the legislative body has 
an opportunity to determine whether the expenditure necessary should 

be incurred. 
Subsequently, Mr. Sayre * and I had a conference with the Secretary 

of State, and placed these facts before him, and the Secretary stated 
that in view of Mr. Douglas’s attitude, the fact that Representative 
McReynolds * had assured the House that there would be no cost to 
the Government in 1935," and that the resolution contained no specific 
authorization of an appropriation and under Mr. Douglas’s inter- 
pretation would necessitate the adoption of a new authorizing resolu- 
tion, the acceptance should go over until next winter, after Congress 
shall have had an opportunity to determine whether it will authorize 
the expenditure which membership in the organization would entail. 

W[isur] J. Carr] 

500.C115/346a : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) 

WASHINGTON, July 11, 1934—noon. 

77. Please inquire with the greatest discretion what would be the 
annual contribution of the United States toward the expenses of the 
International Labor Organization in the event that the United States 
should accept the invitation to join. A brief statement of the total 

J. H. Mackey, assistant to the Director of the Bureau of the Budget. 
* Francis B. Sayre, Assistant Secretary of State. 
4 Sam D. McReynolds (Tennessee), Chairman of the House of Representatives 

Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
* Congressional Record, vol. 78, pt. 11, p. 12240.
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is desired by telegram and a full statement by mail showing method 
of computing this total. | 

Huy 

500.C115/347 : Telegram 

The Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) to the Secretary of State 

GENEVA, July 12, 1934—5 p. m. 
[Received July 12—2: 45 p. m.] 

196. Department’s 77, July 11, noon. A financial arrangement 
peculiar to the Geneva organizations is that their budgets are not 
determined by funds available from arbitrary national contributions 
but that these contributions are fixed as shares of a total predetermined 
budget. 

The contributions of League states are based upon the total budget 
requirements of the League, the International Labor Organization 
and the Permanent Court. By a precedent set in the case of Brazil 
states members of the organization and not members of the League 
pay into the Labor Organization direct, the amount thus received 
being subtracted from the labor office share of the total budget of the - 
three organizations mentioned. 

The plan followed with Brazil and the one envisaged for the United 
States is that the contribution to the organization. is determined by 
negotiations between the governing body and state concerned and may 
be either some determined proportion of the total organization budget 
or a fixed sum. In the case of Brazil both arrangements have been 
followed. 

The governing body meets in January, April, May and October. 
Labor office officials view it as impracticable for procedural reasons 
as well as perhaps presenting an equivocal aspect for the United States 
to negotiate its contribution before becoming a member. This however 
could undoubtedly be arranged were the United States to regard it as 
essential. While in theory the governing body could take any position 
it desired respecting what it regarded as an adequate American con- 
tribution it is felt that no difficulties would be found in the United 
States agreeing to pay the British contribution which is approxi- 
mately 10 percent of the total budget estimated with reasonable con- 
fidence for 1935 at $310,000 at the current exchange between the Swiss 

franc and the dollar or a fixed sum in about that amount. 
Certain details in Consulate’s despatch 951, political, dated July 2 

and further details in despatch being prepared. 

GILBERT 

* Not printed. 

791118—51——-58
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500.C115/342 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) 

Wasuineron, August 18, 1934—4 p. m. 

86. Your 949 Political June 25, 1934.7 The President has approved 
the acceptance of the invitation of the International Labor Organi- 
zation for the United States to become a member.® You are requested 
to deliver the following note to the Director of the Organization on 
August 20, 1934: 

“Geneva, Switzerland, August 20, 1934. 

Harold Butler, Esquire, 
Director of the International Labor Office, 

Geneva, Switzerland. 

Sir: In your letter to me of June 22, 1934, you advised that the 
International Labor Conference had unanimously adopted a Resolu- 
tion inviting the Government of the United States of America to 
accept membership in the International Labor Organization and there 
was transmitted with your letter a copy of the Resolution, which in 
extending the invitation states ‘that such acceptance involves only 
those rights and obligations provided for in the constitution of the 
Organization and shall not involve any obligations under the Covenant 
of the League of Nations.’ 

I am now writing to say that, exercising the authority conferred on 
him by a Joint Resolution of the Congress of the United States ap- 
proved June 19, 1934, the President of the United States accepts the 
invitation heretofore indicated, such acceptance to be effective on 
August 20, 1984, and, of course, subject to the understandings ex- 
pressed in the Conference Resolution, and has directed me to inform 
you accordingly. 

Yours respectfully, Prentiss B. Gilbert” 

For your information in discussing the matter with the Director 
of the Labor Office, it may be added that instructions concerning 

| financial arrangements will be shortly transmitted to you. Please 
mail to the Department at your earliest convenience a certified copy 
of the portions of the Treaty of Versailles which make up the constitu- 
tion of the International Labor Organization, together with such 
amendments as have been adopted thereto. 

Please arrange for simultaneous press release of your letter, taking 

care that there is no release in Geneva prior to time it is given out 
here. Department prefers to treat it as nearly routine as practicable. 
Telegraph Department immediately after delivering the letter. 

PHILLIPS 

™ Not printed. 
* Proclamation of September 10, 1934, accepting the invitation to be effective 

August on. Net} 49 Stat. 2713, or Treaty Series No. 874, p. 1.
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500.C115/874 : Telegram 

The Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, September 8, 1934—11 a. m. 
[Received September 8—7:19 a. m.] 

225. Consulate’s 188, July 2, 10 a. m.,”” paragraph 2; Department’s 
86, August 18,4 p.m. Butler informs me today that there are numerous 
precedents for the financial obligations of states becoming mem- 
bers of the International Labor Organization not being regarded as | 
effective until January 1 of the year following admission. 

While such a matter rests entirely with the governing bedy presum- 
ably in connection with the “negotiations” respecting the United 
States contribution it could probably be adjusted if it would facilitate 
the budgetary arrangements of the United States for liability for 
the American contribution to begin January 1, 1935. 

GILBERT 

500.C115/405 

The Director of the International Labor Organisation (Butler) 
to the Assistant Secretary of State (Carr) 

WasHINGTON, October 29, 1934. 

Sir: Following on the conference which took place in your office 
today with reference to the contribution of the United States to the 
expenses of the International Labor Organization, I am writing to in- 
form you that in accordance with the resolution adopted by the In- 
ternational Labor Conference in June of this year inviting the Gov- 
ernment of the United States to acquire membership in the Organiza- 
tion, it was agreed that the question of the contribution should be set- 
tled by negotiation between the United States Government and the 
Governing Body of the International Labor Office. It is hoped that 
this negotiation may be brought to a satisfactory conclusion at the 
next meeting of the Governing Body which opens on January 31st, 
and an invitation is extended to the United States Government to be 
represented at that meeting. 

In the meanwhile, however, I am authorized to commence the nego- 

tiation and have been instructed to suggest that in accordance with the 
principles laid down in our financial regulations the amount of the 
United States contribution, having regard to the economic and finan- 
cial importance of the United States, should be so calculated as to. 

amount to the equivalent of the contribution payable by Great Britain 
to the expenses of the Organization. As to the period to be covered 
by the American contribution, it is not expected to begin to run until 

” Not printed. 7 |
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the first of January 1935, which is the beginning of the first full fiscal 
year of the Organization after the United States joined it.” 

I should be very glad to receive your observations in the matter and if 
necessary I can consult the officers of the Governing Body by cable in 
order to obtain their views which will in all probability be accepted by 
the Governing Body as a whole. 

I am [etc. | Harotp BuTiLer 

500.C115/405 

The Assistant Secretary of State (Carr) to the Director of the 
International Labor Organization (Butler) 

Wasuineton, November 2, 1934. 

Sir: I have received your letter of October 29, 1934, with regard to 
the contribution to be paid by the Government of the United States to 
the International Labor Organization in connection with this Govern- 
ment’s membership in that body. 

I have noted your statement that, having regard to the economic and 
financial importance of the United States, the amount of this Govern- 
ment’s contribution might very well be calculated as an amount equiv- 
alent to the contribution payable by Great Britain to the expenses of 
the Organization and that it is expected that this Government’s con- 
tribution will be payable in the first instance for the calendar year 1935, 
which is the first full fiscal year of the Organization after the United 
States has joined. 

This Department will be very glad to proceed with the steps neces- 
sary for a request to the next Congress for an appropriation to pay the 
contribution of this Government in the amount and for the period 
mentioned in your letter. 

Very truly yours, Wizzor J. Carr 

500.C115/411 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Secretary of Labor (Perkins) 

Wasuineron, November 8, 1984. 

My Dear Miss Perxins: I have read over the memorandum ” of 
the meeting we had in your office on Tuesday, October 23, which was 
enclosed with your letter to me of October 24,” and I find that the 

' The Governing Body of the International Labor Organization, which met at 
Geneva, January 29 to February 2, 1935, approved this arrangement. The sum 
to be paid by the United States was to be equal to that paid by Great Britain, 
namely, 105 out of 1,011.38903 units in the budget of the organization. The United 
States’ contribution during the calendar year 1935 was set at $174,630, which was 
ae Net nriaten Congress in an act approved March 22, 19385 (49 Stat. 67, 73).
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memorandum sets forth correctly the agreements we reached on vari- 
ous points in connection with our joining the International Labor 
Organization. 

I feel I should point out, however, that with regard to point No. 4, 
with reference to channels of communication between this Govern- 
ment and the I. L. O., the method to be followed in carrying on such 
communications does not exactly include the participation of the 
Secretary of State in these communications which I had in mind. In 
my Opinion it is important that this Department should be kept closely 

informed of not only the instructions which are given to the American 
representatives during the conferences or meetings of the I. L. O. at 
Geneva, but should be kept informed at all times of matters of policy 
and of importance, action upon which is contemplated through our 
participation in the I. L.O. I think you will no doubt recognize that 
there are times when questions might be considered in the I. L. O. 
which would seem to have no apparent political aspect, but which, 

through information which may have come to this Department, we 
might realize would require a particular treatment in order to avoid 
any international difficulties on our part. The manner of keeping 
us informed is something that I feel sure can very easily be worked out 

between our two departments. 
I know from what you said during our meeting the other day that 

you are as anxious as we are that any action we take in Geneva receive 
the full support of all of our Departments here, in order to make more 
effective our participation in the I. L. O., and to assist in obtaining as 
great a benefit as possible from our association with that Organization. 
I feel sure that you will understand that my idea in bringing this to 
your attention is solely to accomplish those purposes. 

Sincerely yours, WiILu1aAM PHILLIPS 

500.C115/422 

The Secretary of Labor (Perkins) to the Under Secretary of State 
(Phillips) 

Wasuinaton, November 10, 1934. 

My Dear Mr. Putiurrs: Thank you for your letter of November 8, 
in which you state that the memorandum transmitted in my letter 
of October 24 “sets forth correctly the agreements we reached on vari- 
ous points in connection with our joining the International Labor 
Organization.” I agree with the further thought that you express 
that the Department of State should be kept closely informed not only 
of the instructions which are given to the American representatives 
during the conferences or meetings of the ILO at Geneva, but also
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of matters of policy and of importance, action upon which is con- 
templated through our participation in the ILO. 

Indeed, I hope that the Department of State will cooperate with 
this Department in establishing a standing interdepartmental com- 
mittee, such as that which functions in connection with the relations 
between the Ministry of Labor in Great Britain and the International 
Labor Organization. The cordial cooperation between your Depart- 
ment and this Department in the preliminary steps gives promise that 
our future cooperation in International Labor Organization matters 
will be eminently satisfactory. 

Sincerely yours, Frances PERKINS



DISINCLINATION OF THE UNITED STATES TO PARTICI- 
PATE IN A DRAFT CONVENTION FOR THE SUPPRES- 
SION OF ILLICIT TRAFFIC IN DANGEROUS DRUGS AND 
IN PROPOSED LEGISLATION TO PROSECUTE AMERI- 

CANS ENGAGED THEREIN 

500.C1197/618 

The Secretary of State to the Secretary General of the League of 
Nations (Avenol) 3 

The Secretary of State of the United States of America submits the 
following observations in response to the note of the Secretary General 

of the League of Nations, dated August 29, 1933 (No. C. L. 159. 1938. 
XI.),? transmitting a draft Convention for the Suppression of the 
Illicit Traffic in Dangerous Drugs * and an explanatory memorandum * 
which were submitted to the Council of the League of Nations by the 
Advisory Committee on Traffic in Opium and Other Dangerous 
Drugs. The Secretary General requests the Government of the United 
States to inform him of its views in regard to the preliminary draft 
Convention. 

The draft Convention under reference appears to be substantially 
similar to the draft Treaty embodied in League of Nations document 
No. O.C. 1369, dated January 30, 1931. The principal provisions of 
that draft were considered by the Government of the United States 
in response to specific inquiries incorporated in League of Nations 
document No. O.C. 1392, dated July 11, 1931, and transmitted to this 
Government by the Opium Traffic and Social Questions Sections of 
the League of Nations with a request for its views. 

In response to that request, the views of this Government were em- 
bodied in a memorandum which was sent, under date of February 23, 
19382, to the American Legation at Bern,? for transmission to the 
Opium Traffic and Social Questions Sections of the League of Nations. 
The views thus communicated may be summarized briefly as follows: 

1. The acts proposed to be made offenses by the draft Treaty are 
already prohibited and punishable under the laws of the United States. 

*Transmitted to the Minister in Switzerland in Department’s instruction No. 
2500, April 13, 1984. 

* Not printed. 
* For text of this draft, see League of Nations, Official Journal, July 19338 (pt. 

I), Annex 1449, p. 925. 
‘ Tbid., p. 924. 

743



744 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1934, VOLUME 1 

2. With respect to attempts to commit the offenses contemplated by 
the draft treaty, the Government of the United States has not con- 
sidered it necessary or desirable to punish attempts as such unless 
attempts grow out of a conspiracy to violate the law. 

3. Subject to the statements contained in the preceding paragraph, 
this Government considers that all the offenses contemplated by the 
draft treaty could be treated as extraditable. 

4, With respect to the provisions of the draft treaty relating to 
international cooperation for suppression of the illicit traffic in nar- 
cotic drugs, the Government of the United States is of the opinion 
that the existing arrangements for international cooperation, if given 
full effect by all the countries concerned, would ensure adequate 
cooperation. 

5. In the opinion of this Government, the provisions of existing 
treaties for the suppression of illicit activities connected with the 
traffic in narcotic drugs, if given proper effect by all the interested 
Governments, are adequate to accomplish the purpose of the treaties, 
and this Government would not, therefore, feel disposed to participate 
in the proposed convention. 

The draft treaty to which the foregoing observations relate did not 
provide for prosecution in one country for offenses committed in an- 
other country or countries, and accordingly no inquiry on that point 
was Included in the questions propounded in League of Nations docu- 
ment No. O. C. 1892. However, the second paragraph of Article 1 of 
the draft treaty which accompanied the note of August 29, 1933, of 
the Secretary General of the League of Nations (League document No. 
O.C. 1869 (c)-1) provides expressly that the offenses mentioned in the 
first paragraph of Article 1 “shall be punishable even when the various 
acts forming the elements which constitute the said offenses have been 
committed in different countries”. In view of this provision, it is 
deemed appropriate to refer to the note of July 27, 1932, from the 
Acting Secretary General of the League of Nations (No. C. L. 105. 
19382.XT1.), requesting that consideration be given to the possibility of 
making it an offense against the United States for a person within its 
jurisdiction to procure or take part, as an intermediary or otherwise, 
in procuring dangerous drugs to be supplied to any other country with- 
out due authorization. The reply of this Government to the note above 
mentioned was sent to the American Legation at Bern, under date of 
March 28, 1933,° for transmission to the Secretary General of the 
League of Nations and sets forth in some detail the practically in- 
superable difficulties which would be encountered in attempting to 
prosecute American citizens for the unauthorized procurement and 
supply of narcotic drugs outside the United States and impel the 
conclusion that it would not be feasible to provide for the prosecution 
of such cases in the United States. 

“Not printed.
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While the Government of the United States is, of course, favorable 
to any action which would be likely to render more effective the inter- 
national effort to suppress the abuse of narcotic drugs, it believes that 
the desired result would be accomplished if the Governments of all of 
the nations which are parties to the existing treaties would give full 
effect to the purpose and provisions of those treaties. 

The American Government, therefore, sees no reason to change the 

view expressed in previous communications to the Secretariat of the 
League of Nations to the effect that the Government of the United 
States would not feel disposed to participate in the proposed 
convention. 

Wasuineton, April 18, 1934. 

§00.C1197/727 : Telegram 

The Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, May 20, 1934—2 p. m. 
[Received May 20—12:05 p. m.] 

87. From Fuller.?, Department’s instruction to Bern dated March 

23, 1933,° in regard to impracticability of prosecuting Americans in 
the United States for unauthorized procurement and supply of narcotic 
drugs outside of the United States. 

1. The fact that impracticability of enforcement arising from consti- 
tutional reqnirements in respect of witnesses is the only reason so far 
advanced by the American Government for inability to consider legis- 
lation to penalize such procurement has created an undesirable 
impression. 

2. Please reply by telegraph as soon as possible brief résumé of some 
of the reasons involving constitutional difficulties which were con- 
sidered when the American reply of March 23, 1933, was drafted and 
authorize me to present that résumé in order to show that legislation 
of the character proposed would, in addition to being impracticable to 
enforce, be in contravention of the Constitution. 

3. May I cite in this connection the provisions of the Sixth Amend- 
ment prescribing trial in the State and district where a crime is 
committed. 

4, Subject will probably come up again for discussion on Thursday 
or Friday. 

GILBERT 

"Stuart J. Fuller, Assistant Chief of the Division of Far Eastern Affairs and 
representative in expert and advisory capacity to the League of Nations Advisory 
Not painted ns in Opium and Other Dangerous Drugs at Geneva.
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500.C1197/727 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) 

Wasuineton, May 23, 1934—7 p.m. 

43. For Fuller. Your 87, May 20, 2 p.m. You will recall that 
discussion of the constitutionality of the proposed legislation was 
deliberately avoided in Department’s reply to League of Nations’ in- 
quiry. Department is not disposed to contend that proposed legisla- 
tion would contravene the Sixth Amendment of the Constitution, but 
the Department is not aware of any judicial determination of the 
question and prefers to avoid expressing any definite opinion thereon. 

The Department considers that as between the United States and 
European or Asiatic countries, for example, the proposed plan would 
not be practicable. If prosecutions were to be undertaken in the 

United States, it would be necessary to bring all material witnesses 
from foreign countries to testify before the Grand Jury and to keep 
them here or have them return at a later date for the trial, the period 
of time varying in length according to the condition of the court’s 
docket and the ability of the defendant by technical pleas to defer a 
hearing. It would seem to be obvious that few persons, if any, would 

voluntarily submit to the personal sacrifice, inconvenience and possible 
loss of business interests which would be involved in this situation. 
Accordingly, the attendance of such witnesses could be effected only 
through compulsory process and it may be doubted whether such 
process could legally be made effective so as to compel private persons 
in foreign countries to proceed to this country. Even if it be assumed 
that some foreign countries could and would enforce attendance of 
such witnesses, the Department considers that it would be unfair and 
unreasonable to make such a request and it is extremely doubtful if 
Congress would sanction it. Moreover, there is grave doubt whether 
an American citizen could legally be compelled to go to a foreign 
country as a witness and it is practically certain that Congress would 
not authorize such compulsion. 

In addition to the very serious objections set forth above, the en- 
forcement of the proposed legislation would be enormously expensive 
and it may be doubted whether the possible advantages of the proposal 
are sufficiently important to outweigh its manifest disadvantages. 

You are authorized to communicate to the Committee the substance 
of the foregoing except the first paragraph. 

Hv



ENTRY OF ALIEN SEAMEN INTO THE UNITED STATES 
FOR PURPOSE OF TRANSFERRING TO ANOTHER VES- 
SEL FOR SERVICE AS MEMBERS OF CREW 

811.111 Vessels/51038 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Consul General at Hamburg 
(E'rhardt) 

Wasuineton, December 14, 1983—8 p. m. 

Repeat following to Consul General at Berlin: 

“Advise by mail supervisory consular officers in European countries 
and at London for information offices under their supervision as fol- 
lows: Labor Department holds alien seamen traveling as passengers 
or transients for purpose transferring at American port to another 
vessel for service as members of crew are not admissible for this pur- 
pose. ‘Therefore visas, crew list visas, or transit certificates should 
not be issued by American consuls, except as provided in Notes 84 and 
85 section 361 Consular Regulations. Any alternate plan which may 
be suggested by a steamship company should be reported to the De- 
partment for instruction.” 

PHILLIPS 

811.111 Vessels/5123 

The Danish Legation to the Department of State 

MEMORANDUM 

It has been brought to the knowledge of the Royal Danish Govern- 
ment that it is under consideration, by the United States Authorities 
concerned, to issue certain regulations by which in the future a special 
class of foreign seamen would be excluded from admission into the 

United States. The said class comprises, as far as the Legation has 
been able to ascertain, foreign seamen (both ships’ officers and regular 
seamen) coming from abroad and who intend joining foreign vessels, 
temporarily in this country, with the exception of foreign seamen who 

are sent forward by the owners (of a vessel) to take delivery of a 
vessel and to navigate it (directly) to its foreign home port (Executive 
Order No. 4648 of May 13, 1927). 

The Royal Danish Government are of the opinion that regulations 
to the said effect would not only be of the greatest inconvenience to 
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Danish vessels trading to the United States but that they would also 
be felt as unequitable in consideration of the fact that American ves- 
sels may ply in Danish waters without restrictions of the said nature 
and may even trade coastwise in such waters. 

WASHINGTON, January 20, 1934. 

811.111 Vessels/5124 

Memorandum by the Assistant Chief of the Visa Division (Coulter) 

[Wasuineton,] January 24, 1934. 

A letter dated January 16, 19341 was addressed to Mr. Hodgdon? 
by Mr. McCormick-Goodhart of the British Embassy regarding the 
regulations of the Department of Labor relating to seamen. 

Mr. Coulter telephoned Mr. McCormick-Goodhart to explain that 
the Department does not have a copy of the regulations of the Depart- 
ment of Labor but that the whole subject is now being considered by 
the Solicitors of that Department and that a final decision is expected 
to be reached within the next ten days. Mr. McCormick-Goodhart 
asked that he be advised when a decision is reached in order that the 
matter may then be considered further. He stated confidentially that 

a communication had been received from the British Consul General 
at New York reciting a number of instances in which the Furness- 
Withy and other British steamship lines had encountered difficulties 
owing to the regulations. He said that the suggestion had been made 
to the lines to bring the matter to the attention of the Foreign Office 
but that it would be desirable to avoid any formal communication 
of protest. Mr. Coulter explained that pending the conclusion of the 
matter an arrangement had been agreed upon whereby the Department 
of State would authorize consular officers to issue visas or transit 
certificates in individual cases if satisfied of the bona fides of the sea- 
men and that two of the cases mentioned by him had already been 
taken care of in this way. Mr. McCormick-Goodhart inquired 
whether the Consul General in London would issue visas without re- 
ferring the matter to the Department. Mr. Coulter said that the pro- 
cedure had been to have the cases brought to the attention of the 
Department by the Foreign Mission or by the steamship company or 
its agent or by the Consul in order that instructions might be issued 
in each case and he suggested that the Embassy might wish to bring to 
the attention of the Consul General at New York the arrangement 
under which particular cases are being taken care of. 

* Not printed. 
A. Dana Hodgdon, Chief of the Visa Division.
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Mr. Coulter promised to inform Mr. McCormick-Goodhart when a 
decision is reached by the Department of Labor in the matter. 

E[1ior] B. CLoutTer] 

811.111 Vessels /5123 

Memorandum by the Assistant Chief of the Visa Division (Coulter) 

[ WasuineTon,] January 24, 1934. 

Mr. Leonhard C. P. Offerdahl, First Secretary of the Norwegian 
Legation, called at the Department on several occasions to express 
anxiety regarding the regulations of the Department of Labor which 
are understood to have the effect of not permitting foreign seamen to 
come to the United States as passengers or transients for the purpose 
of joining Norwegian vessels. Mr. Offerdah] has called at the De- 
partment of Labor to see Mr. Shaughnessy * on this subject. 

Mr. Coulter informed Mr. Offerdahl that the Department has been 
advised by the Department of Labor that the regulations in question 
are receiving further consideration by the Solicitors of that Depart- 
ment and that an opinion is expected to be reached within the next ten 
days. (Mr. Wyzanski‘* told Mr. Coulter at a recent conference on 
another subject that a decision has been delayed until Mr. Reitzel,> 
who rendered the previous opinion on the subject, returns to the De- 
partment after his present illness and can again go into the matter 
carefully. Mr. Wyzanski stated that he was inclined to agree with 
Mr. Reitzel’s former opinion on many points but that he wishes to 
have the matter gone into very carefully. Mr. Coulter mentioned 
the fact that inquiries and protests had been received from a number of 
foreign countries against the regulations which would have the effect 
of preventing their nationals from coming to the United States to 
join their ships, especially since under the laws of many foreign coun- 
tries, the officers and a proportion of the crew must be nationals of the 
countries. Mr. Coulter also mentioned the fact that such regulations 
might lead to retaliatory measures by foreign countries which would 
prevent American ships, which are required to have American officers 
and a certain proportion of American crews, in meeting the require- 
ments of the law by sending replacements to join the vessel in a foreign 
port. Mr. Wyzanski said that he thought that there would be no 
difficulty in straightening the matter out or meeting the necessities 
of the situation). 

Mr. Coulter informed Mr. Offerdahl that consular officers had been 
advised regarding the ruling of the Department of Labor since it would 

*Edward J. Shaughnessy, Deputy Commissioner of Immigration and 
Naturalization. 

*Charles E. Wyzanski, Jr., Solicitor for the Department of Labor. 
* Albert E. Reitzel, Assistant Solicitor for the Department of Labor.
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be highly undesirable for a Consul to issue visas to seamen who would 
be excluded upon arrival. 

Mr. Coulter stated, however, that pending the final conclusion of 
the matter arrangements have been made with the Department of 
Labor whereby the Department of State will, in individual cases, au- 
thorize American Consuls to issue appropriate visas to permit the 
foreign seamen to come to this country. Two instances of this kind 

have already come up in which particulars have been furnished the 
Department regarding Norwegian seamen. The Department author- 
ized the Consul General at Oslo to issue visas or transit certificates 
in these cases. 

Mr. Offerdahl requested Mr. Coulter to advise him when a final de- 
cision is reached by the Department of Labor in order that the situa- 
tion may then be considered in the light of the proposed regulations. 

E[xror] B. C[Louurer] 

811.111 Vessels/5129 

The Swedish Legation to the Department of State 

MrmorANDUM 

It has been brought to the knowledge of the Royal Swedish Govern- 
ment that it is under consideration, by the United States authorities 
concerned, to issue certain regulations by which in the future a special 
class of foreign seamen would be excluded from admission into the 
United States. The said class comprises, as far as the Legation has 
been able to ascertain, foreign seamen (both ships’ officers and regular 
seamen) coming from abroad and who intend joining foreign vessels, 
temporarily in this country, with the exception of foreign seamen who 
are sent forward by the owners (of a vessel) to take delivery of a ves- 
sel and to navigate it (directly) to its foreign home port (Executive 
Order No, 4648 of May 13, 1927). 

The Royal Swedish Government are of the opinion that regulations 
to the said effect would be of great inconvenience to Swedish vessels 
trading to the United States. 

Wasuinerton, February 2, 1934. 

811.111 Vessels /5153 

The Secretary of State to President Roosevelt 

Wasuinaton, May 24, 1934. 
My Dear Mr. Presipent: There is enclosed a proposed Executive 

Order ® to supersede Executive Order No. 4648 of May 18, 1927, en- 

*Not printed. For summary of this Executive Order (No. 6722), signed by the 
President on May 26, 1934, see infra.
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titled “Documents Required of Bona Fide Alien Seamen Entering the 
United States as Passengers,” and Section IT (5) of Executive Order 
No. 5869 of June 30, 1932, entitled “Documents Required of Aliens 
Entering the United States.” 

The present Executive Order No. 4648 which prescribes the docu- 
ments required of bona fide alien seamen entering the United States 
as passengers, and not as members of the crew of the vessel upon which 
they arrive at a port in this country, provides in Section IT that alien 
seamen arriving at a port in the United States as members of a crew 
sent forward by the owners to take delivery of a vessel in such port, 
and for the purpose of navigating such vessel to its foreign home port, 
may present a group transit certificate issued by a consular officer in 
accordance with Section 3 (3) of the Immigration Act of 19247 under 
such regulations as the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Labor 

. may prescribe. 
The Executive Order does not cover specifically the cases of alien 

seamen sent forward as passengers by the owners of a foreign vessel 
to join such vessel as members of the crew for the purpose of navigat- 
ing such vessel on its voyage to foreign ports and not as provided in 
Section II to its foreign home port. Alien seamen have been and 
are being permitted to come to the United States for this purpose as 
passengers, but a technical difficulty has arisen regarding the authority 
to issue transit certificates to such seamen in the absence of specific 
provision for their issuance to alien seamen coming to the United 
States for the purpose indicated. It has been recognized that the 
owners of foreign vessels should be permitted to send forward to a 
port in the United States alien seamen as passengers to join such for- 
eign vessel as members of the crew. A number of the principal mari- 
time countries have requested that the facility heretofore extended 
should not be withdrawn. The provisions of Executive Order No. 
4648 are included in the proposed Executive Order. The wording of 
Section II has, however, been altered to provide that passport visas, 
transit certificates or group transit certificates, may be issued by a 
consular officer to cover members of a crew sent forward as passengers 
by the owners of a foreign vessel to join such vessel as members of 
the crew, irrespective of the destination of the vessel. 

It is considered desirable to include in the new Executive Order all 
the provisions relating to the documentation of bona fide alien seamen 
and it is, therefore, proposed to include in the new Order the provisions 
of Section II (5) of Executive Order No. 5869 of June 30, 1932, re- 
lating to the documentation of bona fide alien seamen arriving in a 
port of the United States as members of the vessel’s crew. 

"48 Stat. 153.
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Other than as mentioned above the terms of the present Orders are 
unchanged. The proposed Order has the approval of the Secretary 
of Labor. The Order has also been approved by the Director of the 
Budget as to form and the Attorney General with respect to form 
and legality. It is hoped that the proposed Order will meet with 

your approval. 
I am [etc.] CorpeLtt Huy 

811.111 Vessel3/5168a : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Consul General at London 
(Frazer) 

WasHIncTon, June 1, 1934—7 p. m. 
Repeat following by mail to supervisory consular officers in Euro- 

pean countries for information officers under their supervision : 

“Executive Order No. 6722 dated May 26, 1934, entitled ‘Documents 
Required of Bona Fide Alien Seamen Entering the United States’ 
provides for issuance passport visas, transit certificates, or group 
transit certificates to cover alien seamen sent forward by ship owners 
to American ports for the purpose of transferring to foreign vessels as 
members of the crew regardless of the destination of the foreign vessel. 
The Executive Order referred to also embodies provisions of Execu- 
tive Order No. 4648 of May 18, 1927 and the provisions of Section IT 
(5) relating to crew list visas contained in Executive Order No. 5869 
of June 30, 1932. The provisions of the Department’s telegram of 
December 14, 1933, to American Consul at Hamburg repeated to your 
office prohibits the issuance of visas or transit certificates to seamen 
coming to the United States as passengers for transfer to another 
vessel as members of crew are hereby canceled in so far as such pro- 
visions relate to seamen sent forward by ship owners as passengers 
to transfer to foreign vessels as members of the crew. The provisions 
of the Department’s telegram of December 14th referred to continue 
in effect in so far as they prohibit the issuance of passport visas or 
transit certificates to alien seamen being brought by ship owners to 
United States as passengers to join American vessels as members of 
the crew. Text of Executive Order being forwarded by circular 
instruction.” 

PHILLIPS



REPRESENTATIONS BY FOREIGN GOVERNMENTS RE- 
GARDING CONGRESSIONAL BILLS FOR THE DEPOR- 
TATION OF CERTAIN ALIEN SEAMEN? 

150.071 Control/168 

The Canadian Legation to the Department of State 

MrmorANDUM 

Bill No. H. R. 3842, “to provide for the deportation of certain alien 
seamen and for other purposes”, was reported to the House of Repre- 
sentatives by the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization on 

February 7th 1934. This Bill is identical with measures for the 
same object which have been introduced in previous Congresses; a 
similar Bill is pending before the Senate.’ 

The Canadian Legation desires to direct attention to its memo- 
randum of January 27th 1932,3 in which the views of the Government 
of Canada on this measure were brought to the attention of the De- 
partment of State. The terms of this memorandum may be con- 
sidered as applying to H. R. 3842. 

[| Wasuineton,] February 138, 1984. 

150.071 Control/169 

The Italian Embassy to the Department of State 

MEMORANDUM 

The attention of the Italian Embassy has been called upon a Bill 
(H. R. 3842) recently passed by the House of Representatives “to 
provide for deportation of certain alien seamen and for other 
purposes”. 

Since the Italian Embassy has already had opportunity of making 
some remarks on the same Bill which had been discussed by the Com- 
mittee on Immigration of both branches of Congress on a previous 

* Continued from Foreign Relations, 1933, vol.1, pp. 985-991. Those representa- 
tions were transmitted by the Department to the Chairmen of the Senate Com- 
mittee on Immigration and the House Committee on Immigration and Naturali- 

* Foreign Relations, 1982, vol. 1, p. 956. 
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session, the Embassy begs to refer to the memorandum handed to the 
Department of State on the subject on December 28, 1931.‘ 

The Italian Embassy would respectfully point out again on this oc- 
casion that the provision of the Bill dealing with the so-called “full 
crew question” is bound to create, if adopted, an unnecessary hardship 
for the Italian shipping with the United States. 

Section 6 of the Bill provides “that all vessels entering ports of the 
United States manned with crews the majority of which, exclusive 
of licensed officers, have been engaged and taken on [in] foreign ports, 
shall, when departing from United States ports, carry a crew of at 
least equal number, and any such vessel which fails to comply with 

this requirement shall be refused clearance.” 
With regard to this provision, it is pointed out that Italian ships 

are manned with crews the number of which is usually somewhat 
larger than that which is required by the regulations concerning the 
safety of human life at sea. This is particularly true of the newly 
built Italian passenger boats, the servant-personnel of which is large 
enough to ensure to the passengers the amplest measure of comfort. 

It is evident therefore that any vacancy in the personnel arising 
from death, hospitalization or other causes, can easily be balanced by 
the surplus of personnel which is kept available by the Italian Com- 
panies precisely to face such cases of emergency. 

This being the situation, the provision contemplated by the “full 
crew clause” appears to be superfluous in case of Italy, while it would 
be bound to cause considerable difficulties to the Italian Line, owing to 
the fact that, in cases of desertions occurring at the last minute, the 
prescribed replacement of deserters might result in a serious loss of 
time. 

As a matter of fact it might happen that, if men possessing the 
necessary requirements were not found on the spot, the ship would 
be forced to remain in port much longer than scheduled, which would 
upset the regularity of the service. 

There are other features of the Bill—namely those concerning the 
inspection of seamen on the part of Immigration and medical au- 
thorities at the Quarantine—which appear to the Italian Embassy 
as adding to the present practice an unnecessary rigor. With regard 
to these provisions it is pointed out that the existing Italian regula- 
tions are such as to provide the means for establishing, in the strictest 
and surest manner, the identity of each single member of the crews of 
national ships. In fact no one is allowed to embark for service on 
Italian ships unless he has first been entered in the Register of one 
of the Branches of the Maritime Service and unless he has been 
furnished with a regular Seaman-Service-Book (Libretto di Navi- 

* Foreign Relations, 1982, vol. 1, p. 948. .
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gaszione) containing all data relative to the personal identity (includ- 
ing photograph) of the holder and to the duties specifically performed 
by him in the merchant Marine or in the Royal Navy. 

Moreover, the final permission for which every seaman must apply 
before embarking in an Italian port is granted by the Italian au- 
thorities only when they have ascertained that the record of the ap- 
plicant is fully satisfactory both on criminal and moral grounds. 
Such a procedure confers to the Libretto di Navigazione the character 
and value of a passport and as such is always accepted where seamen 
are concerned. 

It seems to the Italian Embassy that the Bill in question, aside from 
the inconveniences it would cause to the maritime traffic with the 
United States, would also be inconsistent with the well established 
custom and international practice in relation to shipping which place 
the crew of a vessel in a foreign port—as long as this does not inter- 
fere with conditions existing in the country to which it has temporarily 
come—in charge of the Master with the cooperation of the proper 
consular authorities. 

Wasuineton, March 6, 1934. 

150.071 Control/170 OO 

The Netherland Minister (Haersma de With) to the Secretary 
of State 

No. 737 Wasuineron, 7 March, 1934. 

Sim: I have the honour to respectfully draw Your Excellency’s 
attention to the contents of Bill H. R. 3842, for the deportation of 
alien seamen, which was passed by the House on March the 5th of this 
year. 

As already pointed out by my predecessor in office, the late Dr. 
van Roijen, in his memoranda to the Department of State of the 10th 
of May 1933 ° and the 2nd of January 1932,° numbered 1469 and 8 
respectively the proposed legislation if enacted, would have a most 
detrimental effect on the Netherland mercantile marine in general 
and in the case of certain companies would even seriously jeopardize 
the position of their services to United States ports. 

The first provision which, if passed by Congress, would affect 
Netherland shipping interests is that of section 7 of the bill in ques- 
tion which prohibits any vessel except in case of distress from bringing 
into a United States port among her crew certain aliens who are 
racially excluded from coming to this country as immigrants. 
Now a considerable number of Netherland steamships, especially 

those which ply between the Netherland East Indies and Western 

* Foreign Relations, 1983, vol. 3, p. 988. 
* Ibid., 1932, vol. 1, p. 949.
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ports, are to a great extent manned by Javanese, Malays etc. all sub- 
jects of the Netherlands and by Chinese and other Asiatics, who are 
in most cases also Netherland subjects. 

These vessels would, if the provision in question should come into 
force, be compelled to either cease calling at United States ports or 
discharge all the Asiatic members of their crew even those who are 
Netherland subjects and replace them by non-Asiatics, which would 
in many cases be impossible as there are not always a sufficient num- 
ber of white seamen obtainable in the Netherland East Indian home 
ports of the ships in question. 

Apart from the hardships and injustice the application of this pro- 
vision would cause it would hardly seem reasonable that a vessel flying 
the Netherland flag and being governed by the Netherland laws should 
not be allowed to have certain of the subjects of her own country among 

her crew when entering a port of the United States. 
The second clause which will affect, if enacted, Netherland shipping 

is that, contained in section 6, prescribing that clearance will be re- 
fused to any ship manned with a crew the majority of whose members 
have been engaged and taken on at foreign ports, which on leaving 
the United States carries a smaller crew than at the time the vessel 
arrived in this country. 

It is obvious that this provision will in many cases cause delay and 
considerable pecuniary loss to Netherland vessels and it would seem 
hardly fair to force the latter to engage a number of, in certain cases, 

undesirables, merely in order to bring the crew up to its full comple- 
ment, the more so as it is impossible for the masters of the ships to 
guard against the desertions which cause these vacancies, the United 
States law not allowing them to take legal action against the culprits. 

In view of the above stated reasons the Royal Netherland Govern- 
ment would highly appreciate it 1f full consideration could be given 
by the United States Government to the very important Netherland 
interests which would be endangered by the enactment of the bill in 
question. 

I beg leave to add that the above representations apply in equal 
measure to Bill S. 868, which is similar to Bill HR 3842, and which 
has been introduced in the Senate by Senator King. 

Please accept [etc. | H. M. Van HarrsMa pe WITH 

150.071 Control/171 

The Swedish Legation to the Department of State 

MrMoRANDUM 

Swedish shipowners operating vessels on the United States have 
voiced their deep concern on account of House Bill 3842, introduced
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by Mr. Dies, March 20, 1933, and passed by the House of Representa- 
tives, March 5, 1934, regarding the deportation of certain alien seamen 
(“Alien Seamen Act”). The provisions of the bill seem to give room 
for such a strict interpretation as to exclude seamen of a kind that 
masters of ships very often have to employ in traffic between North 
and South America on account of a shortage of such seamen as would 
ordinarily come within the category “bona fide seamen”. 

The passage of the bill would undoubtedly create great difficulties 
in securing the necessary crews and cause many hardships and con- 
siderable losses to Swedish shipowners. 

The provisions in the bill which prescribe that all vessels entering 
ports of the United States manned with crews the majority of which, 
exclusive of licensed officers, have been engaged and taken on at for- 
eign ports shall, when departing from the United States ports, carry 
a crew of at least equal number, may also create great difficulties for 
the Swedish shipowners. 

From an international point of view objection can also be raised 
against the provision of the bill, according to which a seaman, even 
if he never went ashore, could be taken off a foreign ship and sent 
home on another ship. It would cause particular hardship to this in- 
dividual if he, as the bill authorizes, should be deported as an immi- 
grant, although he never intended to enter the country as an immi- 
grant, thereby being prevented from legally entering the United States 
at any future time. 

Furthermore, in case a seaman deserted the ship immediately before 
its departure, the ship would be forced, according to the provisions 
in the bill, to postpone its departure until another seaman was signed 
on to fill his place, which might take a long time and cause considerable 
loss. 

WasuinetTon, March 9, 1934. 

150.071 Control/166 

Lhe Secretary of State to the Chairman of the Senate Committee on 
Immigration (Coolidge) 

Wasuinoton, March 10, 1934. 
My Dzar Senator Cooter: In view of the erroneous impression 

which may have arisen in the minds of persons who heard or read 
the debate on the House floor immediately preceding the passage on 
March 5, 1934, of H. R. 3842, concerning the deportation of alien 
seamen, regarding the attitude of the present administration of the 
Department of State towards this bill, I believe that it might be of 
interest to you, as Chairman of the Senate Committee on Immigra- 
tion, at which committee the bill in question is understood to have been
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referred, to have the following discussion in regard to the bill in 
question. 

The basic argument in favor of this bill, as shown both by committee 
reports on this and similar bills, and by the testimony of its advocates, 
is that large numbers of alien seamen have entered the United States 
illegally. It is, therefore, of particular interest in considering the 
necessity for the passage of such legislation to consider what the 
situation is as regards desertions of alien seamen. Annual reports 
of the Secretary of Labor covering this point give the following 
total figures for annual desertions of alien seamen at American ports 
during each of the past seven fiscal years ended June 30th: 

Fiscal Year Alien Seamen Desertions 

1927 23,447 
1928 12,357 
1929 11,314 
1930 9,117 
1931 3,341 
1982 1,344 
1933 664 

The Department of Labor’s testimony at previous hearings on 
similar bills is to the effect that approximately two-thirds of the 
total alien seamen reported as deserting at American ports eventually 
reship on other vessels for foreign destinations. It would, therefore, 
seem that the problem which the present bill is intended to solve has 
diminished to the point where it may no longer be said to be a serious 

one. 
The Department is in sympathy with the principle that desertions 

of alien seamen arriving on vessels at ports of the United States should 
be prevented in so far as possible and that seamen unlawfully or 
improperly here should be required to leave the country. The De- 
partment is of the opinion, however, that there are serious objections 
to certain provisions of the bill from the standpoint of our relations 
with foreign countries. It is also of the opinion that other provisions 
of the bill, such as those relating to the examination of alien seamen to 
determine their bona fides, are unnecessary, since this purpose can 
be accomplished under the provisions of existing law, and that the 
bill will not have the effect of preventing an increase in the number of 
alien seamen residing here illegally. 

The bill provides in general that every alien employed on board of 

any vessel arriving in the United States from foreign places shall be 
examined to determine (1) whether he is a bona fide seaman, (2) 
whether he is racially ineligible to United States citizenship and, if 
so, whether he is a citizen or subject of the country of the vessel’s 
registry, excluding the colonies, dependencies, or mandates of such
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country, and (3) whether he is suffering from any disabilities or 
diseases specified in Section 35 of the Immigration Act of 1917." 

The bill provides that any alien found not to be a bona fide seaman, 
or if racially ineligible to citizenship, found not to be a national of the 
country of the vessel’s registry, as defined in Section 7, shall be re- 
moved from the vessel to an immigration station and that the various 
provisions of the proposed act and of the immigration laws applicable 
to immigrants shall be enforced in his case. It is provided that the 
alien may appeal to the Secretary of Labor on certain questions. If 
the alien is found to be inadmissible, or if he is racially ineligible 
to citizenship and is not a national of the country of the vessel’s 
registry, as provided in Section 7 of the bill, the alien is to be deported 
as a passenger on a vessel other than that by which he was brought to 
the United States. 

It is also provided that all vessels entering ports of the United 
States manned with crews the majority of which, exclusive of licensed 
officers, have been engaged and taken on at foreign ports shall, when 
departing from United States ports, carry a crew of at least equal 
number except in the case of death or hospitalization of any member 
of the incoming crew. 

The provision for the examination of alien seamen upon arrival at 
a port of the United States would seem to be unnecessary in view of 
the provisions of Sections 19 and 20 of the Immigration Act of 19248 
which are adequate to provide for the examination of alien seamen to 
determine whether they are bona fide seamen and whether they are not 
inadmissible upon medical grounds. The provision for removing an 
alien to an immigration station for further examination and for pos- 
sible deportation would seem to be unnecessary as a means of pre- 
venting the illegal entry of the alien into the United States in view 
of the fact that under the provisions of Sections 19 and 20 of the Immi- 
gration Act of 1924 any alien found not to be a bona fide seaman by 
the immigration inspector, who apparently would be the inspecting 
officer under the proposed bill, could be required to be held on board 
the vessel by the owner, charterer, agent, consignee, or master of the 
vessel. The proposed bill requiring removal to a detention station 
might create difficulties at ports at which facilities for detention are 
not provided. If in the absence of such facilities the seaman should 

be confined in a common jail, complaints would undoubtedly be re- 
ceived from foreign governments. If under the proposed procedure 
a case is not disposed of prior to the sailing of the vessel, an awkward 
situation would arise if it should be found that the alien was in fact 

739 Stat. 874. 
* 43 Stat. 158.
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a bona fide seaman. The alien might be stranded in the United States 
without facility for rejoining his ship. | 

The provision that vessels shall take out a full crew would be onerous 
upon the vessel in the absence of provisions to meet the practical 
shipping needs of vessels due to last minute desertions, necessary sea- 
sonal changes in the size of the crews and the fact that vessels having 
a certain composition of their crews with a view to preserving internal 
peace and discipline on board may find that it is difficult or irnpossible 
to procure suitable additions to the crews. The provision that vessels 
carry out full crews would not be entirely effective to accomplish the 
apparent object of preventing an increase of illegal residents of the 
United States through desertions of seamen, because the additions to 
the crew would not necessarily be made up of other illegal residents, 
but could be composed of American citizens or aliens admitted for 
permanent residence, with the result that the illegal resident popu- 
lation of the country would continue to be increased by the number 
of deserting seamen who are not replaced by persons of the illegal 
resident seamen class. 

The provision that members of a crew racially ineligible to citizen- 
ship who are not nationals of the country of the vessel’s registry may 
be removed from the vessel for deportation as passengers upon a 
different vessel, is decidedly objectionable in that it would violate 
international comity because it would constitute a departure from the 
general international understanding and practice that when private 
ships of a foreign state are in port, the territorial authorities refrain 
from interference with their internal economy. The provision would 
require the removal, by force if necessary, from a foreign vessel of 
aliens who are citizens, subjects, or inhabitants of a colony, dependency, 
or mandate of the nation of the vessel’s registry. The provision 
would, accordingly, discriminate between different countries by pre- 
venting the inclusion of nationals of a country in the crews of its 
vessels. For example, Lascars, who are British nationals, could not 
serve as seamen on British vessels, and, similarly, Javanese, who are 
Netherland nationals, could not serve on Netherland ships. On the 

other hand, Japanese and Chinese vessels could have on board nationals 
of these countries who are equally ineligible to United States citizen- 
ship. The provision might tend to impede trade and commerce and 
might cause vessels which have heretofore come to American ports 
to change their routes to ports in nearby countries with resulting loss 
to American ports and railway and other transportation lines. The 
provision might also react unfavorably against the American merchant 
marine as a result of possible reprisals. In this connection it may 
be mentioned that where the laws of a country require that a certain 
composition of the crew shall be made up of nationals of the country,
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as in the case of the United States under the Act of May 22, 1928,° 
it might be difficult to procure replacements which would comply with 
the laws of the country of the vessel’s registry. 

In brief, the bill, if enacted in its present form, would violate inter- 
national comity, would affect unfavorably our relations with foreign 
countries, and would not add provisions more effective than those at 
present available to verify the bona fides of arriving seamen. 

Bills similar to this one have come up for consideration a number 
of times in the past and have been the subject of protests by the prin- 
cipal maritime nations of the world. 

Sincerely yours, Corpetht Hun 

150.071 Control/167 

Memorandum by the Chief of the Division of Western European 
Affairs (Moffat) of a Conversation With the British Ambassador 
(Lindsay) 

[Wasuineton,] March 12, 1934. 

The British Ambassador came in this morning to renew his protest 
against the Seaman’s Bill (King—Dies Bill) now under consideration 
at the capitol. He said that he had expressed so fully and so forcibly 
the objections of his Government to the inequities of this legislation 
in years past that he did not feel that it was incumbent on him to go 
over the same arguments a second time. Nevertheless, he wished to 
make it a matter of record that the objections of the British Govern- 
ment expressed in earlier years had in no degree abated. 

Pierrepont Morrat 

150.071 Control/175 

Memorandum by the Chief of the Division of Western European 
Affairs (Moffat) of a Conversation With the Swedish Minister 
(Bostrom) 

[ WasHineton,| March 15, 1934. 

The Swedish Minister called this morning to inquire about the 
prospects of passage of the King—Dies Seaman’s Bill. He renewed 
the protests which his Government had made in previous years, and 
which, he said, applied with equal, if not greater, force today. 

I told him of the steps taken by the Department to bring to the 
attention of the Senate Committee the opinions both of the Secretary 
of State and of foreign countries, and also read him some excerpts 
from the hearings of 1932. 

PrerrePont Morrat 

* Merchant Marine Act of 1928; 45 Stat. 689.
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150.071 Control/179 

The French Ambassador (Laboulaye) to the Secretary of State 

[Translation] 

[Wasurneron,] May 2, 1934. 

Mr. Secrerary: The Chargé d’Affaires of France in the United 
States had the honor, in conformity with instructions from his Gov- 
ernment, to invite the attention of the United States Government, on 
October 6, 1931,?° to the disadvantages which would result, for French 
navigation companies, from the passage of a bill which was presented 
for introduction in the Senate of the United States by Senator King, 
under the title “Alien Seamen Act of 1931”. 

A bill containing provisions analogous to those of the “King bill” 
was passed by the House of Representatives under the name of the 
“Dies bill” and transmitted to the Senate which has referred it to the 
Immigration Committee. 

I have the honor to beg Your Excellency to be so kind as to invite 
the attention of the Federal authorities to the serious prejudice which 
would be caused to the interest of the French merchant marine by the 
adoption of the “Dies bill”. 

Please accept [etc.] ANDRE DE LABoULAYE 

150.071 Control/181 

The Belgian Ambassador (May) to the Secretary of State 

[Translation] 

No. 1812 | Wasurinoton, May 11, 1934. 
Mr. Secrerary oF State: The King’s Embassy had the honor, in 

the course of the month of January, 1932,° of inviting Your Ex- 

cellency’s sympathetic attention to certain provisions of a bill entitled 
“A Bill to Provide for the Deportation of Certain Alien Seamen and 
for other Purposes”. 

The enactment of this bill threatened to create serious difficulties 
for the Belgian vessels frequenting American ports. Furthermore, 
it seemed to be in opposition to customs generally accepted in inter- 
national law. 

This law was not voted at the time, but since then, a new bill, spon- 
sored by Mr. Dies, a member of the House of Representatives, is said 

* Foreign Relations, 1931, vol. 1, p. 819. 
4 §. 202, Congressional Record, vol. 74, pt. 5, p. 5268. 
“ January 15, 1932, Foreign Relations, 1932, vol. 1, p. 955.



ALIEN SEAMEN 763 

to have been submitted to the examination of the Senate Immigra- 
tion Committee. 

I have been instructed and I have the honor to recall to Your Ex- 
cellency how regrettable would be any measure prejudicing the pre- 
rogatives of our maritime legislation, particularly in so far as concerns 
composition of our crews. Such legislation could not, indeed, be 
subjected to other rules than those provided by the Belgian laws and 
regulations in force. 

I would, therefore, be particularly grateful to Your Excellency for 
whatever you might find it possible to do with a view of taking into 
account objections of my Government. 

I take this opportunity [etc.] Pau May 

150.071 Control/182 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Secretary of Labor (Perkins) 

WasuHinetTon, June 4, 1934. 
Mapam: The receipt is acknowledged of Mr. Shaughnessy’s ** letter 

of May 26, 1934,* addressed to Mr. Simmons,” of this Department, 
with its enclosure, in which the request was made for an expression of 

this Department’s opinion concerning a proposed seamen’s bill em- 
bodying the changes suggested at a conference held May 22nd between 
representatives of the Departments of State, Commerce and Labor. 

Before commenting on the proposed bill enclosed in Mr. Shaugh- 
nessy’s letter, which is understood tobe a substitute for S. 868 and 
similar bills previously introduced, I would point out that the Depart- 
ment of State is in sympathy with any proper and practicable plan 
for the protection of wage earners in the United States and for en- 
suring the welfare of American seamen. 

It is believed that existing legislation provides practical and ade- 
quate safeguards to protect the United States against the illegal 
entry into this country of mala fide seamen who may seek to remain 
here after deserting from vessels arriving at American seaports. 

If, however, it should be deemed necessary by Congress to enact 
legislation of the type contemplated, the Department agrees to the 
proposed substitute bill, a copy of which was enclosed with your letter 
under reference, as preferable to S. 868 and other similar bills which 
have been proposed. 

Very truly yours, Wiui1am PHILures 

“Edward J. Shaughnessy, Deputy Commissioner of Immigration and 
Naturalization. 

* Not printed. 
* John F. Simmons, Chief of the Visa Division since February 12, 19384.
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150.071 Control/188 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (Carr) 

[WasHineTon,]| June 16, 1934. 

The British Ambassador called to see me today in regard to the 
so-called Seamen’s Bill, S. 868, which Senator King reported to the 
Senate from the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization yester- 
day, June 14. The Ambassador was very much concerned about it. 

I told the Ambassador that I was not quite able to understand the 
action of the Senate Committee in reporting the bill as S. 868, because 
the Committee already has before it another bill, H. R. 3842, which 
has passed the House and has been referred to the Senate Committee 
on Immigration and Naturalization and which is substantially the 
same bill as 8. 868. The normal course would have been to report 
H. R. 3842 with such amendments as were necessary. In this situation 
it is doubtful that S. 868 has any chance of favorable consideration, 
since if it passes the Senate it must go to the House. The Ambassador 
stated that he would inquire again tomorrow after I had had an 
opportunity to get a copy of the bill as reported. 
Meanwhile I called Senator Joe Robinson’s secretary and asked him 

to call the Senator’s attention to S. 868 and to state that both the State 
and Labor Departments felt the bill, not only unnecessary but highly 

undesirable in its present form. I suggested that the Senator might 
find it desirable to object if it should come up for consideration. 

W([izeur] J. C[arr] 

Since the foregoing was written my confidence that the bill will not 
pass has been confirmed. 

W. J.C.



PROPOSAL. BY THE UNITED STATES THAT CERTAIN 
OTHER GOVERNMENTS AGREE TO RELAX CERTAIN 
RESTRICTIONS ON AMATEUR RADIO STATIONS? 

811.7400 Amateur/1 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chairman of the Federal 
Radio Commission (Sykes)? 

[Wasuineton,| November 22, 1938. 

Sm: There is enclosed a copy of a letter dated November 14, 1933, 
which the Department has received from the American Radio Relay 
League, suggesting that this Government enter into agreements with 
certain other Governments under Article 8 of the General Radio 
Regulations annexed to the International Telecommunication Con- 
vention of Madrid. The purpose of the desired agreements would be 
partially to relax the restriction upon the handling by amateur radio 
stations of messages for third parties. 

The Department of State would appreciate an expression of your 
views as to the desirability of compliance by this Government with 
the request contained in the enclosed letter. 

Very truly yours, Witi1am PHinirps 

811.7400 Amateur/2 

The Chairman of the Federal Radio Commission (Sykes) to the 
Secretary of State 

Wasuineton, December 2, 1933. 

My Dear Mr. Secretary: Receipt is acknowledged of your letter 
dated, November 22, 1933, concerning a proposed agreement with cer- 
tain other Governments under Article 8 of the General Radio Regula- 
tions Annexed to the Telecommunication Convention of Madrid. 

It will be recalled that at the Madrid Conference, the final wording 

of Article 8 was the result of a compromise between the views of the 

*See section entitled “Participation of the United States in the International 
Radiotelegraph Conference, Madrid, September 3~December 9, 1932,” Foreign 
Relations, 1932, vol. 1, pp. 865 ff. 

*The same letter was sent, November 22, to the Secretaries of War, Navy, 
Treasury, and Commerce. Their responses were favorable. 

* Not printed. 
‘Yor text of Convention signed December 9, 1932, see Foreign Relations, 1932, 

vol. 1, p. 873; for text of Regulations, see Department of State Treaty Series No. 
867, or Treaties, Conventions, etc., vol. IV, pp. 5379, 5392, 
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American delegation, whose attitude was inclined to be liberal toward 
amateur radio, and the views of certain European delegations whose 
tendencies were to restrict amateur radio as much as possible. 

It was largely through the efforts of the American delegation that 
a compromise providing for the negotiation of agreements for the 
permissive handling of third party traffic between countries interested 
in fostering amateur radio was adopted. At the Madrid Conference, 
the desires of the United States to bring about the adoption of such 
agreements were clearly manifested, and it now appears that the con- 
summation of such desires by suitable negotiations would be most ap- 
propriate. 

It may also be mentioned parenthetically, that active steps in this 
direction by the Department of State would tend to overcome any ap- 
prehensions manifested by representatives of amateur radio prior to 
the ratification of the new Convention by the Senate, because of the 
more restrictive terms of Article 8 of the General Radio Regulations. 

The Federal Radio Commission is, therefore, in sympathy with the 
suggestion contained in the letter from the Department of State and 
approves the exchange of agreements between this country and such 
other countries as may be willing to enter inta such agreements in ac- 
cordance with the provision of Article 8 of the General Radio Regula- 
tions Annexed to the International Telecommunication Convention of 
Madrid. 

Very truly yours, E. O. Syxes 

ARGENTINA 

811.7485 Amateur/1 

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

No. 42 WASHINGTON, January 19, 1934. 

Sir: Article 6 of the General Regulations annexed to the Inter- 
national Radio Convention of Washington, 1927,° to which both Argen- 
tina and the United States are parties, provides in part as follows: 

* Similar instructions were also sent to the Embassies in Brazil, Chile, Cuba, 
Great Britain, Mexico, Peru, and Spain; and to the Legations in Canada, China, 
Irish Free State, Portugal, and the Union of South Africa. No reply from the 
Brazilian Government has been found in the Department files. Instruction No. 
210 of May 4, 1935, to the Ambassador in Belgium was altered, since by that 
date the United States had ratified the Madrid Telecommunication Conven- 
tion (1932), and the instruction was to apply only to the Belgian Congo and 
Ruanda—Urundi and not to Belgium itself. The Belgian reply was unfavorable. 
(811.7445A Amateur/5, 7) 
*For text of Convention signed at Washington, November 25, 1927, see Foreign 

Relations, 1927, vol. 1, p. 288. For text of Regulations, see Department of State 
0 BOSD Series No. 767; or 45 Stat. 2760; or Treaties, Conventions, etc., vol. Iv,
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“§ 1. The exchange of communications between private experimental 
stations of different countries shall be forbidden if the Administration 
of one of the interested countries has given notice of its opposition to 
this exchange. 

“§ 2. When this exchange is permitted the communications must, 
unless the interested countries have entered into other agreements 
among themselves, be carried on in plain language and be limited to 
messages bearing upon the experiments and to remarks of a private 
nature for which, by reason of their unimportance, recourse to the 
public telegraph service might not be warranted.” 

The International Radio Conference of Madrid, 1932, recognized 
amateur stations and private experimental stations as constituting 
different classes of stations. An important restriction upon the inter- 
national exchange of messages by amateur stations on behalf of third 
parties was incorporated in Article 8 of the Radio Regulations an- 
nexed to the International Telecommunication Convention of Madrid, 
of which Sections 1 and 2 read as follows: : 

“$1. The exchange of communications between amateur stations 
and between private experimental] stations of different countries shall 
be forbidden if the Administration of one of the countries concerned 
has given noticé of its opposition to this exchange. 

“$2. (1) When this exchange is permitted, the communications 
must be carried out in plain language and be limited to messages hav- 
ing to do with experiments and remarks of a private nature for which, 
by reason of their unimportance, there could be no question of resort- 
ing to the public telegraph service. Owners of amateur stations shall 
be strictly prohibited from transmitting international communications 
emanating from third parties. 

(2) The above provisions may be modified by special arrangements 
between the interested countries.” 

The Radio Regulations of Madrid were signed on behalf of Argen- 
tina and the United States. They have not yet been ratified by the 

United States, and, so far as the Department is aware, have not been 
ratified by Argentina. In view of the possible future ratification of 
the Regulations, however, it is believed desirable to keep the prohibi- 
tion above quoted from applying at the time of such ratification to 
messages transmitted by amateur radio stations on behalf of third 
parties. | 

In recognition of the important part which radio amateurs have 
played in the development of radio, the Department is suggesting to 
a number of other governments the conclusion of agreements which 
would give radio amateurs some relaxation from the restriction in- 
troduced at Madrid. Such a relaxation of the restriction, however, 

would be of a kind which would not permit radio amateurs to compete 
with public or commercial radio or telegraph systems.
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The Embassy is requested, therefore, unless it perceives objection, 
to suggest to the Argentine Government an exchange of notes in the 
following terms: 

“Amateur radio stations of Argentina and of the United States 
may interchange messages on behalf of third parties, provided that 
such messages shall be of the character that would not normally be 
sent by any existing means of electrical communication or except for 
the availability of the amateur stations, and on which no compensation 
must be directly or indirectly paid. 

“This arrangement shall apply to the United States and its terri- 
tories and possessions including Alaska, the Hawaiian Islands, Puerto 
Rico, the Virgin Islands, the Panama Canal Zone and the Philippine 

slands. 
“This arrangement shall be subject to termination by either govern- 

ment on sixty days’ notice to the other government, by further arrange- 
ment between the two governments dealing with the same subject, or 
by the enactment of legislation in either country inconsistent 

| therewith.” 

It will be observed that the proposed agreement refers only to mes- 
sages exchanged on behalf of third parties. This is because under 
both the Washington and Madrid Regulations operators of amateur 
stations may exchange international messages on their own behalf 
in the absence of a prohibition upon such exchange by one of the in- 
terested governments. 

In view of the important services which radio amateurs have ren- 
dered and of the narrow limits within which the exchanges of mes- 
sages on behalf of third parties would be authorized the Department 
hopes that the Argentine Government will agree to the proposed 
exchange. 

Very truly yours, Wiiu1amM Puiuipes 

811.7435 Amateur/4 

The Argentine Ministry for Foreign Affairs to the American E'mbassy 
in Argentina’ 

[Translation] 

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Worship addresses the Em- 
bassy of the United States of America, and with reference to its note 
Aide-Mémoire dated February 28 last, concerning the proposed mod- 
ification of Radio Regulations of Madrid in so far as it concerns 
amateurs, takes pleasure in enclosing copy of the report issued by 

"Copy transmitted to the Department by the Ambassador in Argentina in his 
despatch No. 401, August 29; received September 10.
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the office in charge of the control of radio communications in the coun- 
try, which the pertinent Department has adopted in all its parts. 

Burnos Arres, August 7, 1934. 

[Enclosure—Translation *] 

Memorandum by the Argentine General Administration of Post and 
Telegraph 

The Government of the United States of America proposes to the 
Argentine Government, an agreement substantially modifying the 
stipulations contained in article 8 § 2 (1) én fine of the General Regu- 
lations on Radio Communications, which states: “ ... Owners of 
ainateur stations shall be strictly prohibited from transmitting inter- 
national communications emanating from third parties.” 

This stipulation which our regulations in force at present extend, 
even more strictly, to private experimental stations—see articles 111 
and 116, folio 7—was not contained in the Washington Regulations. 
In effect, the comparison between article 6 of the latter and article 8 
of the Madrid Regulations contained in the atde-mémoire, stresses 
this latest provision. 

In order to grasp the meaning of this provision, it is fitting to study 
the origin and the circumstances which led to its adoption. 

In the Conference of Madrid, upon considering the proposals and 
observations to which article 6 § 2 of the Washington Regulations gave 
rise, the Netherland delegation informed the Assembly that it had 
recently received a copy of a formula used by a federation of radio 
amateurs. This formula indicated that “the owner of amateur sta- 
tion offers the public free service to any part of his country or of for- 
eign countries where radio amateurs may be found. It may be con- 
sidered that rapid service is secured in all the countries whose internal 
legislation authorizes exchange of messages on the part of amateurs.” 

The aforementioned delegation stated : “It seems necessary to call the 
attention of the Assembly to the suggestion implied by that text which 
we believe to be absolutely contrary to the international regulations. 
Article 6 of the Washington Regulations stipulates that when the 
exchange of communications is permitted, it must be limited to the 
messages bearing upon the experiments and remarks of a private 
nature .. .” 

In this respect the same article foresees the possibility of reach- 

ing other agreements between countries; “but”, the delegation added, 

* File translation revised. | 
791118—51-——55
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“we do not know that there exists any agreement permitting amateurs 

to make use of public communications gratuitously”. 
According to the opinion of the Netherland delegation, if amateurs 

wish to supply information concerning the possibility of accepting 

public communications, they must limit themselves to the enumeration 

of countries—if they exist—among which such communications are 

permitted. 
The delegation then pointed out the necessity that doubts must not be 

entertained as to the significance of “messages bearing upon the ex- 

periments and remarks of a private nature”. “This expression”—it 

added—“evidently excludes all messages received from other persons. 
Only the messages emanating from the owner of the license are ad- 

mitted. Consequently, it is prohibited for amateur stations to re- 

peat messages, unless there is a private agreement among countries”. 

The representative of the “International Amateur Radio Union” de- 
clared that they “did not think that the object of the article in question 
was to prohibit the transmission, in the amateur’s language, of unim- 

portant personal remarks in favor of a third party” and were there- 

fore opposed to the interpretation in question. 

The Italian delegation was of the opinion that the matter was ex- 

tremely important from the international point of view and proposed 

the following addendum to avoid mistakes: 

“Tl est absolument interdit aux titulaires des stations d’amateur de 
transmettre des communications émanant de tierces personnes.” 

This addendum, strongly supported by the delegations of Germany, 
Belgium, France, the Netherlands, Netherland East Indies, and the 
Soviet Union, was adopted, in spite of the request for a further study 
advocated by the United States delegation. 

This General Administration does not consider appropriate an 
agreement of the nature which 1s solicited, and, on the other hand, 
the regulations in force do not permit private experimental and ama- 

teur stations to transmit and/or recelve messages emanating from or 
addressed to third parties (articles 111 (38), 116). 

Neither does it consider it timely to encourage the modification of 
the aforementioned regulation in the sense of effecting the agreement 
proposed by the United States Government, among other reasons, 

because : 

1. In many cases such transmissions and/or receptions would take 
place in detriment of the National Telegraph revenues and of “pri- 
vate exploitations” which are authorized to accept public messages. 

2. Difficulties would be added in the control of radiocommunica- 
tions which is complex in itself, owing to the different aspects it in- 
cludes in our country. 

3. On the other hand it would not afford perceptible advantages in 
favor of communications or of the scientific advancement of research.
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4. The basic purpose of studying and testing the radio electric tech- 
nique might be relegated [to a secondary position], awakening a sort 
of rivalry in transmitting and/or receiving messages addressed to 
third parties, not always bearing on experiments made or to be made. 

JuLty 17, 1934. 

CANADA 

Executive Agreement Series No. 62 
811.7442 Amateur/41 | 

The American Minister in Canada (Robbins) to the Canadian 
Secretary of State for Eaternal Affairs (Bennett) ® 

No. 219 Orrawa, April 23, 1934. 

Sir: Pursuant to the provisions in Article 6 of the General Regula- 
tions annexed to the International Radiotelegraph Convention signed 
at Washington on November 25, 1927, there was effected by an ex- 
change of notes between the United States of America and the Domin- 
ion of Canada, dated October 2, 1928, December 29, 1928, and January 
12, 1929, an arrangement governing radio communications between 
private experimental stations in the two countries, 

The International Telecommunication Convention and the Gen- 
eral Radio Regulations annexed thereto, signed at Madrid on Decem- 
ber 9, 1932, will, when effective, abrogate and replace in the relations 
between the contracting governments the International Radiotele- 
graph Convention and the General Regulations of Washington, 1927. 

I have the honor, therefore, for and in the name of my Government 
and by its direction, to propose that the above-mentioned arrangement 
governing radio communications between private experimental sta- 
tions, effected by an exchange of notes, shall be deemed and under- 
stood by the two Governments to continue to apply to private experi- 
mental stations and to amateur radio stations, without change, under 
Sections 1 and 2 of Article 8 of the General Radio Regulations annexed 
to the International Telecommunication Convention of Madrid, 1932, 
when the said Convention and Regulations shall have been ratified by 
both Governments. 

The Government of the United States will be pleased to consider 
the above-stated understanding to be effective on the date of the 
receipt of a note from the Government of the Dominion of Canada 
stating its acceptance of such understanding. 

I avail myself [etc. ] Warren D. Rogers 

° Copy transmitted to the Department by the Minister in Canada in his despatch 
No. 598, May 28; received May 81. 
"For texts of these notes, see Foreign Relations, 1929, vol. 11, pp. 114 ff.
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Executive Agreement Series No. 62 

811.7442 Amateur/41 

The Canadian Secretary of State for Eaternal Affairs (Bennett) to 
the American Minister in Canada (fobbins) * 

No. 40 Orrawa, 2 May, 1984. 

Str: I have the honour to acknowledge your note No. 219 of the 

23rd April, 1934, relating to an arrangement effected by an exchange 

of notes between Canada and the United States of America, dated 

October 2, 1928, December 29, 1928, and January 12, 1929, governing 
radio communications between private experimental stations in the 

two countries. 

It is noted that the International Telecommunication Convention 

and the General Radio Regulations annexed thereto, signed at Ma- 

drid on December 9, 1932, will, when effective, abrogate and replace 

in the relations between the contracting governments the Interna- 

tional Radiotelegraph Convention and the General Regulations of 
Washington, 1927. 

It is noted that it is proposed, for and in the name of the United 

States Government and by its direction, that the above-mentioned 

arrangement governing radio communications between private ex- 

perimental stations, effected by an exchange of notes, shall be deemed 
and understood by the two Governments to continue to apply to private 
experimental stations and to amateur radio stations, without change, 

under Sections 1 and 2 of Article 8 of the General Radio Regulations 

annexed to the International Telecommunication Convention of Ma- 
drid, 1932, when the said Convention and Regulations shall have been 

ratified by both Governments. 

It is also noted that the United States Government will consider 

the above-stated understanding to be effective on the date of the receipt 

of a note from the Canadian Government, stating its acceptance of 
such understanding. 

I have the honour to state that the Canadian Government accept 

such understanding and will consider it effective on the date of the 
receipt of this note as stated in the preceding paragraph. 

I avail myself [etc.] O. D. Sxe.ton 

for Secretary of State for 

External Affairs 

” Copy transmitted to the Department by the Minister in Canada in his despatch 
No. 598, May 28; received May 81.
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Executive Agreement Series No. 62 
811.7442 Amateur/41 

The American Minister in Canada (Robbins) to the Canadian 
Secretary of State for External Affairs (Bennett) ™ 

No. 226 Orrawa, May 4, 1934. 

Sm: I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt this morning of 
your note No. 40 of May 2, 1934, in which you convey your approval of 
an arrangement governing radio communications between private 
experimental stations in Canada and the United States. In ac- 
cordance with the understanding reached in your note under 

acknowledgment and the Legation’s note of April 23, 1934, the 
arrangement is considered to be effective as of today’s date. 

I avail myself [etc. ] Warren D. Rossins 

CHILE 

Executive Agreement Series No. 72 
811.7425 Amateur/6 

The American Ambassador in Chile (Sevier) to the Chilean Minister 

for Foreign Affairs (Cruchaga T.) ” 

No. 127 Santiago, August 2, 1934. 

Exce.Lency: In view of the important services rendered by ama- 
teurs in the development of radio communication and the desirability 
of liberalizing the restrictions dealing with such amateurs, I have the 
honor to confirm to Your Excellency the terms of the following under- | 
standing between our respective governments, as provided for in 
Article 8 of the Radio Regulations annexed to the International Tele- 
communication Convention of Madrid, 1932: 

_ Amateur radio stations of Chile and of the United States may 
interchange messages on behalf of third parties, provided that such 
messages shall be of the character that would not normally be sent 
by any existing means of electrical communication or except for the 
availability of the amateur stations, and on which no compensation 
must be directly or indirectly paid. 

This arrangement shall apply to the United States and its terri- 
tories and possessions including Alaska, the Hawaiian Islands, Puerto 
Rico, the Virgin Islands, the Panama Canal [Zone] and the Philippine 
Islands. 

“ Copy transmitted to the Department by the Minister in Canada in his despatch 
No. 598, May 28; received May 31. 

“Copy transmitted to the Department by the Ambassador in Chile in his 
despatch No. 219, October 30; received November 8.
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This arrangement shall be subject to termination by either gov- 
ernment on sixty days’ notice to the other government, by further 
arrangement between the two governments dealing with the same 
subject, or by the enactment of legislation in either country 
inconsistent therewith. 

It is understood that the above stated arrangement will be effective 

on the date of the receipt of a note from the Chilean Government 
stating its acceptance thereof. 

I avail myself [etce. | Hat Sevier 

Executive Agreement Series No. 72 

811.7425 Amateur/6 : 

The Chilean Minster for Foreign Affairs (Cruchaga T.) to the 
American Ambassador in Chile (Sevier) * 

[Translation] 

No. 04976 Santrago, August 17, 19384. 

Mr. Ampassapor: I have the honor to reply to Your Excellency’s 
courteous note no. 127 of the 2d of the current month. Having in view 
the important services rendered by amateurs in the development of 
radio communications and with the desire of liberalizing the restric- 
tions dealing with them, I confirm to Your Excellency the terms of 
the understanding between the two Governments which modifies the 
provision of article 8 of the radio regulations annexed to the Interna- 
tional Telecommunication Convention of Madrid of 1932: 

_ Amateur radio stations of Chile and of the United States. may 
interchange messages of third parties provided that such messages 
are of such a character that they would not normally be transmitted 
by any existing means of electrical communication if it were not for 
the availability of the amateur stations, and with respect to which 
no compensation whatever can be collected. | 

This arrangement shall apply to the United States and its terri- 
tories and possessions, including Alaska, the Hawaiian Islands, 
Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, the Panama Canal Zone, and the 
Philippine Islands. | 

This arrangement can be terminated by either of the two Govern- 
ments by giving 60 days’ advance notification to the other Govern- 
ment, by agreement between the two Governments dealing with the 
same subject, or because of legal provisions in either of the two 
countries which are incompatible with this provision. 

* Copy transmitted to the Department by the Ambassador in Chile in. his 
despatch No. 219, October 30; received November 8. .
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This agreement takes effect from the date of the present communi- 

cation. | 

I avail myself [etc. | Miaurt Crucuaca T. 

CHINA 

811.7493 Amateur/3: Telegram 

The Minister in China (Johnson) to the Secretary of State 

- Perrine, January 238, 1934—3 p. m. 

| [Received January 23—7:15 a. m.] 

54, Department’s 3, January 5,6 p.m. Counselor of Legation at 
Nanking * was directed to sound out Chinese authorities. An official 

of the Ministry of Communications stated that officially there are 
no amateur radio operators in China although some amateurs have 
availed themselves of the protection of extraterritorial privileges or 
the protection of a foreign concession in utter disregard of the prohibi- 
tion of the National Government against amateur radio operators. 

In answer to a query he said that China had nothing to lose by sign- 
ing the Washington convention; that it felt it might as well sign even 

| though the regulations would have no direct application to conditions 
in China. He repeated that concessions and extraterritoriality were 
insurmountable obstacles to the extension of amateur radio privileges; 
that there are practically no Chinese amateur enthusiasts; that the so- 
called amateurs who operate in China are foreigners who usually have 
an ulterior motive; that while they can control amateurs who operate 
in strictly Chinese territory they are helpless so far as others are con- 
cerned. He expressed the belief that any extension of privileges to 
amateurs would be of no benefit to Chinese nationals but would result 
in more administrative troubles for the Chinese authorities. He con- 
cluded by saying that the Ministry of Communications would disap- 
prove entering into proposed agreement at this time. 

In view of this attitude of the official of the Ministry of Communi- 
cations the Legation does not believe it desirable to pursue the matter 
further at the present time. However, the Legation does not believe 
that the conclusion or otherwise of the agreement contemplated in the 
Department’s instruction under acknowledgment will materially af- 
fect amateur radio activities in China. 

| J OHNSON 

. 4 See footnote 5, p. 766. 
* Willys R. Peck.
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CUBA 

811.7487 Amateur/3 

The Cuban Under Secretary of State (de Blanck) to the American 
Ambassador in Cuba (Caffery) 

[Translation] 

[No.] 1691 Hazana, October 22, 1934. 

Mister Ampassapor: In relation to our previous correspondence re- 
garding Your Excellency’s valued note No. 65, of May 3 of this year, 
concerning an interchange by amateur radio stations of Cuba and the 
United States of America, of messages on behalf of third persons, I 
have the honor to inform Your Excellency that the Secretary of Com- 
munications has informed us, by communication No. 1495 of the 11th 
instant, that the new Radio Law is being studied by a Commission on 
the approval of which that Department will resolve everything rela- 
tive to this subject, which we will be pleased to bring to the attention 
of Your Excellency as soon as information has been communicated 
to us by the said Secretary. 

I avail myself [ete. ] G. pE BLANCK 

GREAT BRITAIN 

811.7441 Amateur/2 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary 
of State 

No. 709 Lonpon, May 16, 1934. 
[Received May 25.] 

sir: I have the honor to refer to the Department’s instruction No. 
206 of January 19, 1934,” directing me to enquire whether the British 
Government would be willing to make an agreement by an exchange 
of notes with the United States Government to permit the inter- 
national exchange of radio messages by amateur stations on behalf 
of third parties. 

A note in the sense of the Department’s instruction under reference 
was at once addressed to the Foreign Office, and I am now in receipt 
of a reply, a copy of which is enclosed herewith, stating that His 
Majesty’s Government in the United Kingdom does not see its way 
clear to enter into such an arrangement. The note adds that the 
Foreign Office will communicate with the Embassy further in due 
course with regard to the attitude of His Majesty’s Governments in 

** Copy transmitted to the Department by the Ambassador in Cuba in his des- 
patch No. 1706, October 25; received October 29. 

See footnote 5, p. 766.
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Australia and New Zealand, and the Government of India, to this 

proposal, 
The Embassy will not fail to inform the Department of anything 

which it may receive in this relation. 
Respectfully yours, For the Ambassador: 

Ray ATHERTON 
Counselor of Embassy 

[Enclosure] | 

The British Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs (Simon) to the 
American Ambassador (Bingham) 

No. W 4111/118/50 Lonpon, 14 May, 1934. 

Your Excettency: With reference to Mr. Atherton’s Note No. 331 

of the 17th February last regarding the licensing of third party mes- 
sages by amateur wireless transmitting stations under the Interna- 
tional Radiocommunication Convention of Madrid, 1932, I have the 
honour to lay before Your Excellency the following observations. 

2. Before a license for an amateur transmitting station in this coun- 
try is issued, the owner is required to produce satisfactory evidence 
that the station is to be used for the purpose of pursuing experiments 
of scientific value; and it is only for this object that the station is 
authorised. In view of the congested state of the ether it is considered 
important that all unnecessary wireless signalling should be avoided. 
Moreover it is undesirable that those companies which conduct regular 
cable or wireless services with other countries should be exposed to 
loss of revenue by the use of amateur stations for messages of third 
parties. 

8. His Majesty’s Government feel that it would be extremely diffi- 
cult to say whether any private message sent by an amateur for a 
third party (for example, a birthday greeting, or a message concerning 
a birth, marriage or death) would or would not “normally be sent by 
any existing means of electrical communication.” It would be difh- 
cult and expensive to keep any effective check on transmission, and 
there would be a strong temptation to amateurs to transmit on behalf 
of interested persons messages or important items of commercial in- 
formation, prices, sporting results, or other news. 

4, It was for these reasons that the Madrid Conference inserted 
in the international regulations the provision: 

— “J] est absolument interdit aux titulaires des stations d’amateur de 
transmettre des communications internationales émanant de tierces 
personnes.” 

5. His Majesty’s Government in the United Kingdom while anxious 
to afford all necessary facilities for genuine experimental wireless work,
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regret that they must adhere to the view that this provision is sound, 
and that so far as amateur wireless stations in this country are con- 
cerned, they do not see their way to enter into an arrangement such 
as that suggested by the United States Government. 

6. I shall have the honour to address you further in due course with 
regard to the attitude of His Majesty’s Governments in Australia and 
New Zealand, and of the Government of India to this proposal.” 

IT have [etc.] (For the Secretary of State) 
P. LrieH-SmMITH 

IRISH FREE STATE 

811.7441D Amateur/3 

The Chargé in the Irish Free State (Denby) to the Secretary of State 

No. 84 Dusuin, August 15, 1934. « 

[Received August 29.] 

Sir: I have the honor to refer to my despatch No. 16, of April 21, 
1934,” and to previous correspondence respecting the proposal for the 

| conclusion of an agreement between the United States Government 

and the Government of the Irish Free State, to provide for a relaxa- 
tion from the restrictions imposed on amateur radio stations by the 
International Telecommunication Convention, 1982. 

Enclosed herewith for the records of the Department in this relation, 
is a copy of a Note No. 33/84, of August 14, 1934,?° addressed to me by 
Mr. Sean Murphy, Assistant Secretary of the Department of External 
Affairs of the Free State Government, to the effect that the Free State 
Government has not altered its attitude and wishes to continue to 
defer a final decision on the subject. 

Respectfully yours, JAMES Orr Denby 

| MEXICO | 

811.7412 Amateur/4 

The Mexican Minister for Foreign Affairs (Torreblanca) to the 
American Chargé in Mexico (Norweb) * 

{Translation ] 

[No.] 2098 Mexico, May 14, 1934. 

Mr. Cuarcé v’Arrarres: I refer to that Embassy’s courteous note 
number 472 of March 29th last, in order to advise you that the com- 

” The negative attitude of the Indian, New Zealand, and Australian Govern- 
ments was indicated by notes of June 1, August 4, and September 14 to the 
American Ambassador. 

°° Not printed. 
™ Copy transmitted to the Department by the Chargé in Mexico in his despatch 

No. 1434, May 18; received May 22.
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petent authorities have informed this Ministry that they would view 

with great satisfaction the conclusion of the agreement proposed by 

the American Government,” relative to radio communication, on be- 

half of third parties, between amateur stations of Mexico and the 

United States; but that, it being impossible to do this under the terms 

of the laws in effect, the authorities in question are considering the 

manner of broadening the restrictions governing the matter with a 

view to rendering possible the acceptance of the proposal of that 
Embassy. 

T avail myself [etc. ] F’. TorrEBLANCA 

PERU 

Executive Agreement Series No. 66 
811.7423 Amateur/4 

The American Ambassador in Peru (Dearing) to the Peruvian 
Minister for Foreign Affairs (Polo) * 

No. 562 Lima, February 16, 1934. 

Excettency: Upon instructions from my Government, I have the 
honor to bring the following matter to Your Excellency’s attention: 

An important restriction upon the international exchange of mes- 
sages by amateur radio stations on behalf of third parties was in- 
corporated in Article 8 of the Radio Regulations annexed to the 
International Telecommunication Convention of Madrid, of which 

Sections 1 and 2 read as follows: 

“$1. The exchange of communications between amateur stations 
and between private experimental stations of different countries shall 
be forbidden if the Administration of one of the countries concerned 
has given notice of its opposition to this exchange. . 

“Bo, (1) When this exchange is permitted, the communications 
must be carried out in plain language and be limited to messages 
having to do with experiments and remarks of a private nature for 
which, by reason of their unimportance, there could be no question 
of resorting to the public telegraph service. Owners of amateur sta- 
tions shall be strictly prohibited from transmitting international 
communications emanating from third parties. 

“(2) The above provisions may be modified by special arrange- 
ments between the interested countries.” 

This prohibition upon the exchange of third party messages was 
not contained in the earlier Radio Regulations, and in deference to 

2 An agreement by an exchange of notes was suggested similar to the negotia- 
tions between the United States and Canada in 1928 and 1929 (Foreign Relations, 
1929, vol. 11, pp. 114 ff). 

*% Copy transmitted to the Department by the Ambassador in Peru in his 
despatch No. 3513, July 25; received August 9.
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the wishes of those governments which might wish to permit the 
international exchange of such messages, the provision permitting 
the relaxation of the prohibition by special arrangements was intro- 

duced. : 
The Radio Regulations of Madrid were signed on behalf of Peru 

and the United States, but they have not yet been ratified by the 
United States, nor so far as my Government is aware, have they been 
ratified by Peru. In view of the possible future ratification of the 
Regulations, however, it is believed desirable to keep the prohibition 
above quoted from applying at the time of such ratification to mes- 
sages transmitted by amateur radio stations on behalf of third parties. 

In recognition of the important services which amateurs have ren- 
dered in the development of radio, my Government is suggesting 
to a number of other governments the conclusion of agreements 
which would give radio amateurs some relaxation from the restric- 
tion introduced at Madrid by authorizing, within narrow limits, the 
exchange of messages on behalf of third parties. Such relaxation 
of the restriction, however, would be of a kind which would not per- 
mit radio amateurs to compete with public or commercial radio or 
telegraph systems. 

The proposed agreement refers only to messages exchanged on 
behalf of third parties, for, under the Madrid regulations, operators 
of amateur stations may exchange international messages on their own 
behalf in the absence of a prohibition upon such exchange by one 
of the interested governments. 

I therefore suggest to Your Excellency, and my Government hopes 
that that of Peru will agree to, an exchange of notes in the following 
terms: 

“Amateur radio stations of Peru and of the United States may 
interchange messages on behalf of third parties, provided that such 
messages shall be of the character that would not normally be sent 
by any existing means of electrical communication or except for the 
availability of the amateur stations, and on which no compensation 
must be directly or indirectly paid. 

“This arrangement shall apply to the United States and its terri- 
tories and possessions including Alaska, the Hawaain Islands, Puerto 
Rico, fhe Virgin Islands, the Panama Canal Zone and the Philippine 

slands. 
“This arrangement shall be subject to termination by either gov- 

ernment on sixty days’ notice to the other government, by further 
arrangement between the two governments dealing with the same 
subject, or by the enactment of legislation in either country incon- 
sistent therewith”. 

I avail myself [etc. ] | Frep Morris DEARING
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Executive Agreement Series No. 66 | 
811.7423 Amateur/4 

The Peruvian Minister for Foreign Affairs (Polo) to the American 
Ambassador in Peru (Dearing) * 

[Translation] 

No. 50 Lima, May 28, 1934. 

Mr. Ampassapor: I have the honor to refer to Your Excellency’s 
kind note No. 562, in which you were good enough to suggest an inter- 
change of notes between the Embassy under your worthy charge and 
this Ministry, concerning the transmission of messages of third parties 
by amateur radio stations in the following form: 

“Amateur radio stations of Peru and of the United States may 
interchange messages on behalf of third parties, provided that such 
messages shall be of the character that would not normally be sent 
by any existing means of electrical communication or except for the 
availability of the amateur stations, and on which no compensation 
must be directly or indirectly paid. 

“This arrangement shall apply to the United States and its terri- 
tories and possessions including Alaska, the Hawaiian Islands, Puerto 
Rico, the Virgin Islands, the Panama Canal Zone and the Philippine 
Islands. 

“This arrangement shall be subject to termination by either gov- 
ernment on sixty days’ notice to the other government, by further 
arrangement between the two governments dealing with the same 
subject, or by the enactment of legislation in either country incon- 
sistent therewith.” 

I take pleasure in advising Your Excellency that my Government 
gladly accepts the proposal that you have been good enough to make 
in your note above mentioned, in the foregoing terms. 

I avail mystel [etc. | Sot6n Porto 

| PORTUGAL | 
811.7453 Amateur/5 

The Minister in Portugal (Caldwell) to the Secretary of State 

No. 784 Lisson, November 9, 1935. 
[ Received November 25. ] 

Sir: Referring to the Department’s instruction No. 91 of March 
11, 1935,?° in regard to a proposed exchange of notes with the Portu- 
guese Government on the subject of amateur radio stations, and to 
later correspondence on the same subject, I now have the honor to 
report that after repeated informal conversations on this subject 

* Copy transmitted to the Department by the Ambassador in Peru in his 
despatch No. 3513, July 25; received August 9. 

** See footnote 5, p. 766.
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with the appropriate officials in the Ministry for Foreign Affairs and 
in reply to my note of October 14, of which I enclose a copy herewith,” 
I am now in receipt of a communication from the Minister for For- 
eign Affairs in which he expresses regret that the Portuguese Govern- 
ment cannot accept the proposed exchange of notes on account of 
difficulties foreseen in supervising messages between American radio 
stations and those in Portugal. I am enclosing herewith a copy of 
the note on this subject from the Minister for Foreign A ffairs, together 
with a translation thereof. 

Respectfully yours, R. G. CaLtpweEty 

{Enclosure—Translation ] 

The Portuguese Minister for Foreign Affairs (Monteiro) to the 
American Minister (Caldwell) 

Process No. 485,13 Lasson, November 7, 1935. 

Mr. Minister: With reference to the subject of your note No. 189 
of the 14th instant and to that of the memorandum of March 80, last, 
regarding the exchange of radio telegraph messages in the name of 
third parties or entities, between private experimental stations, I have 
the honor to inform you that the Portuguese Government regrets that 
it cannot accept the proposal contained in the aforesaid communica- 
tions, owing to the inconveniences which this acceptance would un- 
avoidably cause to the service of radio-communications, resulting 
particularly in prejudice to the Treasury, inasmuch as it is practically 
impossible to maintain a strict supervision over the messages ex- 
changed between the American stations and the large number of 

Portuguese amateur stations. 
I avail myself [etc. ] ArmiInDO MontveEIRO 

SPAIN 

811.7452 Amateur/5 

The Spanish Ministry of State to the American Embassy in Spain * 

[Translation] 

No. 90 Nore VERBALE 

The Ministry of State has the honor to inform the Embassy of the 

United States of America with reference to its Vote Verbale No. 7038 

*™ Not printed. 
3 Transmitted to the Department by the Ambassador in Spain in his despatch 

No. 1168, June 12, 1936; received June 27.



PROPOSED RADIO AGREEMENTS 783 

that the proposition of the United States Government regarding the 
exchange of messages by amateur radio stations of Spain and the 
United States was again submitted for study to the competent au- 
thorities, and that they have decided that the proposed agreement can 
not be made, as it is not possible to make an exception in the absolute 
prohibition which is maintained with all other countries as provided 
in Par. 2 of Article 8 of the General Radiocommunications Regula- 
tions which were signed in Madrid in 1932. | | 

Maprm, June 6, 1936. , 

UNION OF SOUTH AFRICA | 

811.7448A Amateur/1 

The Minister in South Africa (Totten) to the Secretary of State 

No, 671 | PreroriA, April 20, 1984. 
[Received May 23. ] 

Sir: I have the honor to refer to the Department’s Instruction No. 
168 of January 19, 1934 (File No. 811.7400 Amateur [811.7448A Ama- 
teur/1|) ®® setting forth the terms of a proposed exchange of notes 
between the United States and the Union of South Africa to provide 
for the transmission of messages by amateur radio stations on behalf 
of third parties. 

I am now in receipt of a communication from the Department of 
External Affairs of the Union Government stating that whilst the 
Union Government recognizes the important part which amateur 
wireless experimenters have played in the development of the science 
of radio, it is averse to departing from the principle laid down in 
Article 8 §2 (1) of the General Radio Communications Regulations 
annexed to the International Convention of Madrid, 1932, which pro- 
vides that the licensees of amateur stations are absolutely forbidden 
to transmit international communications on behalf of third parties. 

The interested officials of the Union Government are of the opinion 
that the transmission of international messages on behalf of third 
parties by radio amateurs would be of no real benefit to the latter, 
especially in view of the prohibition against making any charge, either 
direct or indirect, for such messages. 

In view of the Union Government’s attitude, it is thought best to 
make no further representations in the matter unless instructions to 

that effect are received from the Department. 
Respectfully yours, Raupey J. Torren 

® See footnote 5, p. 766.
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| UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS 

811.7461 Amateur/1 

The Chief of the Division of Eastern European Affairs (Kelley) to 
the Assistant Secretary of State (Moore) 

[Wasninaton,] March 19, 1934. 

Dear Mr. Moors: The attached note to the Soviet Ambassador 
proposes the conclusion of an agreement between the United States 
and the Soviet Union making provision for the relaxation of the re- 
striction on the exchange of messages on behalf of third persons be- 
tween amateur radio stations in the United States and the Soviet 
Union, contained in the Radio Regulations of Madrid, of which both 
countries are signatories. 

I feel that it would be unwise to take such a step at the present time, 
in view of the endeavors being made by the Communist International 
leaders to utilize the radio amateur movement for agitation and prop- 
aganda purposes, specially as a means of direct communication be- 
tween the communist groups in the various countries. Efforts have 
been made to form a so-called Workers Radio International, with a 
view to developing the radio amateur movement as a means of inter- 
national communication in the interests of communist revolutionary 
propaganda. The communists in the United States, for instance, have 
been organizing so-called Workers Short-Wave Radio Clubs for the 
purpose of establishing communication with similar organizations in 
the Soviet Union. 

The radio in Russia is regarded not so much as a source of amuse- 
ment and recreation as an instrument for the political and cultural 
education of the masses, and the masses which it is desired to enlighten 
are not only those in the Soviet Union. Various European countries, 
such as Germany and England, have had difficulties with Moscow with 
respect to the radio broadcasts in foreign languages because of the 
objectionable nature of the subject matter of such broadcasts. The 
British Government in 19380 formally protested against communist 
propaganda in English emanating from Moscow radio broadcasting 

stations. 
It seems to me that it would be advisable to await further clarifica- 

tion of the position of the Communist leaders at Moscow with regard 
to the use of the radio as a channel of international revolutionary 
propaganda before proposing the agreement in question. 

Rosert F, Kreiiey 

* Not printed ; the note was not sent.



DECISION OF THE UNITED STATES NOT TO SIGN A PRE- 
LIMINARY DRAFT INTERNATIONAL AGREEMENT FOR 
THE USE OF BROADCASTING IN THE CAUSE OF PEACE 

576.G1/1 

The Secretary General of the League of Nations (Avenol) to the 
Secretary of State? 

No. C. L. 17.1934. X11 

The Secretary-General of the League of Nations, in pursuance of a 
resolution adopted by the Council of the League of Nations on Jan- 
uary 15th, 1934,? has the honour to transmit to the Government of 
United States of America, for its observations, a preliminary draft 
International Agreement for the Use of Broadcasting in the Cause of 
Peace.’ 

This preliminary draft, accompanied by an explanatory note,‘ has 

been drawn up by the Intellectual Co-operation Organisation in ac- 
cordance with the directions given to it by the Assembly of the League 
of Nations. 

In instructing the Secretary-General to communicate this draft 
agreement to the Governments Members and non-members of the 
League of Nations, the Council asked him to request those Govern- 
ments to send in any observations they might wish to make by August 
Ist, 1984. 

GeneEva, February 9, 1934. 

576.G1/2 | 

The Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) to the Secretary of State 

No. 839 Political GeneEvA, March 8, 19384. 
[Received March 23.] 

Sir: Ihave the honor to refer to despatch No. 3242 of February 10, 
1934 from the American Legation at Berne ® and the circular letter 
enclosed therewith from the Secretary-General of the League of Na- 

*This circular letter was transmitted to the Department by the Minister in 
Sea and in his despatch No. 3242 (L. N. No. 2608), February 10; received 

3 See League of Nations, Oficial Journal, February 1934, pp. 109-110. 
* Tbid., p. 170. 
*Ibid., p. 168. 
*Not printed. 
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tions (C.L.17.1934. X11), addressed to the United States Government 
on February 9, 1934, with the request that it submit observations on a 
preliminary draft International Agreement for the use of Broadcast- 

ing in the Cause of Peace. 
With a view to making available for the Department’s considera- 

tion certain further information and comment concerning the pro- 
posed plan of regulation of broadcasting, I am enclosing: (1) a copy 
of a note by the Secretary-General addressed to the Council of the 
League of Nations on January 4, 1934 ® quoting a resolution on the sub- 
ject by the Assembly of the League on October 9, 1984 [1933] 
(C. 12.1934. X11; ? (2) a copy of the report of the Council’s rapporteur 
for the same question,® containing the text of the Council’s subsequent 

resolution of January 15, 1934, and proposing that a preliminary draft 
agreement ° recommended by the Executive Committee of the Inter- 

national Institute of Intellectual Cooperation on December 30, 
1933 be submitted to the governments for their observations 

(C.13.1934.X1T) ; (3) a copy of a publication of the International 
Institute of Intellectual Cooperation entitled Broadcasting and Peace, 

Studies and Projects in the Matter of International Agreements,” 
containing the recommendations of a committee of European radio 
specialists which met in Paris in February 1933 at the request of the 
Institute of Intellectual Cooperation. Incidentally, it may be re- 
marked that this latter publication was not transmitted with the Sec- 
retary-General’s above-mentioned communication of February 9, 
1934, in spite of the inference that such was the case in the printed ex- 
planatory note annexed to the Secretary-General’s letter. The omis- 
sion of this document was brought to the attention of a member of 
the Secretariat who furnished the Consulate with the enclosed two 
copies thereof for transmission to the Government of the United 
States. 

I. Score oF Proposep AGREEMENT 

The general purpose of the agreement is set forth in the following 
terms in the preamble of the preliminary draft: 

_ “The High Contracting Parties, 
Having recognised the need for preventing, by means of rules estab- 

lished by common agreement, broadcasting from being used in a man- 
ner prejudicial to good international understanding; 

* League of Nations, Official Journal, February 1934, p. 167. 
*For text of this resolution (No. 9), see League of Nations, Official Journal, 

Special Supp. No. 115, p. 81. 
* League of Nations, Oficial Journal, February 1934, pp. 109-110. 
° Ibid., p. 170, 
* Not reprinted.
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Prompted, moreover, by the desire to utilise, by the application of 
these rules, the possibilities offered by this medium of intercommunica- 
tion for promoting better mutual understanding between people, 

Have agreed to the following provisions: etc.” 

Specifically, the draft provides that the contracting parties shall 
“undertake to prohibit, and, if occasion arises, to stop immediately, 

the broadcasting within their respective territories of any message 
intended for the population of another State and constituting a men- : 
ace to the internal peace or security of that State” (Article 1) ; 
“andertake to arrange that transmissions within their respective ter- 
ritories shall contain no incitement to war or any systematic provoca- 
tion likely to lead to war” (Article 2) ; “undertake to prohibit, within 
their respective territories, the broadcasting of messages likely to 
prejudice good international understanding by statements the accu- 
racy of which is, or ought to be, known to the service responsible for the 
transmission” (Article 3). Article 4 provides for an undertaking 
“to ensure, especially in time of crisis, the accuracy of the information 
concerning international relations”. 

Positive action by the Governments, as opposed to preventive or re- 
strictive measures, is contemplated in Article 5 requiring the contract- 

ing parties to “ensure that in the programs broadcast within their re- 
spective territories shall be included items calculated to promote bet- 
ter knowledge of the civilization and the conditions of life of other 
peoples, as well as of the essential features of the development of their 
mutual relations and of the organization of peace.” To enforce the 
stipulations of Articles 1 to 5, Article 6 specifies that the contracting 
parties will “undertake to issue, for the guidance of governmental 
broadcasting services, appropriate instructions and regulations and to 
secure their application by these services”, and in the case of any au- 
tonomous broadcasting organizations, will include “either in the con- 
stitutive charter of a national institution or in the conditions imposed 
on a concessionary company”, appropriate clauses empowering the 
Government to ensure observance of the rules in question, in the event 
of such rules being “intentionally and systematically violated”. 

The final articles of the draft deal with the settlement of disputed 
interpretation or application of the agreement (Article 7), its signa- 
ture and ratification (Articles 8-11) and denunciation (Article 12). 

II. History or Prorosaut ro Recuiatre Broapcastine IN [wrerest oF 
PEACE - 

The Department is reminded that the question of the use of broad- 
casting as an agency for the preservation of peace, first came before
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the League in 1931, when the XIIth Assembly adopted a resolution 
worded, in part, as follows: ™ 

“Asks the States Members of the League to encourage the use of 
broadcasting to create better mutual understanding, to secure a more 
thorough comprehension of the international character of a large 
number of urgent problems, to permit of a more complete appreciation 
of the task of the League of Nations and of the aims which it has 
before it, and requests the International Institute of Intellectual 
Cooperation to get into touch for that purpose with the principal 
national and international broadcasting organizations.” 

In the same resolution the Assembly requested that the inquiry 
undertaken by the International Institute of Intellectual Cooperation 
on the educational aspects of broadcasting should cover “all the inter- 
national questions raised by the use of broadcasting in regard to good 
international relations.” 

In accordance with the Assembly’s above-mentioned resolution, the 
Intellectual Cooperation Institute approached a number of the out- 
standing officials of broadcasting organizations in Europe, and asked 
them to indicate the points which in their opinion deserved special 
study and to submit their suggestions. With these suggestions at 
hand the International Committee on Intellectual Cooperation, at a 
meeting at Geneva in July 1932, authorized the Institute to call to- 
gether a committee of experts with the view to studying the conditions 
that should govern the framing of international agreements relative 
to the use of broadcasting in the interests of peace. 

This Committee, the proceedings of which are described in the publi- 
cation Broadcasting and Peace, Studies and Draft Agreements 
annexed hereto, met in Paris at the International Institute of Intel- 
lectual Cooperation on Febrary 23, 1933 under the chairmanship of 
Dr. Arnold Raestad, former Norwegian Minister for Foreign Affairs. 
It was assisted by M. Henri Bonnet, Director of the Institute of 
Intellectual Cooperation, and by M. de Montenach, Secretary of the 
International Committee on Intellectual Cooperation. The following 
experts attended : 

Major C. F. Atkinson, Foreign and Overseas Director of the 
British Broadcasting Corporation, 

Mr. A. R. Burrows, Secretary General of the International Broad- 
casting Union, 

Mr. H. Giesecke, Ministerial Counsellor, Director of the Reichs- 
Rundfunk-Gesellschaft, 

Commander C. Montefinale, Chief of the Radio Division at the 
Italian Ministry of Communications, Rome, 

% League of Nations, Oficial Journal, Special Supp. No. 98, p. 114.
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Mr. Mario Roques, Professor at the Sorbonne, Vice-President of 
the Conseil d’Administration de l’Association Générale des 
Auditeurs de T. S. F., 

Mr. L. Sourek, President of the Board of Directors of the Czecho- 
slovakian Broadcasting Organization. 

The Institute also had the collaboration of : 

Mr. R. Homburg, Barrister at the Paris Courts, Founder and 
Secretary General of the International Broadcasting Com- 
mittee 

Doctor J oseph Raeber, Director of the International Bureau of 
the Telegraphic and Radio-Telegraphic Union, 

Mr. Jaime Torres Bodet, representing Mexico. 

_ Asa result of the views expressed at this meeting, the International 

Committee on Intellectual Cooperation requested the Institute to 
prepare a draft agreement in proper legal form for communication 
to the governments. This decision of the Committee was endorsed 
by the Assembly of the League in September [October] 1933.” 

It appears that the next step was taken when a drafting committee 
presided by Dr. Raestad was convened by the Institute in Paris in 
November 1933. The text framed by this committee is that which 
has now been communicated to the American and other Governments 
by the Secretary-General of the League in accordance with a Council 
resolution of January 15, 1934.8 

III. Action or Disarmament CONFERENCE IN CONNECTION WITH 
CoNnTROL oF BROADCASTING IN THE INTEREST OF PEACE 

Parallel consideration has been given this question by the Committee 
for Moral Disarmament of the Disarmament Conference which was 
first led to consider the problem of broadcasting from the point of 
view of “moral disarmament” as a result of a memorandum on the 
subject submitted to the Conference by the Polish Government in 

September 1931. 
The Department will recall in this connection that the Committee 

for Moral Disarmament’s first draft of a Convention concerning Edu- 
cation, Cooperation of the Intellectual World, Broadcasting and 
Cinematography, contained an article (No. 18), providing that: 

“Rach Government shall take steps, by special regulations, to pre- 
vent the broadcasting of tendencious news or utterances capable of 
embittering international relations or affronting the legitimate senti- 

2 See League of Nations, Official Journal, Special Supp. No. 115, pp. 80, 83. 
% For text of the draft resolution, see League of Nations, Official Journal, 

February 1934, p. 109.
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ments of other peoples”. (League Document—Conf, D/C. D. M./25, 
May 22, 1933). 

The deletion of this clause was proposed by the American Delega- 
tion with the support of the United Kingdom Delegation. An 
amended draft of the article relating to use of broadcasting was sub- 
sequently adopted by the Committee on November 20, 1933, reading 

as follows: 

“Article 3. 
The High Contracting Parties undertake to encourage, in accord- 

ance with the special system in force in their respective countries, the 
use of the cinematograph and broadcasting with a view to increasing 
the spirit of goodwill between nations. With this end in view, they 
will also support any action taken by the Intellectual Co-operation 
Organisation, as well as by organisations having the same object. 

In accordance with the special system in force in their respective 
countries, they will use their influence to avoid the showing of films, 
the broadcasting of programmes and the organisation of performances 
obviously calculated to wound the legitimate sentiments of other 
nations.” (Conf. D./C. D. M./86). 

It is my understanding that the Committee meeting at which the 
amended draft text was adopted for reference to the Bureau of the 

Conference was attended by delegates of the following countries: 
China, Denmark, France, Hungary, Italy, Rumania, Spain, Switzer- 
land, United Kingdom. The American Delegation was not 
represented. 

IV. SronsorsHip or Proposep CoNVENTION 

I have had an opportunity to discuss the proposed agreement with 
a number of members of the League Secretariat in Geneva who have 
informed me that the initiative responsible for its consideration comes 
entirely from the Intellectual Cooperation Organization in Paris. 
One of the officials consulted—the technical expert in charge of wire- 
less questions in the Communications and Transit Section—expressed 
his personal opinion that political conditions in Europe with their 
implications relative to radio-broadcasting were such as to render 
impossible at present any such degree of control as contemplated by 
the draft agreement. 

Having noted that five of the eight experts consulted by the Inter- 
national Institute of Intellectual Cooperation in 1938, prior to the 
drafting of the proposed agreement, were members of the Council 
of the International Radio Union, I have made inquiry to learn 
whether the International Radio Union, (the membership of which 
includes many of the national and private broadcasting organizations 
in Europe) intended to take a position with regard to its adoption.
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Mr. A. R. Burrows, Secretary General of the Union, has informed 
the Consulate that the officials of the Union who participated in the 
above-mentioned meeting of radio experts did so in their private 
capacities and in no way bound his organization to press for the adop- 
tion of the agreement. He added that this question was not taken up 
during the recent meetings in Geneva (February 16-March 3) of 
the Technical Committee, Legal Committee, and Cooperation Commit- 
tee of the Council of the Union, contrary to the statement appearing in 
the Geneva press of February 27, 1934 that such was the case. 

Mr. Burrows has given the Consulate the impression that he feels 
that the problem of broadcasting offensive material can be adequately 
handled without recourse to an international convention or agreement 
on the subject. He believes that there is an emphatic need,—in the 
interests of national culture, national breadth of outlook and the 
spread of truth—that broadcasting should be permitted to develop its 
technique as unfettered as possible by sweeping or rigid instructions. 
Contemplating, nevertheless, difficulties which may result from broad- 
casting of material likely to irritate minorities or embitter inter- 
national relations or affront what are termed the legitimate sentiments 
of other peoples, he suggested that these difficulties might be covered 
if the Governments were to introduce into their national regulations 
regarding broadcasting, and into the terms of broadcasting conces- 
sions, clauses which will aid the broadcasting organizations to elimi- 
nate from their transmissions material calculated to hinder the 
development of good feeling. 

He stressed the useful réle of the International Broadcasting Union 
- in regulating broadcasting in Europe and declared that there was 

small chance of material offensive to other nations being broadcast 
from a studio over which a European member of the International 
Broadcasting Union has control. The various members of the Union 
have pledged themselves by a form of “Gentlemen’s Agreement’ to 
do all within their power to avoid the use of microphones under their 
control for purposes likely to offend peoples of other nations, and 
according to Mr. Burrows the agreement has been well kept. (For a 
description of the organization and functions of the International 
Broadcasting Union, see Consulate’s report No. 832 Political of March 
3, 1934, entitled “The International Broadcasting Union.’’)“ 

Attention is finally drawn in this connection to the interesting 
reference to the code of ethics of the American National Association 
of Broadcasters, made by Mr. Burrows on page 119 of Broadcasting 
and Peace, Studies and Draft Agreements, which he cites as offering— 
coupled with the control exercised by the Federal Radio Commission— 

“Not printed.
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not only a check against objectionable matter but also as a professional 
means of dealing with alleged breaches. 

Pointing out that membership of the International Broadcasting 
Union carries with it certain privileges of real importance to Euro- 
pean broadcasters and that expulsion would be more than an indignity, 
he suggests the possibility of introducing a clause in the Statutes of 
the International Broadcasting Union and other regional Unions pro- 
claiming that the deliberate or careless use of broadcasting for pur- 
poses harmful to good international relations shall be considered as 
an offence rendering the guilty organization liable to expulsion from 

the Union. 
Respectfully yours, Prentiss B. GILBERT 

576.G1/4 

The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the Federal Radio 
Commission (Sykes) 

Wasuineton, March 24, 1934. 

My Dear Mr. Syxzs: I enclose, for your consideration, a copy of a 
letter, dated February 9, 1934, from the Secretary General of the 
League of Nations,’ together with a copy of its enclosure, a preliminary 

draft International Agreement for the Use of Broadcasting in the 
Cause of Peace.*® 

In connection with the preparation of a reply, before August 1, 
1934, to this communication, I should appreciate receiving such obser- 
vations or comments on the draft Agreement which the Federal Radio 
Commission may care to make. . 

Sincerely yours, For the Secretary of State: 
Wit11am PHiniies 

576.G1/5 

The Chairman of the Federal Radio Commission (Sykes) to the 
Secretary of State 

WasuHineTon, March 28, 1934. 

My Dear Mr. Secretary: This will acknowledge receipt of your 
letter of March 24, your file WE: 576.G1/1 [4], with respect to the pre- 
liminary draft of the International Agreement for the Use of Broad- 
casting in the Cause of Peace. 

Articles 1, 2, 38, and 4 of the proposed agreement involve the prohibi- 

tion or censorship of certain types of programs. The Radio Act of 

* Ante, p. 785. 
“For text of preliminary draft, see League of Nations, Oficial Journal, Febru- 

ary 1934, p. 170.
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1927 as amended specifically prohibits the Federal Radio Commission 
from censoring programs,” and the Commission therefore has no 
power to control the content of programs in advance of their 
transmission. 

The Commission also has no means for carrying out the provisions 
of Article 5 except as it might obtain cooperation from privately 
owned stations. There is no method of insuring that this could be 
carried out without the construction and operation of stations owned 
and operated by the Government of the United States. 

It would appear that this agreement could not be applied to the 

broadcast system of the United States. It is, therefore, recommended 
that the United States not become a party in this agreement. 

Very truly yours, Eveene O. Sykes 

576.G1/7 

The Secretary of State to the Secretary General of the League of 
Nations (Avenol) 

The Secretary of State of the United States of America refers to 
the note, dated February 9, 1934, from the Secretary General of the 
League of Nations, transmitting the preliminary draft International 
Agreement for the Use of Broadcasting in the Cause of Peace, and 
requesting the observations of the American Government thereon. 

The Secretary of State informs the Secretary General that the 
American Government, while appreciating the opportunity to con- 
sider the draft Agreement, would not be prepared to subscribe to such 
an arrangement in view of the fact that, under its present laws, this 
Government does not control the content of or censor radio programs 
broadcast in the United States. Moreover, the Federal Government 
may not require the broadcasting of any specific material unless it 
purchases time, in the usual manner, from the privately owned 
stations. 

The broadcasting of programs in the United States “intended for 
the population of another State” is rare, as the American broadcasting 
stations depend for their support largely upon the sale of time to 
sponsors who desire to sell products to persons within the service range 
of the stations. 

WasuHIneTon, April 12, 1934. 

“The original Radio Act of 1927, approved February 23, 1927 (44 Stat. 1162, 
1172), contains this provision.



SUPPLEMENTARY EXTRADITION TREATIES BETWEEN 
THE UNITED STATES AND CERTAIN EUROPEAN COUN- 

TRIES 

211.51/77 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in France (Straus) 

WasuHineTon, March 10, 1934—1 p. m. 

96. Please inquire of Foreign Office whether French Government 
will agree to supplemental extradition treaty with United States 
adding to list of extraditable crimes “crimes or offenses against the 
bankruptcy laws” and if so whether it will instruct its Ambassador 
to United States to negotiate promptly for conclusion such treaty. 

Please also advise American diplomatic missions accredited to 
following countries that it is desired they make similar inquiry: 
Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Estonia, Fin- 
land, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxemburg, Netherlands, Norway, Poland, 

Portugal, Rumania, San Marino, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland and 
Yugoslavia. 

With respect to following countries inquiry should be broadened 
to include offense of “fraud or breach of trust by a bailee, banker, 
agent, factor, trustee, executor, administrator, guardian, director or 
officer of any company or corporation, or by anyone in any fiduciary 
position”: Belgium, Finland, Luxemburg, Netherlands, and San 
Marino. 

It is desired if practicable to submit these treaties to the Senate 
before end present session. 

Hui 

[Supplementary extradition treaties or conventions with the fol- 
lowing countries, of the nature described in the above instruction, 
were signed on the dates indicated : 

In 1984: 
Austria, May 19, Treaty Series No. 873; 49 Stat. 2710. 
Bulgaria, June 8, Treaty Series No. 894; 49 Stat. 3250. 
Estonia, October 10, Treaty Series No. 888; 49 Stat. 3190. 
Finland, May 17, Treaty Series No. 871; 49 Stat. 2690. 
Latvia, October 10, Treaty Series No. 884; 49 Stat. 3131. 

~ Lithuania, May 17, Treaty Series No. 879; 49 Stat. 3077. 

794
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San Marino, October 10, Treaty Series No. 891; 49 Stat. 3198. 
Sweden, May 17, Treaty Series No. 870; 49 Stat. 2688. 

In 1936: 

Belgium, June 20, Treaty Series No. 900; 49 Stat. 3276. 
Czechoslovakia, April 29, Treaty Series No. 895; 49 Stat. 8253. 
Luxemburg, April 24, Treaty Series No. 904; 49 Stat. 3355. 
Poland, April 5, Treaty Series No. 908; 49 Stat. 3394. 
Switzerland, January 10, Treaty Series No. 889; 49 Stat. 3192. 

In 19386: 

Denmark, May 6, Treaty Series No. 911; 50 Stat. 1308. 
France, April 28, Treaty Series No. 909; 50 Stat. 1117. 
Rumania, November 10, Treaty Series No. 916; 50 Stat. 1349. 

In 1938: 

Norway, February 1, Treaty Series No. 934; 53 Stat. 1561. 

No supplementary extradition treaties such as contemplated were 
concluded with the following countries: Netherlands, Portugal, 

Spain, and Yugoslavia. |



CONVENTION BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES AND 
OTHER POWERS FOR THE PROTECTION OF INDUS- 
TRIAL PROPERTY, SIGNED AT LONDON, JUNE 2, 1934 

[This convention was concluded at the International Conference for 
the Protection of Industrial Property held in London from May 1 to 
June 2, 1934. For text of convention, see Treaty Series No. 941, or 53 
Stat. 1748. For statement regarding the convention, see Department 
of State, Press Releases, July 7, 1934, pages 22-25. | 
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THE BRITISH COMMONWEALTH OF NATIONS 

GREAT BRITAIN 

PRELIMINARY DISCUSSIONS RESPECTING A TRADE AGREEMENT 

BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES AND THE UNITED KINGDOM 

611.4131/114 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (Sayre) 

[Wasuineton,] September 14, 1934. 

The British Ambassador? called in order to make inquiries and to 
discuss with me informally such ideas as I might have in mind with 
respect to a possible trade agreement between the United Kingdom 
and the United States. He asked whether I had stopped in Eng- 
land during my trip last summer and, when I said no, expressed re- 
gret, saying he had hoped that I might be able to talk informally 
with Mr. Runciman.? He said that he had talked with Mr. Runciman 
himself during the summer with reference to a possible trade agree- 
ment but that Mr. Runciman had no constructive suggestions to offer 
and that Mr. Runciman’s attitude was not to take the initiative him- 
self but to entertain sympathetically any approaches which we might 
make, 

I told the Ambassador that I had nothing to say to him as an official 
of the State Department; but that, speaking to him very confidentially, 
I felt that a trade agreement between the United Kingdom and our- 
selves should be one of the most important items in our program. I 
told him that I had had a group of men at work during the summer 
exploring various possibilities and had devoted considerable time and 
thought myself to the matter. I told him confidentially that it had 
been my hope that we might be able to find some formula to use as 
the basis of a plurilateral convention for the liberalizing of trade and 
removing harrassing restrictions which now exist. I suggested that 
we would not want to propose such an agreement without consulting 
the United Kingdom and finding some formula which would prove 
practicable and attractive from his country’s standpoint. I went 
on to say that thus far we had not succeeded in finding any thoroughly 
satisfactory basis for such a convention. I said that we were explor- 

* Sir Ronald Lindsay. 
* Walter Runciman, President of the British Board of Trade. 
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ing several possibilities but that the problem was made very much more 
difficult by the existence of the Ottawa Agreements * and by the British 

agricultural policy being pursued by Mr. Elliott.* I said that al- 
though we were not yet prepared to offer any definite suggestions we 
were exploring possibilities along several different lines, one of which 
is the suggestion of a plurilateral convention providing that the duties 

should be lowered, say 20 per cent, on each commodity which is sup- 
plied mainly by the signatories of the proposed convention. I said, 
however, that we were still exploring various possibilities and that 
perhaps the best course to pursue would be to continue this exploratory 

work and, after we had reached some definite conclusions, to talk 
again with the Ambassador, perhaps laying before the British Gov- 
ernment several possible bases upon which to work out a trade agree- 

ment and asking them to suggest which of the several possibilities 
would be from their viewpoint the more practical and promising for 

a possible trade agreement. I told the Ambassador that I have had 
the very genuine desire and wish to find some formula along which 
we could negotiate a mutually profitable trade agreement and that I 
should continue my efforts in this direction. The Ambassador left 
with an expression of appreciation for the frank way in which I laid 
this matter before him and reciprocated the hope that we might be 
able to find a way of effectuating a mutually advantageous trade 

agreement. 

F[rancis]| B. S[ayre] 

611.4131/1164 

Memorandum by Mr. Alvin H. Hanson of the Tariff Section 

[Wasuincron, December 18, 1934.] 

General Statement. British officials have stated that the United 

Kingdom is not particularly interested in a trade agreement with the 
United States at present. This attitude is in part due to the unsatis- 
factory situation with respect to currency and the war debt. Doubt- 
less it would greatly facilitate the early realization of a trade 
agreement with the United Kingdom if these two other problems 

could be cleared away. Moreover, the whole program of trade agree- 
ments would be greatly accelerated and promoted by settlement of 
the currency and war debt problems. 

The suggestion has been made that we might effect a general solu- 
tion of our relations with the United Kingdom by simultaneously 
attacking three problems: (qa) currency stabilization, (0) war debts, 

* Agreements concluded at the Imperial Economic Conference, 1932, British and 
Foreign State Papers, vol. cXXxV, pp. 161-231. 

*Walter BE. Elliott, British Minister of Agriculture and Fisheries.
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and (c) trade agreements. It is to be noted that in Section 8 of the 
Trade Agreements Act of June 12, 1934,° it is specifically stated that 
“Nothing in this Act shall be construed to give any authority to can- 
cel or reduce in any manner any of the indebtedness of any foreign 
country to the United States.” While it is clear that the authority 
given the President under the Trade Agreements Act does not involve 
trading war debts in any manner in connection with a trade agree- 
ment, and that any arrangement made with respect to war debts must 
be approved by Congress, it is nevertheless quite feasible to consider 
these two problems simultaneously, though the final authority in the 
two cases is separate, the trade agreements being exclusively under 
the control of the President and the war debts being jointly under the 

control of the President and Congress. 
Currency Stabilization. With respect to currency stabilization, the 

question arises whether it is preferable: (a) to limit the stabilization 
agreement to the United States and the United Kingdom, or (6) to 
include in the agreement France, Italy, and Japan. 

In support of limiting the agreement to the United States and the 

United Kingdom, the following arguments might be advanced: (a) 
The United Kingdom would find such an agreement to her advantage 
in that it would serve to protect her against a further devaluation of 
the dollar relative to Sterling; (6) both countries would be in a 
stronger position to adjust themselves to whatever changes were made 
in the currencies of the gold bloc; (¢) the stabilization of the dollar- 
sterling area covers such a huge part of the commercially important 
world that this achievement would constitute a very important for- 
ward step toward world-wide monetary stabilization and would bring 
stronger support to world-wide recovery; and (d) by limiting the 
agreement to these two countries, it might be argued that a settlement 
would be more feasible. 

In support of the inclusion of France, Italy, and Japan in a stabili- 
zation agreement, the following arguments might be advanced: (a) 
Without this inclusion the United States and the United Kingdom 
could not safely stabilize in a definitive way, in view of the possible 
devaluation of the gold bloc countries; (6) a general all around 
stabilization at once would remove the uncertainty with respect to the 
future of the gold bloc and force at once the issue upon them whether 
to remain at the current gold parity or to devalue moderately; (c) 
without a general settlement a large measure of monetary uncertainty 
would still prevail; (d) the United Kingdom would be reluctant to 
return to gold without substantial assurance that the general mone- 
tary situation would warrant risking such an important step, par- 
ticularly in view of the general belief that England committed a 

* 48 Stat. 9438.
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grave error in returning prematurely to gold in 1925 under world- 
wide conditions which did not at that time justify such a step. 

On the whole, it appears preferable to attack the problem of stabili- 
zation, in the first instance, at any rate, by means of a joint agreement 
limited to the United States and the United Kingdom. Such an 
agreement might involve the following: (a) The retention of the cur- 
rent price of gold in terms of the American dollar, viz., $35.00 an 
ounce; (6) the revaluation of the pound sterling at a point which 
would reestablish the old parity with the dollar, viz., $4.86; and (c) 
in the event that the gold standard countries do not join in the stabili- 

zation agreement, the United States and the United Kingdom would 
reserve for themselves freedom of joint action, should the gold bloc 
countries devalue to a point which would prove dangerous for the 
stability of their currencies. 

Once agreement has been reached along the lines indicated between 
the United States and the United Kingdom, an invitation might then 
be extended to France, Italy, and Japan to join in the stabilization 
agreement, the United States and the United Kingdom agreeing, how- 
ever, that should such an international agreement break down, the two 
countries would proceed with joint stabilization on the lines indi- 
cated above. 

A joint declaration reserving the right of the United States and 
the United Kingdom to take joint action should the gold bloc countries 
devalue would act as a restraining influence on the gold bloc countries 
to act with moderation in the event that they are forced eventually to 
devalue. Moreover, it would be reassuring to the public both in the 
United States and in the United Kingdom, and protect against any 
serious situation which might develop from excessive depreciation on 
the part of the other countries. 

Unless overpowering arguments can be shown to the contrary, it 
would seem to be advisable to approach the United Kingdom, in the 
first instance, with the proposal to limit the stabilization agreement to 
the United States and the United Kingdom. 

War Debts. If anything is to be done with respect to war debts, 
the first question that arises is, should any proposed settlement be 
limited to the United Kingdom or be extended to include all countries? 
The problem is an extremely difficult one, and it would enormously 
complicate the issue to include all the various countries involved. This 
is particularly true because of the inequitable treatment of the different 
countries in the settlement arranged in the decade of the twenties. A 
settlement with the United Kingdom alone would be far easier and 
would serve as a starting point from which to attack the general prob- 

° For correspondence concerning intergovernmental debts, see pp. 543 ff.



GREAT BRITAIN 801 

lem, and would, moreover, offer some indication to other countries of 
what they might expect in the final all around settlement. 
Whether or not the war debt question ought to be tied in with cur- 

rency stabilization and trade agreement at the present time is a serious 
question. In conjunction with a currency stabilization agreement we 
could: (a) do nothing with respect to war debts; (0) offer a two- or 
three-year moratorium; or (¢c) make a definitive settlement. 

A definitive settlement is difficult to make in the midst of a great de- 
pression. A two- or three-year moratorium would remove the issue 
during the interval when other difficult problems are attacked such as 
trade agreements and currency stabilization. Conceivably, a mora- 
torium would be more acceptable to Congress than any definitive settle- 
ment that would be at all acceptable at the present time. On the other 

hand, a moratorium appears to be a rather weak solution from the 
standpoint of the United States, in view of the fact that the debts are 
already in default. A moratorium would probably be regarded as a 
weak recognition on our part of the status quo. 

The war debts have come to be regarded, both in this country and 
in England, as more or less of a dead issue and certainly do not have 
the vital significance for economic welfare that currency stabilization 
and a trade agreement offer. While the United Kingdom formerly 
regarded clearing of the debt settlement as imperative, in anticipa- 
tion of currency stabilization and a trade agreement, it is not likely 
that such is the case at the present time, in view of the generally ac- 
cepted status of the current default. Moreover, it is important that 
in the negotiation on the strictly economic issues of currency stabiliza- 
tion and a trade agreement, all emotional factors, such as those which 
inevitably are stirred up in connection with the war debts, be elimi- 
nated. Everything considered, it would seem preferable to omit from 
the proposed negotiation with the United Kingdom any consideration 
of the war debt problem. Should the United Kingdom, however, 
respond to the proposal to negotiate on currency stabilization and a 
trade agreement by raising the war debt question, this country might 
then discuss the advisability of a two- or three-year moratorium. 

Trade Agreement. The British Empire Committee has recently 
completed a preliminary study of the possibilities of a trade agree- 
ment with the United Kingdom. This involves a consideration of 
specific items which might be included in the concessions made on 
either side. In the interests of an early currency stabilization, it 
would seem desirable to make a trade agreement with the United 
Kingdom even though it were partial in character. Subsequently a 
more complete agreement could be effected. If in any manner a trade 
agreement with the United Kingdom at the present time would facili- 
tate the general problem of stabilization, such an agreement would 

- 7911183 —51——57
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certainly be worth making, even though it were less thorough-going 

and complete than might be possible if it were postponed until some 

later date. 

REFUSAL BY THE BRITISH GOVERNMENT TO ARBITRATE THE CLAIM 

OF AMERICAN SHAREHOLDERS OF THE CIE ARMES AUTOMATIQUES 

LEWIS 

341.1154L58/194 

The Secretary of State to the Chargé in Great Britain (Atherton) 

No. 454 WASHINGTON, March 27, 1933. 

Sm: Referring to the correspondence which has heretofore passed 

between the Department and the Embassy with respect to the claims 
against Great Britain of the American stockholders of the Armes 

Automatiques Lewis,’ you are now instructed to address a note to the 
Foreign Office, which, after appropriate introductory remarks, should 
state: 

“My Government has continued to give careful consideration to the 
matter of this claim notwithstanding the apparent disinclination of 
His Majesty’s Government to accord to it that consideration which 
it appears to merit, not alone because of the financial importance of 
the claim but also because of the peculiar circumstances out of which 
it arose. 

“Tn this connection the following, which are among the more impor- 
tant of those peculiar circumstances, are worthy of note: 

“First, Before the developments out of which this claim arose the 
Armes Automatiques Lewis had, by virtue of certain contracts with 
the Birmingham Small Arms Company of Birmingham, England, 
granted the latter the exclusive right, in Europe, to manufacture the 
Lewis gun which grant was protected by a considerable number of 
patents registered in most of the countries of Europe. 

“Second, In consideration for that grant, the Company had, of 
course, acquired certain other definite contract rights, among which 
was the exclusive right of sale of this product of the Birmingham 
Small Arms Company. 

“Third, The exclusive right to receive and to sell the total output of 
the product was, at the beginning of the World War, destroyed by 
the British Government by ordering the Birmingham Small Arms 
Company to deliver its entire output of these guns, not to Armes 

Automatiques Lewis in accordance with its contract with the Birming- 
ham Small Arms Company, but to the British Government. That is 
to say, the existing stock of guns and the future output were 
commandeered. 

“Fourth, From that date forward the Armes Automatiques Lewis 
was not at liberty to act or contract with respect to their patent, con- 
tract and other rights as free agents unaffected by a certain degree of 

influence or coercion on the part of the British authorities. 

™Previous correspondence not printed.
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Fifth, In the atmosphere of such influence or coercion certain agree- 
ments were subsequently concluded between the Armes Automatiques 
Lewis, on the one side, and the British Government on the other side 
which agreements, obviously, did not express clearly the full intent 
and understanding of both parties. 

“Stath, Those agreements apparently left in doubt, through a pecul- 
jar circumstance, the most important element thereof, namely the con- 
sideration which the Armes Automatiques Lewis was to receive for 
the rights surrendered to the British Government. That is to say, 
the contracts did not clearly state whether Armes Automatiques Lewis 
was to receive, in consideration for the delivery of guns to the British 
Government the net amounts stipulated by the agreements to be paid 
by that Government, or whether, in fact, as subsequently contended by 
the British Government, those amounts were to become merely bases 
of calculation whereupon the British Government should determine 
other amounts to be deducted therefrom, in the form of war contribu- 
tions, before the residue was to be paid to the company. 

“Seventh, The British Government, resolving all doubts in this 
connection in its own favor, appropriated to its own purposes, in the 
form of such war contributions, large sums deducted from the amounts 
stipulated in the agreements to be paid by it, which sums, under an- 
other interpretation of the circumstances of the contracts, would be- 
long to the Armes Automatiques Lewis. 

“Highth, This action of the British Government placed the claim- 
ant Company in a position in which it must forego what it considered 
to be its rights in the matter or institute litigation for the purpose of 
recovering the money thus appropriated. 

“Ninth, The Company therefore filed a Petition of Right asking a 
judicial determination of the questions involved. The resulting j ndg- 
ment of the court in this very important matter was, however, based 
upon a point which did not go to the fundamentals of the case, and 
upon which there was no dispute, and was rendered by a single judge in 
such a manner as to indicate, by the terms of the judgment itself, that 
it was hastily, if not casually, considered. In that judgment also all 
doubts appear again to have been resolved in favor of the Government 
of which the court was itself a part. A judicial review of that deci- 
sion appears to have been impossible under existing law. 

“Tenth, The Company then brought the case hefore the Special 
Commissioners of Inland Revenue with a view to contesting the 
methods employed in computing such war contributions, even if they 
were proper in principle, and with a view also to carrying the issue 
to the court of last resort if necessary to have the rights involved defi- 
nitely determined. Although the Special Commissioners again re- 
solved all doubts and rendered a decision in favor of the Government 
of which they formed a part, they declined to make their decision 
“final”, as was necessary to constitute it the proper basis for an appeal 
to the courts, unless the claimants should, in advance, enter into cer- 
tain stipulations by which their rights would at least be circumscribed, 
in the event that the appellate courts should subsequently determine 
the issues in favor of the claimants instead of the British Government. 
That the claimants steadfastly declined to do on the theory that full 
and impartial justice could not be brought about in that manner. 

“Eleventh, With matters resting in that status, certain officers of the 
British Government entered into what purported to be a tentative com-
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promise agreement with certain allegedly unauthorized officers of the 
company and, in pursuance of such tentative understanding, im- 
mediately transmitted to the Company a sum of money representing 
a small proportion of the amount deducted and appropriated. His 
Majesty’s Government now contends that the entire matter is put 
beyond the realm of discussion by that supposed compromise arrange- 
ment notwithstanding the fact that its legality has been the subject 
of serious doubt and has never been judicially determined. It has 
been contended that that supposed compromise arrangement was 
neither legally authorized in advance nor subsequently accepted in 
satisfaction of the obligation of the British Government. 

“Twelfth, His Majesty’s Government have in the past advanced the 
contention that my Government is precluded from interesting itself in 
this claim because of the Belgian nationality of the Armes Auto- 
matiques Lewis. It will not be overlooked, however, that a substantial 
proportion of the share capital of the Armes Automatiques Lewis was 
from the inception of this claim and still is American. It is not, 
therefore, believed that His Majesty’s Government will desire to de- 
part, in this respect, from the very sound position adopted by it in the 
well known Delagoa Bay case. (Moore’s Arbitrations, pp. 1865 et seq.) 

“It is the belief of my Government that the foregoing very genera] 
outline of some of the most important phases of the case, will service 
[serve?] to indicate to His Majesty’s Government why the manner of 
handling this matter, from its inception, appears to the United States 
to have been at variance in many respects with that high standard of 
impartial justice, and fair dealing which so uniformly characterizes 
the conduct of the British authorities in their relations with foreign 
nationals. 

“Tt is not the purpose of my Government at this time to undertake 
to demonstrate that an international injustice has been perpetrated by 
the injury to American citizens whose rights are involved and wherein 
that injustice lies. The facts and law of the case are complicated and 
it is not believed that any good purpose would be served by a complete 
development thereof so long as the British Government remains of a 
disposition to reject the claim, in an exw parte manner. 
“My Government believes, however, that His Majesty’s Government 

will agree that the circumstances of the case are of such a unique 
character and that the rights involved are of such importance as to 
warrant the expectation that His Majesty’s Government will, as a mat- 
ter of simple justice, agree that the issues involved shall be developed 
in such a systematic and logical manner as to enable each of the Gov- 
ernments to understand and appreciate fully the viewpoint of the other 
in order that the differences, if any then remain, may be resolved by 
mutual agreement or, if that should be impossible, by the impartial 
decision of an arbiter to be mutually agreed upon in advance. 

“To that end my Government proposes, as probably the most logical, 
most reasonable, most economical and, on the whole, the most satis- 
factory manner of disposing of the case the following procedure: | 

“The Government of the United States will prepare and transmit 
to the British Government a Memorial of claim in which the factual 
background of the case, as understood by the United States, will be 
fully developed and to which Memorial will be attached the pertinent 
evidence in support thereof.
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“Two months after the receipt of such Memorial His Majesty’s 
Government will transmit to the United States its Answer thereto, in 
which it will set forth fully the factual basis upon which it rests its 
rejection of the claim, and to which will be attached any additional 
evidence considered material to the case. 
“Three months after the receipt of such Answer, the United States 

will transmit to His Majesty’s Government a brief of law in which will 
be fully developed, on the basis of the facts then shown by the evidence, 
the law upon which the United States bases its case. With such brief 
may be attached only such evidence as goes to rebut any new evidence 
filed with the Answer. 

“Three months after the receipt of the brief of the United States the 
British Government will transmit its final brief in reply, to which the 
United States may within one month file a counter brief, if deemed 
advisable. 
“Upon the basis of these pleadings the two Governments will under- 

take to arrive at a mutual understanding with respect to the disposition 
of the matter. Ifsuch efforts should prove unsuccessful over a period 
of three months from the date of filing the last brief, the pleadings will 
then be referred for decision, which shall be final and binding upon the 
two parties, to an arbiter to be now agreed upon. The Government 
of the United States would be willing to consider the matter of re- 
ferring the case to the Permanent Court of International Justice. 

_ “My Government believes that His Majesty’s Government will wel- 
come this method of disposing of this important and difficult matter in 
such a manner as will take full account of the rights of all parties con- 
cerned. To reject the proposal would be to refuse to the interested 
parties apparently the only possible opportunity to have their rights 
determined in an entirely impartial manner. My Government is con- 
fident therefore that His Majesty’s Government will find no just reason 
for refusing this proposal.” 

You will please supplement the foregoing note by oral representa- 
tions in which you will impress upon the Foreign Office the fact that 
the Department feels that this represents a very reasonable and proper 
manner of disposing of this troublesome case without the expense 
and inconvenience of formal arbitration. 

You will please press for an acceptance of the above proposal and 
cable the Department the substance of the reply of the Foreign Office 
as soon as received. 

Very truly yours, For the Secretary of State: 
Wiu1amM Prius 

$41.1154L58/197 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Great Britain (Atherton) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, April 7, 19383—noon. 
[Received April 7—8:15 a. m.] 

78. Personally presented note last evening in compliance with your 
instruction 454, March 27.
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Was informally advised that recent representation on this subject 
by Belgian Embassy has been refused and that I might expect reply 
in the near future. 

ATHERTON 

341.1154L58/202 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain 
(Bingham) 

WasHINGTON, July 8, 1933—1 p. m. 
186. Referring to Department’s instruction No. 454 of March 27, 

1938, regarding Lewis gun case, please take advantage of first favor- 
able opportunity to discuss the matter with the Secretary, and, if he 
agrees endeavor to persuade the Foreign Office to accept the proposal 
of United States without further delay. Foreign Office undoubtedly 
appreciates that in a case of this kind involving a large claim of one 
Government on behalf of its nationals against another it is not usually 
considered appropriate for one Government to make itself arbitrary 
judge of the matter and to refuse to discuss the case on its merits. 
Foreign Oifice appreciates, of course, that this Government has merely 
proposed that the merits of the case be fully developed in an informal 
manner in the form of legal pleadings in order that each Government 
may fully understand the position of the other and in order that, on 
the basis of such development, some definite and final solution of the 
question may be arrived at. Such a solution obviously can not be 
reached in this case through ordinary diplomatic correspondence ex- 
cept upon the basis of a systematic and logical development of the 
facts and applicable law. This Government’s proposal represents 
a most reasonable and a most logical course of action in a case of this 
kind and no reason is perceived why the British Government should 
refuse to accept it. The Department is hopeful, therefore, that, with 
the Secretary’s concurrence, acceptance of this Government’s pro- 
posal can be brought about promptly. 

PHILLIPS 

341.11541.58/218 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary 
of State 

Lonvon, August 3, 1933—7 p. m. 
[Received August 83—3:45 p. m.] 

233. The Foreign Office delivered British Government’s reply to 
the Embassy’s note, referred to in the first paragraph of my 231,
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August 1, 5 p. m.,° today and under instructions from the Acting 

Secretary of State it was orally indicated that while the British Gov- 
ernment considered the American note excessively stiff in its tone 
no modification had been reached of the views previously expressed to 
the American and Belgian Ambassadors, reported in Embassy’s 
despatch 578, January 15, 1930.2 It was added that there were many 
statements in the American note under acknowledgment to which the 
Foreign Office took exception, particularly the consideration numbered 
9 quoted textually in the Department’s instruction 454 of March 27, 
1933, which insinuated that the courts were not independent of the 
British Government. It was further added that it was the official 
opinion that the British note of today’s date in reply to the American 
note was “a mild rejoinder to an insinuation to which strong and 
legitimate exceptions might easily have been taken.” 

This British note of reply, dated August 2d, consists of some four 
full pages and does not attempt to meet all of the arguments advanced 
in the American note. In the main the note sets forth that “the 
British Government cannot admit any locus standi of the United States 
Government in the matter”. There is also enclosed with the British 
note a copy of a memorandum (for the information of the United 
States Government) which had been handed to the Belgian Ambassa- 
dor and to which indirect reference was made in the last paragraph of 
Embassy’s telegram 78 of April 7, noon. 

Full text of British note with enclosures will go forward today by 
pouch. 

BincHam 

841.1154L58/216 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary 
of State 

No. 187 Lonpon, August 4, 1933. 
[Received August 12.] 

Sir: I have the honor to refer to my telegram No. 233 of August 3rd, 

7 p. m., in relation to the Armes Automatiques Lewis, and to forward 
a copy of the Foreign Office note, with enclosure, referred to therein. 

Respectfully yours, For the Ambassador: 
Ray ATHERTON 

Counselor of Embassy 

* Not printed.
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[Enclosure] 

The Counselor of the British Foreign Office (Craigie) to the American 

Ambassador (Bingham) 

No. A4758/1710/45 Lonpon, 2 August, 1933. 

Your Excertency: I have had under consideration, in consultation 
with the proper departments of His Majesty’s Government, the note 
which Mr. Atherton addressed to me on the 6th April last respecting 
the claim preferred against His Majesty’s Government in the United 
Kingdom by the American stockholders of the Armes Automatiques 
Lewis Company. 

2. In this note Mr. Atherton has re-stated the claim of the United 

States Government to a right to intervene on behalf of the United 
States shareholders in the Company. In reply I desire to invite 
Your Excellency’s attention to a note addressed to the United States 
Chargé d’Affaires on the 1st January, 1927,° in which the then Sec- 
retary of State expressed himself as unable to agree that the United 
States Government had any standing on this question—an opinion 
with which I must express my full agreement. You will be aware 
that the Armes Automatiques Lewis is a company incorporated, and 
still carrying on business, in Belgium. Any claim, therefore, which 
is made in respect of alleged injuries to the Company must be regarded 
as a claim on behalf of the Company, which is a Belgian national. 
Furthermore, the ownership of the shares, even if it extended to the 
totality thereof, by United States citizens or corporations does not, 
in the opinion of His Majesty’s Government, justify diplomatic pro- 
tection of this Belgian company by the United States Government. 

3. In Mr. Atherton’s note an attempt is once more made to find an 
analogy in the Delagoa Bay Railway Company case, from which, 
however, the present case is clearly distinguishable on all of the three 

following grounds: 

(i) The Portuguese Delagoa Bay Railway Company was at the time 
of the decision in process of dissolution so as to bring to an end its 
corporate character. This is not true of the Belgian Company, the 
Armes Automatiques Lewis. 

(11) The claim does not le against the country in which the Com- 
pany was incorporated. In the Delagoa Bay Railway case the claim 
was against Portugal, the country in which the injured company was 
incorporated; while the Armes Automatiques Lewis Company was 
incorporated in Belgium, the present claim is not against the Govern- 
ment of Belgium in which country the Armes Automatiques Lewis 
Company is incorporated, but against His Majesty’s Government in 
the United Kingdom. 

* Not printed.
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(ii) The Belgian Government, being the government whose na- 
tional the Company is, have made representations to His Majesty’s 
Government, who have been in official correspondence with them on 
the subject. His Majesty’s Government cannot be expected to 
acknowledge the right of two different governments simultaneously 
to prosecute the case of the same company. 

4. In view of the above considerations, His Majesty’s Government 
remain quite unable to admit the right of the United States Govern- 
ment to intervene in this question. Asa matter of courtesy, however, 

I enclose a copy of a memorandum which was communicated to the 
Belgian Ambassador on the 16th March last. This memorandum 
will serve to place you in possession of the full history of the case and 
will make it clear that His Majesty’s Government are unable to accept 
as accurate the presentation of the case made in Mr. Atherton’s note. 
In communicating this memorandum to Baron Cartier de Marchienne 
I informed His Excellency that His Majesty’s Government had defi- 
nitely and finally decided that they were unable to admit any claim 
of the Armes Automatiques Lewis Company and were not prepared to 
reopen the case in any way. 

5. Iam further compelled to make it clear to Your Excellency that I 
am wholly unable to accept, as having any relation to the true facts, 
the description of the circumstances relating to the determination of 
the Company’s Petition of Right given under the 9th sub-head of Mr. 
Atherton’s note, and would refer to the account of what actually hap- 
pened at the hearing of this Petition which is set out in paragraphs 
8 and 9 of the enclosed memorandum. In view of the detailed exposi- 
tion of the case in this memorandum I do not deem it necessary to do 
more than observe that, if the Company were dissatisfied with the 
judgment of the court, an appeal to the Court of Appeal and thence 
to the House of Lords was open to them. Moreover, I am unwilling 
to believe that the suggestion implicit in the statement that both the 
High Court of Justice and the Court of the Special Commissioners 
“form a part” of the Government in whose favour they decided was in- 
tended by the United States Government in the sense which it seems 
to bear; the Court of the Special Commissioners, like the Courts of 
Justice themselves, is an entirely independent tribunal, whose function 
it is to deal in a judicial manner with all disputes which may come 
before it. 

6. In conclusion I desire to dissipate the misunderstanding revealed 
in the 10th sub-head of Mr. Atherton’s note and would invite reference 
to a letter addressed by Mr. Kelly of this department to Mr. Atherton 
on the 10th March, 1932. You will recognise, I am confident, that there 
is nothing in the communication to the Company’s solicitors from the 
Solicitor of Inland Revenue quoted in Mr. Kelly’s letter which would
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justify the allegation that the Special Commissioners declined to make 
their decision final unless the Company entered in advance into certain 
stipulations by which their rights would be circumscribed. 

: I have [etc. ] _ (In the absence of the Secretary of State) 
R. L. Craters 

[Subenclosure] 

The British Foreign Office to the Belgian Embassy 

(A 1710/1710/45) 

MrmoraNDUM 

1. In order that the grounds on which His Majesty’s Government in 
the United Kingdom feel bound finally to reject the Belgian Govern- 
ment’s claims on behalf of the Cie Armes Automatiques Lewis arising 
out of the purchase by H. M. G. of Lewis Guns during the War may 
more readily be understood, it seems desirable to indicate briefly the 
circumstances in which the claims first arose, and the subsequent 
course of events. 

2. In 1918 the Armes Automatiques Lewis (hereinafter referred to 
as the Company) being a Belgian company domiciled at Antwerp 
and the owners of British and other patent rights covering the manu- 
facture of a machine gun generally known as the “Lewis Gun”, 
granted to the Birmingham Small Arms Co. Ltd., an English company 
carrying on business in England, an exclusive licence for the manu- 
facture of those guns in this country. On the outbreak of war in 1914 
H. M. G., under powers conferred upon them by municipal law, com- 
mandeered the whole output of the Birmingham Small Arms Co. and 
entered into negotiations with the Belgian Company respecting the 
price to be paid for Lewis guns manufactured by the Birmingham 
Small Arms Co. and supplied to the Government. For the first three 
or so years of the war, payment of the price so agreed from time to 
time was made direct to the Company, who in turn paid a proportion 
of it to the Birmingham Small Arms Co., that proportion being the 
actual cost of manufacture plus a manufacturing profit; the balance 
of the price paid by His Majesty’s Government represented the profit 
made by the Company itself. The price was originally fixed at £165 
per gun, but, as the result of further negotiations following improve- 
ments in manufacture and to some extent variations in specification, 
the price was from time to time reduced until it reached the figure of 
£80 per gun. In view of the variations in the specification, both of the 
gun itself and of the spare parts which were furnished with it, it is not 
however possible to say exactly how far the figures in fact paid at
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different times are strictly comparable. In 1918 a new arrangement 
was made with the Company under which payment was made direct 
to the Birmingham Small Arms Co. in respect of the cost of manu- 
facture and their profit and a fixed royalty of £2.16.8 per gun (tax 
free) was paid to the Company; the total cost per gun to His Majesty’s 
Government of guns supplied under this agreement was ap- 
proximately £45, 

3. His Majesty’s Government were from time to time asked by the 
Allied Powers to supply them with Lewis guns and ultimately agreed 
to do so. The Company had endeavoured to obtain permission from 
His Majesty’s Government to enable them (the Company) to get guns 
manufactured in this country directly for the Allied Governments, 
but that permission was not granted. So far as can now be ascer- 
tained, the number of guns supplied by His Majesty’s Government to 
the Allies was between 13,000 and 14,000. These guns were supplied 
over a period of years and the prices charged to the Governments 
concerned varied from time to time; but the price in fact charged for 
each consignment was calculated on the price for the time being paid 
to the Company, with the addition of a small percentage by way of 
overhead charges incurred by the Department concerned in the supply. 

4, At some period during the war (apparently in 1917 or 1918), cer- 
tain assessments were made on the Company by the Inland Revenues 
Department of His Majesty’s Government in respect of taxation (ex- 
cess profits duty and income tax) on profits made out of the dealing 
in these guns. These assessments gave rise to disputes between His 
Majesty’s Government and the Company on the question whether the 
Company were liable to pay the taxation demanded. After these as- 
sessments had been made, the Department through whom payments 
for the guns in question were made withheld certain sums prima facie 
due to the Company and paid them to the Inland Revenue authorities 
to satisfy the demands for taxation. This action on the part of the 
Department concerned was challenged by the Company. The Com- 
pany disputed their liability to the taxation demanded, (and conse- 
quently the right of the Crown to withhold payments otherwise due 
to them) on various grounds relating (a) to the amount of the as- 
sessment and the manner in which it was calculated, and (0) to an 
alleged representation by the Crown, to the effect that, as a Belgian 
company, they would not be liable to this taxation at all, upon the faith 
of which, the Company contended, they had been willing to accept 
the price in fact paid to them for the guns delivered to the Crown. 

5. At about the same time the Company alleged that His Majesty’s | 
Government had made a profit by reselling to Allied Governments 
Lewis guns purchased from the Company, and claimed that the resale 
of these guns by His Majesty’s Government was not justified in law
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and also involved a breach of an agreement between His Majesty’s 
Government and the Company. His Majesty’s Government main- 
tained that the resale was perfectly legal and denied the existence 
of any agreement such as was alleged. His Majesty’s Government 
also contended that they had made no profit out of these resales. 

It appears from the shorthand notes of a meeting which took place 
at the Ministry of Munitions on the 19th August, 1919, and was pre- 
sided over by Mr. J. F. Hope, M. P. (now Lord Rankeillour), the then 
Financial Secretary to the Ministry, the Company being represented 
by Mr. Rudd, that the Company were offered an enquiry into the 
question whether His Majesty’s Government had made a trading profit 
on the Lewis guns sold to the Allies. This offer was not accepted. 

6. The disputes between His Majesty’s Government and the Com- 
pany remaining unsettled, the Company brought in 1920 a Petition 
of Right in the English courts, claiming (1) a declaration that the 

Company was entitled to receive and be paid the prices in fact agreed 
by them or alternatively the payment to the Company of further sums 
which would secure that the Company should retain for their own 
benefit, after discharging all taxes, a sum per gun equal to the amounts 
agreed, and also (2) raising a general claim for damages for breach 
of agreement. 

Damages were claimed under two heads. The first alleged that, 
in agreeing to accept a certain price for the guns to be manufactured 
by them, the Company relied upon a representation that, as a Belgian 
company, they would not be liable to British taxation, and that, there- 
fore, this representation had been incorporated in and made a condition 
of the agreement. The second was set out in paragraphs 23 to 26 of 
the Petition, and may be summarised as follows:—The Company 
alleged that an agreement was made with the Ministry of Munitions 
to the effect that they (the Company) should be free to manufacture 
and to supply a certain number of guns to Russia and to the other 
Alles, unless such guns were required for the British Forces, and that 
the British Government would require delivery of such guns only as 
were needed for the use of the British Forces; that the guns subse- 
quently supplied were made and supplied subject to this agreement and 
on the condition that they were needed for the use of the British 
Forces; and that relying upon this agreement and condition the Com- 
pany abandoned the arrangements they were making for the manufac- 
ture of guns in the United States of America. The Petition then 
proceeded to allege that the British Government did not require the 
whole output of the guns for the use of the British forces; but that 
in breach of the alleged agreement themselves sold large numbers of 
guns, which they had purchased from the Company for the reduced 
payments described in the Petition, to the Allied Powers at largely
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increased prices, and, to quote the words of the Petition, “have thereby 
appropriated on behalf of Your Majesty in breach of the said agree- 
ment and condition the profits which rightly belong to your said 
Supphants”. The Company therefore prayed that the Crown would 
be pleased to cause them to be compensated for the damage caused to 
and sustained by them as aforesaid. It will be observed that this is 
almost exactly the claim put forward in the Note of the 22nd August 
1932, from H. K. the Belgian Ambassador. _ 

7. Shortly before the Petition was heard, Messrs. Soames, Edward 
& Jones, the Company’s solicitors, wrote to the Treasury Solicitor 
on the 28th June, 1921, a letter of which the following is an extract :— — 

“With reference to the documents which you have disclosed to us 
in this matter, we beg to point out to you that you have not disclosed 
any documents relating to the sale of Lewis guns by the British author- 
ities to the Allied Powers and we beg to call your attention to para- 
graph 25 of the Petition of Right wherein it is stated that the British 
authorities have sold large numbers of these guns to France, Belgium, 
Russia, Roumania and Italy, and that these sales were in breach of the 
Agreement made with our clients. Under these circumstances all 
documents relating to the sale of these guns are clearly material to 
the question in this matter and as we understand it is the practice of 
the Crown to disclose all documents material where they tend to sup- 
port the case of the Crown or that of the Petitioners in the same way 
as an ordinary litigant would do, unless there be good reasons of State 
for non-disclosure, we humbly submit that the documents relating to 
the sale of guns by the British authorities to the Allied Powers should 
be disclosed”. 

On the 15th July the Treasury Solicitor wrote :— 

“In reply to your letter of the 1st instant, I am prepared to give you 
inspection of the Priced Vocabulary of Munitions Stores charged 
against the Allies for Lewis guns together with the invoices in support 
of the Statements. I am informed by the Department that this 
material is voluminous, but that they will give you what assistance 
they can in the inspection of it.” 

The documents were duly inspected by the Company’s solicitors a 
few days later. 

8. The Petition came on for hearing before Mr. Justice Darling 
on the 25th July, 1921, the Company being represented by Sir John 

Simon, K. C., Mr. Eustace Hills, K. C. and Mr. Bremner, and the 
Crown by the Attorney General, the Solicitor General and Mr. Bow- 
stead. In the absence of Sir John Simon the case was opened by Mr. 
Eustace Hills, and the following is an extract from the shorthand notes 
of the proceedings on the first day of the trial :— 

“Tue ATTORNEY GENERAL:—I do not know whether, in answer to 
your Lordship’s question, it would be convenient that I should say, in 
a sentence, what our case is ? 

“Mr. Justice Daruine :—Yes.
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“Tue ATTORNEY GENERAL :—There are really two points in the case. 
It is said on behalf of this Company that at certain interviews a repre- 
sentative of the Company was informed that the Lewis Company, be- 
ing Belgian, was not liable to British taxation, and that it was on the 
faith of those representations that the Company agreed to take, and 
did take, a certain price. That is what is said. In answer to that, 
we say that no such representation was made, that the correspondence 
is quite inconsistent with it, and that the agreement which was made is 
inconsistent with the Pleadings. The clear issue 1s: were those rep- 
resentations made, and did you act upon the faith of them? I am 
not conceding this for a moment, but if they were made by the particu- 
lar Departmental officials who were concerned they had no power to 
grant anybody dispensation from British taxation, and, on the other 
hand, it being a representation, if made it was not a representation of 
fact. It would have been a highly incompetent expression of opinion 
ona matter of law. ‘The second point is that they say at a certain other 
interview it was agreed that the Company should be free to manu- 
facture in this country 30,000 guns for Russia, and guns for the Allies, 
and that the British Government would require delivery of such guns 
only as were needed for the use of British Forces and that in breach 
of that Agreement —— 

“Mr. Evsrace Hiri :—If I may interpose I can relieve the Attorney 
General of that second head of claim. Documents have been disclosed 
to us within the last few days, and, under those circumstances, we do 
not intend to proceed with the second head of claim.” 

9, The second head of the claim to which Counsel referred was that 
described in the latter part of paragraph 7 above and it will be ob- 
served that it was deliberately abandoned by the Company in 

open court. 

The hearing proceeded upon the other claim of the Company, namely 
that H. M. G. were not entitled to deduct from the sums due to the 
Company amounts at which the Company had been assessed for taxa- 
tion, a claim which was based on a representation alleged to have been 
made by officials of the Crown that the Company would not be liable 
to taxation in this country, or that alternatively there was an implied 
condition which was the basis of the contract that the prices mentioned 
in the contract to be paid for the guns were nett prices, not subject to 

deductions for taxation, and that if the Company were liable to taxa- 
tion, the prices must be proportionately increased. With regard to 
this claim Darling J., before whom the Petition was heard, held on the 
evidence that the representation alleged by the company had not been 
made by any person on behalf of the Crown and that the reduced 
price agreed to by the Company was due to the fact that H. M. G. had 
assumed the burden of finding £350,000 capital for the construction 
of plant by which the guns were to be manufactured. He accordingly 
gave judgment for the Crown with costs. 

The Company did not appeal from this judgment, as they had the 

right to do.



GREAT BRITAIN 815 

10. The dispute between the Crown and the Company continued. 
There were differences as to (a) the amount due from the Company in 
respect of taxation; and (0) the debt due from the Crown to the Com- 
pany in respect of guns supplied (i. e. apart from the deduction of the 
sums due by way of taxation). It was not disputed by the Crown 
that the sums which had been retained by it were in excess of the 
amount due by way of taxation, and that some sum was due to the 
Company; the dispute was as to the amount of this balance. The 
Company, in spite of the withdrawal of their claim based on the resale 
of the guns by H. M. G. before the court in 1921, continued to make 
claims on this ground, alleging that the sale was a breach of the patent 
rights of the Company. The latter claim the Crown declined to con- 
sider. The Company, if they considered that they had a claim against 
the Crown based upon their English patents, had a remedy under 
Section 29 of the Patents and Designs Act, 1907, to require the Treas- 
ury, acting in a quasi-judicial capacity, to settle the amount of the 
royalty due to them in respect of the user of their patents by the 
Crown. The Company did not avail themselves of this right and no 
doubt with good reason, seeing that the amount of their royalty had 
been previously settled by agreement between them and the Crown. 

11. Ultimately in 1924 an agreement was entered into between the 
Inland Revenue Department on behalf of the Crown and the Company, 
under which the sum of £225,000 was paid to the Company, on the 
terms set out in a memorandum signed by Sir Richard Hopkins, the 
then chairman of the Board of Inland Revenue, and initialled by two 
directors of the Company. 

The terms of this memorandum are as follows :— 

If the Company “Armes Automatiques Lewis” (hereinafter called 
the Company) withdraws all claims whether direct or indirect, against 
the Government, and every officer of the Government and every other 
person acting on behalf of the Government, whether such claim have 
been actually formulated or not; and also withdraws all appeals and 
applications in regard to taxation matters and all other matters arising 
out of the relations between the Company and the Government and 
any Government Department, and also agrees not to prefer or put for- 
ward any new claim, appeal or application, the Board of Inland 
Revenue will repay to the Company the sum of £225,000, of which sum 
£140,000 is to be regarded as interest payable under the agreement of 
14th November 1918 between the Minister of Munitions and the 
Company. 

(Signed) R. N. V. H. 

Armes Automatiques Lewis 19th March, 1924. 
(Signed) Paul Waterkeyn (Signed) John P. Waterkeyn 

hairman Director. Secretary Director. 
Under the Company’s Seal.
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12. H. M. G. regarded the Agreement contained in the memorandum 
of March, 1924, as settling all matters at issue between H. M. G. and 

the Company. Nevertheless, representations have from time to time 
been made by and on behalf of the Company, claiming that, in view 
of the circumstances in which the Agreement embodied in this memo- 
randum was made, it was not binding on the Company, and that the 
Company were entitled to reopen the whole matter. This contention 
has been put forward upon various grounds, inter alza upon the ground 

that the Belgian Company were never liable to taxation in this country 
at all. The Company continued to make claims in respect of the resale 
of some of the Lewis guns by H. M. G., and in respect of alleged in- 
fringements by H. M. G. of the Company’s patent rights. H. M. G. 
declined to entertain these claims, and in the various replies which they 
made based themselves in the main on the ground that the Agreement 
of 1924 was a final settlement of all claims. | 

In a note addressed to the Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs 
by His Excellency the Belgian Ambassador on the 13th June no further 
objection to the entire validity of the Agreement as a settlement of 
the disputes relating to taxation was pressed, but the claim in regard 
to the resale of the Lewis guns and the alleged infringement of the 
Company’s patents was put forward. In the enclosures to that note 
it was contended that the Agreement of March 1924 related only to 
disputes concerning the liability of the Company to taxation, and did 
not affect the Company’s other claims in respect of the resale of the 
Lewis guns. (It is therefore no longer disputed that this agreement 
did put an end to the claim with regard to taxation). In a reply to 
this note on the 21st July, 1982, Sir John Simon contended that His 
Excellency’s note of the 18th June produced no new material, and 
that all claims of the Company must be regarded as having been 
settled by this Agreement. This was the position when His Excel- 

~ lency’s note of the 22nd August, 1932, was received, and in the light 
of the history of the case as set out above, it will now be possible to 
deal with the arguments set forth in this note. 

13. The first contention made in His Excellency’s note of the 22nd 
August is that the Agreement of the 19th March, 1924, should be con- 
sidered only as a settlement between H. M. G. and the Company relat- 
ing to the liability of the Company to taxation, and that it did not 
apply to or cover the other claims of the Company, relating (a) to the 
infringement of its patent rights, and (6) to the resale of the Lewis 
guns to Allied Governments. It is contended that the discussions 
between the Inland Revenue and the Company which resulted in the 
drawing up of this Agreement related only to the liability of the 

Company to taxation, and that the officials of the Inland Revenue 
expressly refused to consider the Company’s other claims, and de-
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clared that they were outside their competence, and consequently that 
the Agreement cannot be interpreted as covering these other claims. 

H. M. G. maintain their contention that this Agreement covered all 
claims of all kinds by the Company against H.M.G. This contention 
appears to be completely established by the wording of the memo- 
randum itself, which states that the Board of Inland Revenue will 
repay to the Company the sum of £225,000, if the Company “with- 
draws all claims whether direct or indirect against the Government 
. . . whether such claims have been actually formulated or not; and 
also withdraws all appeals and applications in regard to taxation 
matters and all other matters arising out of the relations between the 
Company and the Government, and any Government Department, and 
also agrees not to prefer or put forward any new claim, appeal or 
application”. In view of the history of the matter and of the wording 
of the memorandum, which not only mentions all appeals and applica- 

tions in taxation matters, but goes on to include all other matters 
arising out of the relations between the Company and the Government, 
and any Government Department (i. e. not exclusively the Inland 
Revenue) it hardly seems possible to contend that this Agreement is 
confined to claims with regard to taxation matters. H.M. G. consider 
that any such contention is incompatible with the language of the 
Agreement itself. Moreover, though it may well be that officials of 
the Inland Revenue declined to discuss with the Company the merits 
of claims by the company relating to matters other than those con- 
nected with taxation it is clear that these officials as representatives of 
the Crown in the negotiations with the Company were fully compe- 
tent to obtain from the Company a withdrawal of claims of all kinds, 
before making a settlement with the Company which from a purely 
taxation point of view might have been considered by them as unduly 
favourable to the Company. 

Further, if it is contended that the interpretation of the memoran- 
dum of Agreement on this point is a legal question on which H. M. G. 
and the Company are at issue, and that this question should therefore 
be submitted to some form of judicial decision, the answer is that it 
was open to the Company, if they took the appropriate action to obtain 
such a decision. The Company might have pursued their other claims 
against H. M. G. in the courts of this country, and, if H. M. G. pleaded 
that these claims were barred by the Agreement of 1924, the Company 
could then have disputed this, and the dispute as to the interpretation 
of the Agreement would then have been decided by the courts. Since 
the Company failed to exhaust their municipal remedies in this re- 
spect, H. M. G. cannot admit that the question is now one in respect 
of which the Belgian Government are entitled to make a diplomatic 
claim against them. 

791113—51——58
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14. But apart altogether from the Agreement of 1924 His Majesty’s 
Government are of opinion that the claims now put forward on behalf 
of the Company are altogether devoid of foundation. The reasons 
for this view are set out in the following paragraphs, which will deal 
with these various claims in turn. 

15. The first claim mentioned in the note of the 22nd August, 1932, 
from His Excellency the Belgian Ambassador is stated as “ la question 
de savoir quelle protection était due aux brevets d’invention dont la 
compagnie est titulaire en Angleterre, en vertu de la législation 
anglaise sur la propriété industrielle et des traités internationaux”. 
The grounds of the claim are not, indeed, very clear, but it appears 
to relate to some infringement by His Majesty’s Government of the 
English patent rights of the Company. Ifthe Company were of opin- 
ion that any such infringement had taken place they had a right under 

section 29 of the Patents and Designs Act, 1907, to make an ap- 
plication to the Treasury sitting in a quasi-judicial capacity to settle 

the amount of any royalty due to the Company in respect of the user 
of their patents by the Crown, if the royalty payable had not been 
settled by agreement between the Crown and the Company. Under 
the agreements between the Crown and the Company for the purchase 
by the Crown of the Lewis guns (please see paragraph 2 above), the 
price payable by the Crown was at first inclusive of royalty, and sub- 
sequently a definite sum by way of royalty was agreed and paid or 
allowed in account to the Company. There was, therefore, no basis 
for any claim by the Company in respect of an infringement by the 

Crown of their English patents, unless the Crown used the sums in a 
manner outside or contrary to the conditions of the agreement so made. 

The Company allege that the Crown did so by reason of the resale of 
the guns to the Allied Governments. The contention that this resale 
was a breach of this agreement is the second claim of the Company, 
mentioned in His Excellency’s note, and is dealt with in paragraphs 
16-19 below. Here it is sufficient to state that the claim in respect of 
the English patents must fail if this second claim is not established, 
as His Majesty’s Government contend it clearly is not. Further it is 
in any case a claim in respect of which municipal remedies were avail- 
able to the Company of which they have not availed themselves, (i. e. 
section 29 of the Act of 1907) and the claim is, therefore, not a matter 

in respect of which a diplomatic claim can be made. 
16. The second claim of the Company in its present form is suc- 

cinctly set out in a passage in paragraph 3 of His Excellency’s note, 
which runs as follows :— 

“Le War Office ou toute autre administration anglaise pouvait-il 
exercer son droit de réquisition au dela des besoins de l’armée britan- 
nique, et se réserver la vente des mitrailleuses Lewis aux Gouverne-
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ments étrangers, 4 un prix d’ailleurs de beaucoup supérieur au prix 
de réquisition, privant ainsi la société belge d’un profit auquel ses 
brevets en Angleterre et dans les autres pays lui donnaient le droit 
de prétendre? Telle est la question.” 

17. This claim His Majesty’s Government must reject for the follow- 
ing amongst other reasons. His Majesty’s Government, in requisition- 
ing the entire output of Lewis guns manufactured in the United 
Kingdom, acted strictly in accordance with their legal rights, and it 
is admitted that the Company received either an agreed price (which 
included royalty) or else an agreed royalty, in respect of every gun so 
requisitioned. The Company had no right to dictate to His Majesty’s 
Government what use the latter might make of the guns which had 
been purchased from the Company. If, however, the Company con- 
tended that His Majesty’s Government had no legal right to requisi- 
tion the Company’s guns for the purpose of selling them to the Allies, 
or alternatively to sell guns to the Allies which they had already 
requisitioned from the Company, and to make a profit by doing so, it 
would have been possible for the Company to have taken proceedings 
within the periods of limitation, either against the Attorney General 
or against the officer of the Crown directly responsible for a declara- 
tion in this sense (on the analogy of the proceedings in fact taken 
successfully; by other parties in the case of China Mutual Steam 
Navigation Co. v. Maclay 1918 1 K. B. 83). The Company failed to 
take any such proceedings, and thereby failed to exhaust their munici- 
pal remedies, and therefore, even if the Company’s claim on this head 
had been well-founded (which His Majesty’s Government contend it 
clearly was not), the claim is not one in respect of which a diplomatic 
claim can be made. There is, however, for the reason given in the 
immediately following paragraphs, a still further conclusive answer 
to this claim. 

18. As already stated in paragraphs 5, 6, 7, 8 and 9 above, the 
Company in 1919 claimed (a) that the resale of some of the guns by 
His Majesty’s Government was a breach of agreement between His 
Majesty’s Government and the Company, and (0) that His Majesty’s 
Government had made a profit on the resale of the guns. In 1920 
this claim was made in the proceedings brought by Petition of Right 

by the Company against the Crown. In those proceedings judgment 
was given for the Crown after this claim (which is the same as the 
second claim made in His Excellency’s note) had been deliberately 
abandoned by the Company in open court, after the Company had 
had inspection of the documents and accounts relating to this resale 
(documents which showed that His Majesty’s Government had made 
no profit). This claim is therefore clearly res judicata. It is impos- 

sible for the Company to continue to maintain a claim which it has
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abandoned in proceedings brought by it, or for such a claim properly 
to be made the subject of diplomatic representations. This was a 
claim in respect of which the Company had a municipal remedy which 
it deliberately abandoned. 

19. As already stated His Majesty’s Government in fact made no 
profit on the sale of the Lewis guns to foreign Governments. The 
allegation that they did was made many years ago by the Company 
and was examined at the time by the Ministry of Munitions, who 
employed an accountant to work out the figures. The figures put 
forward by the Company in support of the allegation are based upon 
a fallacious method of calculation. They have arrived at the alleged 
profit to His Majesty’s Government by taking the total amount received 
from the foreign Governments concerned and deducting from it a 
figure based on the average price received by themselves for an equiva- 
lent number of guns, without taking into account the dates on which 
the various sales took place. But, as explained above, the prices paid 
by His Majesty’s Government varied greatly; the original price was 
as much as £165 per gun, which gradually went down to as low a 
fioure as £45, as output increased and methods of manufacture im- 
proved. If the prices charged to the foreign Governments are com- 
pared with the prices which at the time were being paid to the Company 
for the several consignments, the accountant’s figures show that they 
are substantially the same; and indeed, when a reasonable percentage 
is added in respect of the Ministry of Munitions’ overhead charges, 

the transactions taken as a whole resulted in a loss; quite apart from 
the fact that in respect of some of the guns so sold His Majesty’s 
Government in fact received no payment at all. 

20. While for the reasons stated above, His Majesty’s Government 
cannot recognise that the question whether or not these profits were 
made has any direct bearing on the right of the Belgian Government 
to prefer the claim now put forward on behalf of the Company, they 

are desirous of satisfying the Belgian Government that there is in 
fact no substance in the Company’s claim that profits have been made 
at their expense and that the Company themselves many years ago 
abandoned any such claim in the most formal manner possible, and 
they are therefore willing to afford to an accredited agent of the 
Belgian Government inspection of the documents relating to the 
Petition of Right and the report by the accountant already mentioned. 

91. The third claim made in the Belgian Ambassador’s note is set 
out in the fifth paragraph: 

“Ta Société en cause fait trés justement observer qu’aux termes 
du droit en vigueur, elle pourrait actionner en justice les Gouverne- 
ments étrangers qui ont acheté les mitrailleuses et notamment le 
Gouvernement Francais. Mais ceux-ci ne seraient-ils pas amenés,
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pour se défendre, 4 appeler en garantie le Gouvernement de Son 
Majesté Britannique? Ce sont 1a les difficultés que l’on peut éviter et 
qu’elle désire éviter.” 

His Majesty’s Government’s reply to these observations is as follows: 

His Majesty’s Government had no power to requisition or interfere 
with any of the Company’s foreign patents, and did not in fact purport 
to do so; it is for example understood that the Company caused guns 
to be manufactured in France. If therefore His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment sold to any foreign Government guns purchased from the Com- 
pany, the question whether the foreign Government, by using them in 
its own country, incurred any liability to the holders of the foreign 
patents is one of foreign law for the foreign Government concerned, 
and a matter in which His Majesty’s Government is in no way 
interested. 

22. It appears to be recognised by the Company that the above 
statement of the legal position is correct; but it is maintained that if 
in these circumstances the Company take proceedings against the for- 
eign Government for an infringement of their patents the foreign 
Government will have a right of recourse against their vendors (i. e. 
His Majesty’s Government), and that therefore it would be for the 
convenience of all concerned if His Majesty’s Government dealt di- 
rectly with the Company in the matter. Whether after this lapse of 
time a claim would be maintainable against any foreign Government 
for infringement of the Company’s patents during the war, is a mat- 
ter on which His Majesty’s Government can express no opinion; it 
may well be that in most if not all the foreign countries concerned 
subsequent legislation has severely limited, if not prohibited, the 
prosecution of war claims after this lapse of time. But whether this 
be so or not, His Majesty’s Government are unable to understand how 
any foreign Government, if they were successfully sued by the Com- 
pany, could claim any indemnity against His Majesty’s Government 
in the absence of an explicit undertaking by the latter to that effect. 
It is obvious that there could have been no implied warranty by His 
Majesty’s Government that the user in the territory of the foreign 
Government of the guns so sold was not an infringement of any for- 
eign patent held by the Company. It is also to be remembered that 
the Company in fact received their royalty on all guns requisitioned 
from them, including those afterwards sold to the Allies. 

23. In so far therefore as the Company’s claim is based upon an 
infringement of foreign patents by the foreign Governments to whom 
the guns in question were sold, His Majesty’s Government can only 
leave the Company to take against the foreign governments con- 
cerned such action as they may be advised to take. The suggestion 
that such proceedings might, if successful, result in a claim by a for-
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elgn government against His Majesty’s Government does not appear 
to His Majesty’s Government to afford any ground for entering into 
further discussions with the Belgian Government; such a claim if 
made will be a matter for discussion between His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment and the Government by whom the claim is made. 

841,1154L58/220: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) 

WASHINGTON, September 6, 1933—2 p. m. 

| 238. Referring to paragraph 5, enclosure 1, with your despatch No. 
187 of August 4, 1933, regarding Lewis Gun claim, please obtain and 
transmit copies of the laws and rules of Court which made possible an 
appeal from the decision of Judge Darling to Court of Appeals and 
thence to the House of Lords as alleged by Foreign Office. 

| ) Hoy 

341,1154L58/289 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary of State 

No. 214 Lonpon, September 23, 1983. 
[Received October 4. ] 

Sir: I have the honor to refer to the Department’s telegraphic in- 
struction No. 237, September 8, 4 p. m.,“ with reference to the Armes 
Automatiques Lewis Company case, and to state that the Foreign 
Office sees no objection to releasing to the United States claimants’ at- 
torneys the memorandum enclosed with Foreign Office note No. A 
4758/1710/45 of August 2, 1933, being the enclosure to the Embassy’s 
despatch No. 187 of August 4, 1933. 

With regard to the Department’s telegraphic instruction No. 233, 
September 6, 2 p. m., I venture to quote from a Foreign Office note 
just received, giving its authority for the statement made in its note 
of August 2, 1933, that “if the Company were dissatisfied with the 
judgment of the court, an appeal to the Court of Appeal and thence 
to the House of Lords was open to them”: 

“... IT must refer you to the Petitions of Right Act of 1860. In 
section 7 of this Act, it is stated that ‘so far as the same may be ap- 
plicable, and except in so far as may be inconsistent with this Act, the 
Laws and Statutes in force as to Pleading, Evidence, Hearing, and 
Trial, Security for Costs, Amendment, Arbitration, Special Cases, the 
means of procuring and taking Evidence, Set-off, Appeal, and Pro- 
ceedings in Error in Suits of Equity, and Personal Actions between 
Subject and Subject, and the Practice and Course of Procedure of the 
said Courts of Law and Equity respectively for the Time being in 

* Not printed.



GREAT BRITAIN 823 

reference to such Suits and Personal Actions, shall, unless the Court 
in which the Petition is prosecuted shall otherwise order, be applicable 
and apply and extend to such Petition of Right; Provided always that 
nothing in this Statute shall be construed to give to the Subject any 
Remedy against the Crown in any Case in which he would not have 
been entitled to‘such Remedy before the passing of this Act’. 

“Once therefore a petition of right has received the fiat and has 
been served, it assumes the character of and is subject to the procedure 
applicable to any action started in the King’s Bench or Chancery 
Division by ordinary writ of summons; and on judgment being deliv- 
ered adverse to the suppliant he has under Order 18 a right of appeal 
without leave to the Court of Appeal. Generally speaking, the time 
for appeal is that laid down in Rule 15, viz. the time for appealing 
from an Interlocutory Order is fourteen days, and from a final Order 
is six weeks. 

“By the Appellate Jurisdiction Act, 1876, any successful appellant 
and therefore a suppliant has a right to appeal without leave to the 
House of Lords from the Court of Appeal. The time limited for pre- 
senting the Appeal is six months.” 

Respectfully yours, (For the Ambassador) 
Ray ATHERTON 

Counselor of Embassy 

341.1154L58/252 

The Secretary of State to the Chargé in Great Britain (Atherton) 

No. 255 WasHINnGTON, February 20, 1934. 

Sir: I have received and carefully considered the Embassy’s despatch 
No. 187 of August 4 last, regarding the so-called “Lewis-gun claim” 
against the Government of Great Britain. 

In its reply of August 2” to the Embassy’s note of April 6 last,”* the 
British Foreign Office, without undertaking to discuss in any detailed 
manner the several points mentioned in the Embassy’s note, reaches 
the conclusion that there are no points of difference between the two 
Governments which warrant the development of the case in the manner 
suggested in the Embassy’s note; and states that “His Majesty’s Gov- 
ernment remain quite unable to admit the right of the United States 
Government to intervene in this question”. 

I am somewhat reluctant to accept the conclusion that Sir John 
Simon, the Minister for Foreign Affairs, has, as a result of careful 
thought, undertaken to determine, as the note of August 2 appears to 
indicate, not only that this Government shall not be conceded the right 
to intervene diplomatically with the British Government in behalf of 
its own nationals, in the circumstances of this case, but that the question 

. # Ante, p. 808. 
* Not printed, but see instruction No. 454, March 27, 1983, to the Chargé in 

Great Britain, p. 802.
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as to that right and the other questions involved are not in their nature 
justiciable. Iam the more reluctant to accept that conclusion because 
of the fact that the note from the Foreign Office is signed by a Chief of 
Section, “in the absence of the Secretary of State”, and also because of 
the fact that the Embassy’s cable No. 231 of August 1** conveyed the 
information that Sir John Simon was at that time in Rio de Janeiro, 
Brazil. 

I am of the opinion that this case presents no question of either fact 
or law which is not justiciable in character. Moreover, the case is one 

which, in my opinion, not only should be appropriately settled with- 
out further undue delay, since it has already been the subject of diplo- 
matic discussion over a period of nearly ten years, but, in view of the 
unwillingness on the part of the British Government to consider it on 
its merits, should be submitted to arbitration. It is just such differ- 
ences of opinion as those obtaining in this case that are appropriate 
for submission to arbitration. 

If nations were, generally, to refuse to arbitrate their differences on 
the basis of their individual decisions that there were no questions to be 
adjudicated, or that the claimant Government could not be admitted to 
have any locus standi in the cause it might espouse on behalf of its na- 
tionals, arbitration would, indeed, come far from fulfilling the pur- 
poses which it is the universal hope that it shall serve. All such mat- 
ters of difference, which have developed between our two Governments 
in the past, have been resolved either by diplomatic discussion or by 
arbitration, and I am loth to believe that His Majesty’s Government 
desires now to establish a precedent to the effect that such matters of 
difference shall remain unsolved because of the refusal of one of the 
Governments to entrust the questions involved to determination by 
arbitration. 

I can not, of course, concede that it is properly within the province 
of His Majesty’s Government to determine the rights of this Govern- 
ment with respect to intervention in behalf of the American stockhold- 
ers in the “Armes Automatiques Lewis”. The indicated disposition of 
His Majesty’s Government in this respect appears to be inconsistent 
with its own course of action in the well-known Delagoa Bay case— 
Moore’s Arbitrations, Volume II, p. 1865, e¢ seg—and with the princi- 
ple applied in that case and in many other cases of international dif- 
ference. In this connection I desire to emphasize that this Govern- 
ment has not asserted any alleged right to intervene in behalf of the 
Belgian corporation—the Armes Automatiques Lewis—as inferred by 
the Foreign Office in its above-mentioned note. Nor can I concede 
that this case can properly be closed in the manner indicated by the 
note of August 2 from the British Foreign Office. 

* Not printed.
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I shall be glad, therefore, if you will personally take advantage of an 
early opportunity to indicate in a general way to Sir John Simon my 
views as above expressed. You may also, in your discretion, remind 
him that, as counsel for the Armes Automatiques Lewis corporation, 
he indicated, in his arguments of July, 1921, before Mr. Justice Darling 
of the High Court of Justice, King’s Bench Division, a strong personal 
conviction of the justice of the claim of his client and that the present 
claim rests on the point then in litigation and on several other points 
subsequently developed in which, it is contended, the British Govern- 
ment has failed to accord to the American nationals involved a proper 
degree of justice under the laws of England. You will at the same 
time leave with the Foreign Minister a note expressing my views of 
the matter as indicated above and making formal request, on behalf 
of this Government, either that the procedure suggested in the 
Embassy’s note of April 6, last, be accepted or that the case be referred 

to arbitration. 
Very truly yours, CorpELL Hun 

841.1154L58/258 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary of State 

No. 548 Lonpon, March 6, 1934. 
[Received March 15.] 

Sir: Pursuant to your instruction No. 255 of February 20, 1934, 
concerning the further representations to be made in the case of the 
Armes Automatiques Lewis Company, I have the honor to inform 
you that I called on the Foreign Minister yesterday afternoon and 
handed to him a note, No. 862 of March 5, 1934, the copy of which is 
enclosed herewith. At the same time I conveyed to Sir John Simon 
your views as expressed in that instruction, emphasizing that my Gov- 
ernment regarded the early settlement of this case, through the 
optional procedure suggested, as a matter of the first importance. 

Sir John Simon, without going into the details of the case, assured 
me that he would give my note his earnest consideration as soon as 
practicable. 

Respectfully yours, | R. W. Brneuam 

341.1154L58/257 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, April 21, 1934—noon. 
[Received April 21—9: 50 a. m.] 

186. Department’s 152, April 17, 6 p. m.75I called on Sir John Simon 
last evening by appointment to discuss orally again the Lewis gun case 

* Not printed.
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with him as set forth in the Department’s instruction 255, February 
20th. He told me a written note was in process of completion, but for 
my information the position of the British Government remained 
unchanged in this matter of a Belgian corporation. In brief he gave 
me to understand that after a careful review of the case upon receipt 
of the last American note (see my 548 of March 6) the British Gov- 
ernment’s position was unaltered and would not consider reopening 
the matter. 

BINGHAM 

841.1154L58/263 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) 

Wasuinetron, May 29, 1934—6 p. m. 

218. Your 186, April 21, noon, regarding Lewis Gun case. Unless 
you have received note from Foreign Office promised you on April 
20, please take up matter again with Sir John Simon. You should 
again state that this Government has difficulty in understanding why 
British Government should not be willing to arbitrate a case which 
it must be admitted is justiciable in character; that if that Govern- 
ment is confident of the correctness of its contention that the claim 
is without legal basis it would seem that it should welcome arbitra- 
tion, not only for the purpose of having that position confirmed, but 
also for the purpose of removing from the field of international rela- 
tions a case on which there is a difference of view. 

Ho 

341.1154L58/265 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary 
of State 

No. 812 Lonpon, July 7, 1934. 
[Received July 17.] 

Sir: I have the honor to refer to the Department’s telegraphic in- 
struction No. 218, May 29, 6 p. m., regarding the Armes Automatiques 
Lewis Company, and in this connection to enclose a copy of a Foreign 
Office note, dated July 6, 1934, which was promised at the time I made 
the representations according to the Department’s instructions. 

The point of view expressed to me at that time by Sir John Simon 
is repeated in this note. 

Respectfully yours, For the Ambassador: 
Ray ATHERTON 

Counselor of E’'mbassy
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[Enclosure] 

The British Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs (Simon) to, the 

American Ambassador (Bingham) 

No, A 5278/1870/45 Lonpon, 6 July, 1934. 

Your Exceitency: In a note which you were good enough to ad- 
dress to me on the 5th March last, (No. 3862) ,** relative to the claim 
of the United States stockholders of the Armes Automatiques Lewis 
Company, Your Excellency again drew my attention to the desire 
of the United States Government that this claim should be submitted 
to arbitration. 

2. The views of His Majesty’s Government in the United Kingdom 

as regards (a) the question whether any international claim lies against 
His Majesty’s Government in respect of the Treatment of the Armes 
Automatiques Lewis Company, (0) the question whether, owing to the 
fact that the Company is not incorporated in the United States but 

in Belgium, the claim is one which the Government of the United 
States 1s In any case entitled to support by diplomatic action, and 
(c) the question whether in any circumstances the disputes which have 
been determined by the judgment of the High Court of this country 
and by the agreement of the Company can be reopened at the instance 
of a section of the shareholders of the Company, have been fully ex- 
plained in my note No. A 4758/1710/45 of the 2nd August, 19338, and 
the memorandum to the Belgian Ambassador enclosed therein, and 
also in the note addressed on the Ist January, 1927, to the United 
States Chargé d’Affaires,” and I am unable to accept the proposal 
that this claim should be submitted to arbitration. 

I have [etce. | (For the Secretary of State) 
R. L. Craters 

ARRANGEMENT BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES AND GREAT BRITAIN 

FOR THE RECIPROCAL RECOGNITION OF AIRWORTHINESS FOR IM- 
PORTED AIRCRAFT, EFFECTED BY EXCHANGE OF NOTES, SEPTEM- 

BER 11 AND 17, 1934 

[For text of the arrangement, see Department of State Executive 
Agreement Series No. 69, or 49 Stat. 3652. ] | 

**8 Not printed. 
™ Note of January 1, 1927, not printed.
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PERMISSION OBTAINED FOR AEROPLANES OF THE CALIFORNIA- 
ARABIAN STANDARD OIL COMPANY TO MAKE EMERGENCY FLIGHTS 

TO BAHREIN 

890F.6363 Standard Oil Co./30: Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chargé in Great Britain 
(Atherton) 

Wasuineton, December 29, 1933—6 p. m. 

321. The California Arabian Standard Oil Company, a wholly 
owned subsidiary of the Standard Oil Company of California will 
shortly undertake a survey of the region comprised in its oil con- 
cession in eastern Arabia. In this connection it is planned to make 
considerable use of an airplane for geological reconnaisance, obser- 
vation and transportation. 

The plane to be used is a Fairchild, Department of Commerce No. 
NC-~13902, powered by a Wasp engine of 420 horsepower. The crew 
will consist of Charles F. Rocheville, pilot, transport pilots license No. 
7895, and Richard C. Kerr, student pilot. The plane will be equipped 
with wireless transmitting and receiving apparatus. No cameras 
will be carried. 

It is planned to ship the plane to Alexandria, Egypt, leaving there 
by plane on or about February 24, following the route of the K. L. M. 
Royal Dutch Air Lines to Gaza, Palestine; thence over the route of 
the same air line to Ruthbah, Iraq; thence over the route of the Im- 

perial Airways to Basra, Iraq; thence to Bahrein Island by way 
of Kuwait and the Island of Tarut. It is planned to carry on the 
exploration work by plane either using Bahrein as a base or from 
a base to be established in Saudi Arabia. 

You are requested to secure the necessary Egyptian and Iraqi 
authorizations by telegraph through our representatives at Cairo and 
Baghdad. The authorizations for the remainder of the flight, with 
the exception of that part to be made in Saudi Arabia, it is believed, 
may be obtained through the British Foreign Office. It is thought 
that authorization covering Saudi Arabia may be obtained by you 
through the Arabian Minister in London. 

Please inform Department by telegraph when necessary authoriza- 
tions have been granted. Pups 

890F.6863 Standard Oil Co./36 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Great Britain (Atherton) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, February 17, 1934—1 p. m. 
[Received February 17—9: 30 a. m.] 

65. Department’s 321, December 29, 6 p. m. and subsequent. For- 

eign Office note received today states the necessary authorization has
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been issued in Palestine and Trans-Jordan for aeroplane to fly over 
these territories and land at Gaza. “In the case of Koweit and Bah- 
rein, however, I regret to inform you that general regulations, made 
by the ruler of those two principalities, prohibit entirely all flights 
by civil aircraft except those of aviation companies which have 
received or may receive permission to include these planes [places] 
on regular flying services. A strict prohibition of this kind has been 
found necessary in view of local conditions; the utmost importance is 
attached to maintaining it intact and no exceptions are made even in 
the case of [British] aviators . . .* in the circumstances you will 
appreciate that it is not possible for me to obtain the permission 
requested in respect of Koweit and Bahrein”. 

Permit for Iraq already in possession of Embassy. Legation at 
Cairo reports Egyptian Government agreeable to flight over Egyptian 
territory. 

Have informed local company representative. ; 
ATHERTON 

890F.63638 Standard Oil Co./38: Telegram 

The Chargé in Great Britain (Atherton) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, February 20, 1934—11 a. m. 
[Received February 20—7: 30 a. m. ] 

70. Department’s 50, February 19, 6 p.m. Saudi Arabian Minister 
conveys his Government’s authorization for the use of aeroplane for 
geological purposes and states that details regulating this flight have 
been completed by the Saudi Arabian Government and the represen- 
tatives of the California-Arabian Standard Oil Company there. 

ATHERTON 

890F.6363 Standard Oil Co./49 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chargé in Great Britain (Atherton) 

WaAsHINGTON, February 28, 1934—8 p. m. 

72. With reference to the failure of the appropriate authorities to 
grant authorization for an airplane owned by the California Arabian 
Standard Oil Company to fly over Kuwait and Bahrein, as reported 
in your telegram No. 65 of February 17, 1934, 1 p. m., the interested 
company has pointed out that although the refusal is not serious in 
the case of Kuwait it is decidedly so as regards Bahrein since it may 
become necessary for the pilots to make emergency landings on that 
island to bring sick or injured employees from Saudi Arabia to the 

* Omission indicated in the original telegram. 
* Not printed.
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American missionary hospital or to make urgent repairs to the air- 
plane in the company’s shops at Bahrein. 

You are requested to approach the Foreign Office again in this 
matter endeavoring to obtain, at the very least, authorization for the 

_ plane to land at Bahrein for the purposes specified above.. In pre- 

senting your request, you may say that the Department finds it diffi- 
cult to believe, in view of the humanitarian considerations involved, 
that the appropriate authorities will fail to grant the permission 
requested. 

You are authorized to reimburse the British Government for what-_ 
ever telegraphic expense it may be called upon to incur in arriving at 
a decision in this matter, taking such expenditure up in your accounts 
as chargeable to the California Arabian Standard Oil Company. 

| Hovi 

S90F.6363 Standard Oil Co./52 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary 
of State 

Lonpon, March 20, 1984—3 p. m. 
[Received March 20—11: 10 a. m. | 

122. Department’s telegram No. 72, February 28,8 p.m. Foreign 
Office grants permission for aeroplane of California-Arabian Stand- 
ard Oil Company to fly to Bahrein to take sick or injured employees 
to mission hospital there or in order to carry out major repairs of 
aeroplane itself but not including periodical examination at work 
shops Bahrein Petroleum Company. 

Visits must be notified to the Bahrein Government through the 
British political agent on each occasion in advance and must not be 
prolonged beyond time actually required for urgent business. 

Aeroplane should use civil aerodrome at Muharraq arranging land- 
ing fees and service charges with Imperial Airways, Bahrein. | 

BINGHAM
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DISCUSSIONS BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES AND AUSTRALIA WITH 

RESPECT TO TRADE PROBLEMS AND THE ADMISSION OF BUSINESS- 
MEN * 

711.415 Traders/38a_ 

The Secretary of State to the British Chargé (Osborne) 

WaAsHINGTON, October 18, 1932. 

Sir: With reference to the Embassy’s note of December 19, 1930,? 
and other correspondence and discussions relating to the conclusion of 
a convention concerning the admission of Australian business men 
into the United States, I am pleased to state that this Government is 
now in a position to enter into a convention on this subject. Accord- 
ingly, there is enclosed for the consideration of the Commonwealth 
Government a draft of a commercial convention embodying provisions 
in regard to this matter similar in purpose and effect to those con- 
tained in the tentative draft which the Ambassador submitted in- 
formally to the Department on April 27, 1931. 

In addition to the provisions giving reciprocal rights of entry for 
purposes of trade, the occasion is taken to propose the settlement of 
a further difficulty connected with the conduct of trade between the 

United States and Australia. I refer to the circuitous and uneco- 
nomical routing of American exports to Australia which hag been 
occasioned by certain Australian customs regulations. Provisions re- 
lating to this subject will be found in Article III of the enclosed 
draft convention. " 

I shall be glad to arrange for discussions of the details of the draft 
convention at the Embassy’s convenience. 

Accept [ete. ] For the Secretary of State: 

J AMES GRAFTON RoceErs 

[Enclosure] 

Draft Commercial Convention Between the United States of America 
| and the Commonwealth of Australia 

The President of the United States of America: 
And His Majesty the King of Great Britain, Ireland and the British 

Dominions beyond the Seas, Emperor of India, in respect of the Com- 
monwealth of Australia, 

*¥For previous correspondence, see Foreign Relations, 1931, vol. 1, pp. 839 ff. 
* Ibid., p. 839. 
* Not printed. 
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Being desirous of encouraging the growth of trade between the 
United States of America and the Commonwealth of Australia: 
Have decided to conclude a convention for that purpose; 
And have appointed as their Plenipotentiaries: 

The President of the United States of America: 

And His Majesty the King of Great Britain, Ireland and the British 
Dominions beyond the Seas, Emperor of India, For the Common- 
wealth of Australia: 

Who, having communicated their full powers found in good and due 
form, have agreed upon the following articles: 

ARTIcLE I 

His Majesty’s subjects of Australian birth or parentage ordinarily 
resident in the Commonwealth of Australia who conform to the laws 
and regulations of the United States of America shall be permitted to 
enter, travel and reside therein to carry on trade between the United 
States of America and Australia. 

ArtTIcie II 

Nationals of the United States of America who conform to the laws 
and regulations of the Commonwealth of Australia shall be permitted 
to enter, travel and reside therein to carry on trade between Australia 
and the United States of America. 

Articis ITT 

In determining the value of goods for duty purposes Australia agrees 
that no greater amount of inland freight charges shall be included 
in such value for duty than the actual amount of freight charges that 
would be incurred if the goods were forwarded from the point of origin 
of such goods to the nearest point of exit from the United States. 

Articitz IV 

The provisions of the present convention shall be applicable to all 
territories under the sovereignty, authority, or mandate of the United 
States of America and the Commonwealth of Australia, respectively, 
other than the Panama Canal Zone. 

ARTICLE V 

The present convention shall be ratified and the ratifications shall be 
exchanged at Washington as soon as possible. It shall come into 
force on the day of the exchange of ratifications and shall be binding 
during a period of ten years from the date of its coming into force.



| AUSTRALIA 833 

In case neither of the High Contracting Parties shall have given 
notice to the other one year before the expiration of the said period of 
ten years of an intention to terminate the convention, it shall remain 
in force thereafter until the expiration of one year from the date on 
which such notice of termination is given. | 

In witness whereof the respective Plenipotentiaries have signed the 
present convention in duplicate and have thereunto affixed their seals. 

Done at the city of Washington this..... day of ......., 
1932. 

711.415 Traders/40 

The British Ambassador (Lindsay) to the Secretary of State 

No. 851 Wasuinecron, October 4, 1933. 

Sir: I have the honour to refer to the Note which Mr. Stimson 
addressed to Mr. Osborne on the 18th October, 1932 enclosing the 
draft of a projected convention covering the admission of Australian 
business men into the United States. 

2. The draft in question included, as will be recalled, an article 
(Article III) relating to customs duties and freight charges; and I 
am now instructed by His Majesty’s Principal Secretary of State for 
Foreign Affairs to submit on behalf of His Majesty’s Government in 
the Commonwealth of Australia the following observations thereon. 

3. His Majesty’s Government in the Commonwealth are disposed to 
consider, and trust that the United States Government will agree, 
that the convention should be confined to the subject of the entry of 
Australian citizens into the United States. The negotiations on this 
subject were, the Australian Government venture to point out, 
initiated because they felt that a distinct injustice was being done to 
Australian business men. Business men from the United Kingdom, 
the Irish Free State and Canada can freely enter and remain in the 
United States; and United States business men are free to come and 
reside and carry on their occupations in Australia; but Australian 
business men when they wish to do the same thing in the United States 
may, by contrast, only remain here under the system of permits; and 
the grant of such permits is temporary. 

4. In these circumstances the Australian Government feel entitled 
first to express the strongest hope that the United States Government 
may extend forthwith to His Majesty’s subjects in Australia the same 
privileges in the United States as those enjoyed by other British sub- 
jects and by United States citizens in Australia itself; and, secondly, 
to suggest that the points covered by Article III of Mr. Stimson’s 
draft convention would more properly form a subject for separate 
negotiations. 

7911135159
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5. I have the honour accordingly to transmit for the consideration 
of the United States the revised draft convention of which a copy is 
enclosed herewith.* It will be observed that it comprises four articles 
which correspond to Articles I, II, [IV and V of Mr. Stimson’s draft. 
Article I differs slightly from Article I of Mr. Stimson’s draft inas- 
much as it extends the benefits of the convention not only to “His 
Majesty’s subjects of Australian birth or parentage” but to any of 
His Majesty’s subjects ordinarily resident in the Commonwealth of 
Australia. Article IT is identical with Article II of Mr. Stimson’s 
draft except that the word “citizens” is substituted for the word 
“nationals”. Articles III and IV are practically identical with Arti- 
cles IV and V of Mr. Stimson’s draft except that the territories to 
which the provisions of the convention shall be applicable are defined 
as on the one hand “the Commonwealth of Australia and all terri- 
tories under the authority of the Commonwealth” and, on the other 
hand, “all territories under the sovereignty or authority of the United 
States of America other than the Panama Canal Zone”. 

6. His Majesty’s Government in the Commonwealth of Australia 
would gladly conclude a convention on the lines of the enclosed draft, 
and earnestly trust that the United States Government will find them- 
selves able to concur in its terms. 

I have [etc. ] R. C. Linpsay 

711.415 Traders/40 

The Secretary of State to the British Ambassador (Lindsay) 

WASHINGTON, January 30, 1934. 

ExcreLttency: I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of your 
note of October 4, 1933, enclosing a counter-draft of the Australian 
Government to the proposals made by this Government with reference 

to the negotiation of a convention to facilitate the reciprocal entry 

and residence of persons engaged in trade between the United States 

of America and the Commonwealth of Australia and to provide for 

the basis of the calculation of the dutiable value of imported goods. 

It appears from this counter-draft and your transmitting note that 
the Government of Australia is quite willing to enter into an arrange- 

ment by which the entry and residence of persons engaged in trade 

between the two countries might be facilitated, but that it is averse to 

including in the same arrangement the provisions proposed in Article 

III of the United States draft, it seeming to it that the points covered 

by that Article would more properly form a subject for separate 

negotiation. 

‘Not printed.
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The Government of the United States is glad to accede to the sug- 
gestion that the two questions referred to above be made the subject 
of separate negotiations and is accordingly prepared to proceed to the 
conclusion of the proposed treaty regarding the entry and residence 
of business aliens. At the same time I desire to call your attention 
again to the fact that the diversion of American commerce to Cana- 
dian carriers and ports is likewise a question of long standing and has 
operated to the serious disadvantage of American carriers and ports. 
With this point in mind, the Government of the United States has 
instructed the American Consul General at Sydney, Australia, to pro- 
pose an exchange of notes relating to the determination of the duti- 
able value of goods of American origin imported into Australia. 

There is herewith enclosed a revised draft of a convention® to 
facilitate the reciprocal entry and residence of persons engaged in 
trade between the United States of America and the Commonwealth of 
Australia. 

You will observe that in Article I, the classification of persons en- 
titled to the preference of the treaty is limited to persons of Australian 
birth or parentage. This Government prefers to include in the cate- 
gory of persons covered by this article, only those who are Australian 
citizens, leaving for future negotiations with other members of the 
British Commonwealth of Nations, the question of the rights of entry 
and residence of their citizens in the United States. 

In view of the change made in the wording of Article I, this Gov- 
ernment is prepared to accept the wording of Article II as contained 
in the proposal submitted with your note of October 4 last. 

This Government accepts the counter-proposals made in new Article 
IIL relating to the territories to which the present convention shall 
be applicable. 

In line with the present policy of this government of signing short 
term commercial treaties, it is proposed in the enclosed draft that the 
initial term of the treaty be two years instead of ten years as in the 
earlier draft. 

Accept [etc. ] Corpett Hunn 

711.415 Traders/40 

The Secretary of State to the Consul General at Sydney (Caldwell) 

WASHINGTON, January 30, 1934. 

Sir: Please refer to the telegram dated September 2, 1927, from the 
American Consulate General at Melbourne, and related correspond- 
ence,® concerning the desire of the Australian Government to procure 

* Not printed. 
* None printed.
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for Australian business men the privileges of entry and residence ac- 
corded to certain nationals under Section 3 (6) of the Immigration 
Act." 

For a considerable time the Department has been under pressure 
from British quarters to conclude an ad hoc treaty with Australia to 
permit the entry of Australian business men as “treaty traders.” Var- 
ious obstacles were in the way of effecting such an agreement, the chief 
of which was the wording of Section 3 (6) before it was amended by 
Congress on July 6, 1932.2 Another serious obstacle, which will be 
discussed later, was the inequitable treatment by the Australian Gov- 
ernment of American goods in the computation of dutiable value. 
Shortly after the amendment above referred to, the Department pro- 
ceeded with the preparation of a draft agreement which was finally 
submitted to the British Ambassador on October 12, 1932. ‘The entry 
and residence aspects of this draft agreement presented little difficul- 

ties, though it will be seen from the enclosed copy of the Australian 
counter proposal,® submitted with the British Ambassador’s note dated 
October 4, 1933, that a few minor points are yet to be reconciled. 

With regard to the second obstacle, you will ascertain from a study 
of the Melbourne files, which you may borrow for the purpose, that 
for a considerable period since 1927, Australian customs authorities 
made an exception in favor of Canadian goods when computing dutia- 
ble values. This was and is obviously damaging to American in- 
terests. ‘The exception was removed in 1929, probably chiefly on the 
ground of unconstitutionality, but it became operative again on the 
effective date of the Canadian-Australian Trade Agreement,” Article 
IV of which gives legal effect to the old exception. Therefore, the 
Department, in submitting the draft agreement, included an article 
identic with Article IV of the Canadian-Australian Agreement, pro- 
viding for a unilateral concession on the part of Australia. You will 
see from the enclosed copy of the British Ambassador’s note dated 
October 4, 1933," that the Australian Government desires to negotiate 
separately on this point, and from the Department’s reply, a copy of 
which is also enclosed,” that this Government also is willing to nego- 
tiate separately. It may be said in this connection that officials of 
the Department, in conversation with the British Ambassador, have 
emphatically stated that it is our desire that the negotiations be con- 

743 Stat. 153. 
*47 Stat. 607. 
° Not printed. 
1 Signed at Ottawa June 5, 1931, and at Canberra July 8, 1931, and entered 

into force August 3, 1931; Dominion of Canada, Treaty Series, 1931, No. 5 
(Ottawa, F. A. Acland, 19383). 

1 Ante, p. 833. 
3 Supra.
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ducted simultaneously, and the Ambassador has been informed that 
you would be instructed to institute negotiations there looking to an 
exchange of notes securing to American products privileges given to 
Canadian products under Article IV of the Canadian-Australian 
Agreement. 

You are requested, therefore, at the earliest opportunity to confer 
with the Australian authorities in this matter. If necessary, you may 
proceed to Canberra for this purpose, charging expenditures against 
your regular contingent expense allotment. 

In your conversations with the Australian authorities, you should 
not fail to state that it is our desire that your negotiations be consid- 
ered simultaneous with those which are being held with the British 
Ambassador respecting the entry and residence of Australian business 
men. In your discretion you may convey our feeling that the dis- 
crimination against American goods referred to above is considerably 

more irksome and damaging to American interests than the present 
necessity of obtaining visitors’ visas can be irksome or damaging to 
Australian interests. It is not conceivable that Australian interests 
have suffered any monetary loss through that circumstance, whereas 
it is obvious that large sums have been and continue to be lost by 
American railroads, ports and steamships by the diversion of traffic 
through Canadian ports. To allay the feeling, conveyed to us by the 
British Ambassador, that Australia has been singled out for discrim- 
ination, you may say that we have no treaty arrangements applicable 

to other British dominions or to probably half of the countries of the 
world. 

Should the Australian authorities appear to feel that such a con- 
cession should be bilateral, you may point out that there is no necessity 
for the United States to make such a concession since there is no con- 
dition which it is necessary to remove. American methods of duty 
computation are different, and the same geographical situation does 
not exist in Australia. For your private information, I enclose a copy 
of a letter dated June 11, 1932, from the Assistant Secretary of the 
Treasury, which is self-explanatory. 

If the Australian Government agrees to the exchange of notes, you 
will inform the Department by telegraph and await instructions in- 
forming you of the date arranged for signature in Washington of the 
other agreement. ‘There would, of course, be no objection to an im- 
mediate exchange of notes, if the Australian authorities desire to do so. 

Your note should be worded as follows: 

“T have the honor to communicate to you my understanding of the 
agreement reached with respect to the determination of the dutiable 
value of goods of American origin imported into Australia. 

* Not printed.
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“In determining the value of goods for duty purposes, Australia 
agrees that no greater amount of inland freight charges shall be in- 
cluded in such value for duty than the actual amount of freight 
charges that would be incurred if the goods were forwarded from the 
point of origin of such goods to the nearest point of exit from the 

nited States. 
“I shall be glad to have your confirmation of the accord thus 

reached.” 

To facilitate your negotiations, you may informally present an un- 
signed copy for study by the authorities. Upon the designated date 
you will present your signed copy and receive a note confirming the 

accord. 
Very truly yours, For the Secretary of State: 

R. Warton Moors 

611.4731/89 : Telegram 

The Consul General at Sydney (Caldwell) to the Secretary of State 

Sypney, March 8, 1934—3 p. m. 
[Received March 9—6: 47 a. m. | 

In interview with the Minister for Customs requested by him today 
he referred to negotiations in progress for commercial treaties with 
several governments and stated that Australian Government would 
like to negotiate commercial treaty with the United States. He will 
send me information regarding nature of the Australian proposals. 

I had not been able previously to take up exchange of notes referred 
to in the Department’s instruction of January 30th and under the cir- 
cumstances it seemed unwise to mention it to him today. I will post- 
pone action regarding notes until further instructed. 

CALDWELL 

611.4731/89 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Consul General at Sydney (Caldwell) 

Wasurnaton, March 20, 1934—7 p. m. 

Your March 8,3 p.m. For your strictly confidential information, 
we are unable to open conversations pending the enactment of the 

tariff bargaining bill now before Congress. If you feel that Minister 
of Customs expects a report from you on our attitude toward his 
overtures, you may tell him the above in confidence. 

Please take up at an appropriate opportunity the subject of my in- 

struction of January 30. 
Hout
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711.415 Traders/46: Telegram 

The Consul General at Sydney (Caldwell) to the Secretary of State 

Sypney, May 1, 1934—5 p. m. 
[Received May 2—7: 28 a. m.] 

I have discussed in Canberra proposed exchange of notes and pre- 
sented informally unsigned copy in accordance with Department’s 
instruction of January 30. I was asked to send written proposal, 
which apparently was not contemplated by instruction. 

I was informed unofficially by Controller General of Customs, to 
whom matter has been referred, that he considers that my proposal 
should not be considered in connection with entry of Australian busi- 
ness men, but that latter should be considered in relation to Australian 
treatment of American business men; that any privilege given Canada 
is [a domestic] matter only; and that acceptance of my proposal 
would require revision of customs law giving same privilege to all 
countries, with considerable financial loss to Customs. 

If the Department desires me to send written communication I 
would appreciate instructions as to its contents, particularly concern- 
ing any references to Canada. I doubt that Customs will discuss my 
proposal if based on treatment of Australian business men. 

CALDWELL 

611.4731/101 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Consul General at Sydney (Caldwell) 

Wasuineton, May 5, 19384—2 p. m. 

Your May 1,5 p.m. You may prepare a written proposal con- 
taining no reference whatever to entry and residence of business men. 
The principal points are that this Government feels that American 
interests have suffered greatly by the exception made in favor of 
Canada; that we ask that our proposal be considered in relation to 
American customs treatment of Australian goods, against which no 

duties are levied on inland freight above that contributing to market 
value (you are thus asking no more than reciprocal treatment in 
customs handling) ; that the peculiar geographic situation makes a 
condition not likely in any other part of the world, or if at all, on 
a much smaller scale. You may use whatever of my instruction of 
January 30 and other material in your possession, in your discretion, 
may strengthen your note and expand the above. 

Orally you may point out that entry and residence of Australian 
business men is being considered in relation to Australian treatment 
of American business men, as will be evident from the draft agreement.
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For the reason that both matters are based on reciprocity and that the 
present status of one is more damaging to our interests than the other 
is to Australian interests, this Government does not feel that it is 
unreasonable to urge as quick action on the one as has been urged by 
Australia on the other. 

Hoy 

611.4731/102 : Telegram | 

The Consul General at Sidney (Caldwell) to the Secretary of State 

Sypney, May 10, 1934—5 p. m. 
[Received May 11—5:05 a. m.] 

Before sending noite as instructed have conferred with Trade Com- 

missioner and we both feel some uncertainty concerning possibility of 
demonstrating that “American imports have suffered greatly by the 
exception made in favor of Canada”, as stated in second sentence of 
Department’s telegram of May 5,2 p.m. It appears to us that favor 
to Canada has not injured us very greatly, but has merely relieved 
Canada of a disability imposed by basic Customs Act from which we 

. have suffered not only since but prior to the present Canadian 
agreement. 

CALDWELL 

611.4731/102 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Consul General at Sydney (Caldwell) 

| WasuHineton, May 15, 1984—6 p. m. 

Your May 10,5 p.m. My May 5, 2 p.m., apparently garbled. I 
stated “American interests (not imports) have suffered”, meaning 
transportation interests, of course. The fundamental issue is diver- 
sion of traffic. 

Huy 

611.4731/103 : Telegram 

The Consul General at Sydney (Caldwell) to the Secretary of State 

Sypnry, May 16, 1934—3 p. m. 
[ Received May 16—11:10 a. m.] 

Department’s telegram May 15, 6 p. m., sentence in Department’s 
telegram May 5, 2 p. m., was correctly received and repeated in my 
telegram of May 10, 5 p. m.
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The question is whether damage to American transportation inter- 
ests is not caused by Australian Customs Act of 1901 * rather than by 
Canadian agreement of 1931. It would seem that diversion of freight 
from American to Canadian lines was due to provisions of Customs 
Act and occurred prior to and irrespective of Canadian agreement; 
that Canadian agreement merely made it no longer advantageous for 
Canada to divert some of her freight to American lines, our loss on 
this account being relatively unimportant. 

CALDWELL 

611.4731/103 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Consul General at Sydney (Caldwell) 

Wasuineton, May 16, 1934—7 p. m. 

Fundamental issue is diversion of traffic of American origin from 
American to Canadian railroads and ports, halted in 1929 but re- 
sumed when agreement became effective. We gave you language 
identic with Canadian for purpose of securing privilege identic with 
that now enjoyed by Canada. 

Hob 

611.4731/96 : Telegram 

The Consul General at Sydney (Caldwell) to the Secretary of State 

SyDNEY, June 5, 1934—4 p. m. 
[Received June 7—5: 50 a. m.] 

Received today from the Prime Minister 5-page communication 
copy of which is being mailed 7th.* The following summary is being 
sent by telegraph at his request: 
Commonwealth Government refers to possible loss of markets in 

those countries where Australia [has?] favorable trade balances and 
continued adverse trade balances with the United States; hopes for 
trade negotiations with and requests from the United States: 

(firstly), free entry for a reasonable amount Australian wool and 
progressive reductions of duty; | 

(secondly), importation free of duty or at nominal duty of 50,000 
tons of butter annually of which reasonable amount to be Australian ; 

(thirdly), importation during each of the next few years free of 
duty and under veterinary regulations similar to those of Great Brit- 
ain of 10,000 tons of Australian beef and the same amount of mutton 
and lamb, amount to be increased when Australia can supply more; 

“The Customs Act 1901-1925 (printed and published for the Government of 
the Commonwealth of Australia by H. J. Green, Government Printer for the State 
of Victoria), p. 1. 

* Not printed.
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(fourthly), regulation of the United States apple exports to Great 
Britain and the continent of Europe so that none of them reach or 
are stored abroad for sale in those markets between March 15th and 
August 31st each year; 

(fifthly), limitation in the interest of Australian exports of the 
United States dried fruits exported to Great Britain, Canada and New 
Zealand and of canned fruits to Great Britain and Canada. 

Commonwealth Government also observes that if additional Aus- 
tralian exports, [which will be facilitated] by the United States ac- 
quiescence in foregoing requests, do not give even trade balance be- 
tween Australia and the United States consideration to be given to 
triple arrangements between Australia, the United States and coun- 
tries having unfavorable trade balances with Australia, under which 
guarantees by Australia regarding specified items exported from the 
United States to Australia would be the consideration for trade con- 
cessions by the United States to the third country which in turn would 
give concessions to Australia in its markets. 

I am merely acknowledging and stating that a summary is being 
telegraphed and copy forwarded by mail as requested. Unless I am 
instructed to the contrary I shall defer despatch of note referred to 
in the Department’s telegram of May 16, 7 p. m. until instructed by the 
Department following its receipt of my despatch on that subject by 
last mail and of copy of communication mentioned above. 

CALDWELL 

611.4731/96 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Consul General at Sydney (Caldwell) 

WasHINGTON, June 13, 1934—3 p. m. 

Your June 5, 4 p. m., delayed in transit and received after Mr. 
Bruce * had interviewed Department officials. His talk was along 
the same lines as your summary of the written proposal. Assistant 
Secretary Sayre told him that it was obviously economically unsound 
to attempt to balance trade between all individual countries, but that 
he did not despair of dealing later on with the products mentioned. 
It was also pointed out that the prudent course for domestic reasons 
was for us to begin our program of negotiations with countries whose 
products were not so directly competitive with those of the United 
States. 

This is for your information only. Fuller comment and a reply 
to the proposal will be sent upon receipt of your despatch. 

I concur in the last sentence of your telegram. 

Hoy 

** Stanley Melbourne Bruce, Australian Minister without Portfolio.
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611.4731/95 

The Chairman of the United States Tariff Commission (O’Brien) 
to the Secretary of State 

WasHiIneTon, August 10, 1934. 

My Dear Mr. Secretary: I have your letter of August 91" with its 
enclosures. I have gone carefully through the proposals of the 
Prime Minister of Australia and preliminary responses made by our 
Consul General there. 

You ask for comments on the proposal and in response I am com- 
pelled to say that it does not appear to me nor to Mr. Page with whom 
I have been able to discuss the situation, as at all feasible. You have, 
of course, observed that the items proposed in the communication of 
the Prime Minister are exclusively agricultural in origin. The present 
condition of our agricultural population would scarcely be helped by 
the removal of duties on competing products from Australia. Under 

different circumstances, as you are well aware, the removal of the 
duties on wool and perhaps also on beef might be justified economically. 
I may remind you that when these products were on the Free List 
the domestic producers, with few exceptions, fared better than they 
have done under the high duties that have existed since the Tariff 
Act of 1922.18 

We realize, of course, that the arguments against accepting the pro- 
posals of the Australian Prime Minister are at present in large measure 
political rather than economic, but political arguments in this in- 
stance have a very high degree of economic significance. 

The further proposal of the Australian Prime Minister that we 
should limit the exports of our agricultural products to the United 
Kingdom and to the Continental countries of Europe in order to en- 
able the Australians to find a better market for their competing prod- 
ucts in those countries is, so far as I am aware, unexampléd in 
commercial negotiations. We could not, in my judgment, safely give 
serious consideration to such a proposal. 

I am also deeply impressed with the fact, to which the Consul Genera] 
has already called attention, that in order to secure these very notable 
advantages in their export trade to the United States, the Australians 
offer absolutely nothing in return. They vaguely propose tripartite 
agreements under which conceivably the United States might at some 
future date find some advantage. Such an advantage, however, is 
not specified in the Prime Minister’s communication; it is merely sug- 
gested as a vague possibility. 

* Not printed. 
42 Stat. 858.
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May I add, in conclusion, that his proposal that we should receive 
without duty, or at least at a nominal rate of duty, 50,000 tons of meat 
and 50,000 tons of butter from Australia, if adopted by this country, 
would completely upset the market conditions that the Agricultural 
Adjustment Administration has been attempting to stabilize. 

I include with this the duties on the list enumerated by the Prime 
Minister as requested in your letter. 

If more specific comments on particular aspects of the proposal are 
desired we shall be glad to prepare them for you. 

Very sincerely yours, Rosrrt L. O’Brien 

*



CANADA 

PRELIMINARY DISCUSSIONS RESPECTING A TRADE AGREEMENT 
BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES AND CANADA* 

611.4231 /843 

Memerandum by the Secretary of State 

[Wasuincton,] February 8, 1934. 

The Canadian Minister ? called to inquire about the progress of our 
proposed commercial and economic policy, with special reference to 
prospects for mutually profitable trade readjustment plans with 

Canada. I merely repeated to him that the Administration had not 
yet reached a point where the desired authority from Congress to 
negotiate commercial treaties and place them in operation without 
ratification by the Senate could well be taken up; that it was hoped 

that this might be done at an early date, and, of course, that 1t was 
all-important from the standpoint of liberalizing commercial policy, 
through the negotiation of reciprocal commercial treaties, that this 
Congressional authority be first secured. The Minister expressed the 
hope that this could be accomplished, but he suggested that, in the 
event of its failure in Congress, it might be feasible to bring about 
certain trade readjustments by selecting a number of different items 
the exchange of which would be equally profitable to Canadians and 
Americans. 

I replied that we would first hope for the congressional authority 
and in case of its failure, that we would then look to the next best 
alternative which would at least include his suggestions. He seemed 
very desirous of taking some small step at least towards more liberal 
trade relations. 

C[orpert| H[ ctr] 

611.4231 /883 

Memorandum by the Acting Chief of the Division of Western 
European Affairs (Hickerson) 

[Wasurineron,| August 7, 1934. 

In my conversation yesterday afternoon with Major Herridge about 
the possibilities of a provisional trade agreement (summarized in 

* Continued from Foreign Relations, 1933, vol. 11, pp. 37-52. 
*Maj. William Duncan Herridge. 
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another memorandum **), Major Herridge talked long and earnestly 
about the desirability of undertaking negotiations looking to a broad 
comprehensive trade agreement at the earliest possible moment. He 
said that he did not know whether or not Canada could expect very 
much from us in the way of tariff reductions because of our agricul- 
tural program visualizing reductions in production. He went on to 
say, however, that Canada must increase her trade and that if she 
can not do it with us she will have to look elsewhere. He said that 
they wanted very much to make this increase with us but that if we 
could not make a trade agreement with them making it possible for 
them to increase their sales to us they would be compelled “to pur- 
chase” tariff reductions elsewhere. 

He said that the Bennett Government faced an election next year 
and that if they did not succeed in getting a trade agreement with 
the United States they would be very bitterly criticised by the Liberals 
in the campaign. He said that if we could not get a trade agree- 
ment between the two countries he proposed to forestall such criticism 
by announcing that from March 4, 1933, on Mr. Bennett had waited 
patiently for the time when he could negotiate a trade agreement with 
the United States and that he had on numerous occasions informed 
us of his willingness to enter upon such negotiations. He said that 
he would refer in particular to the Prime Minister’s visit to Wash- 
ington in April, 1933,° at the invitation of the President at which time 
it would be recalled that joint statements were made expressing the 
hope that trade negotiations could be started at an early date. He 
said that he proposed to continue that the American Government had 
adopted policies which appeared to make it unlikely that a trade agree- 
ment could be made. With these policies the Canadian Government 
had no quarrel and as an old and sincere friend of the United States, 
they wished us well; but that it appeared that Canada, regardless of 
what Government happened to be in power in either Canada or the 
United States, apparently must look elsewhere for markets for her 
goods. 

I told Major Herridge that I believed that he was allowing himself 
to become unduly discouraged and alarmed. I said that he would 
recall that on frequent occasions I had stated to him that although I 
personally would prefer to see a satisfactory trade agreement between 
the United States and Canada than between any other two countries 
in the world, I added that I frankly did not know whether we could 
reach such a trade agreement or not, chiefly because of some of Can- 
ada’s obligations which she had seen fit to assume in pursuance of the 

2 Infra. 

* See Foreign Relations, 1933, vol. 1, pp. 501-508.



CANADA 847 

Ottawa Agreements.‘ I said that naturally I could not express any 
opinion of how far this Government could go in respect to tariff re- 
ductions and that I supposed that his Government would likewise face 
difficulties in making reductions to American products. I went on to 
say that I hoped very much that the two Governments would be able 
to tackle the problem in a broad spirit and reach a satisfactory result 
but that I was enough of a realist to understand that there are great 
obstacles to be surmounted on both sides of the border. 

Naturally I did not inform Major Herridge of my belief that Mr. 
Mackenzie * and the Liberal Party would be delighted if the Con- 
servative Party issued a statement along the lines which he had out- 
lined to me. 

611.4231/880 

Memorandum by the Acting Chief of the Division of Western 
European Affairs (Hickerson) 

[Wasuineron,] August 7, 1934. 

Major Herridge came in to see me late yesterday afternoon and we 
had a long talk about the economic situation of Canada and the United 
States. I informed Major Herridge that we previously told him 
there didn’t appear to be any prospect of our being able to institute 
conversations at this time with Canada looking to a comprehensive 
trade agreement but that we had been investigating the possibilities of 
a provisional agreement. Major Herridge said that he was, of 
course, very much interested in this and that he would like very much 
to see our two countries conclude a provisional agreement at the 
earliest possible date; he added that he understood fully that it would 
not be possible to tackle the problem of a comprehensive agreement 
on a broad scale for some months. 

I informed Major Herridge in confidence that the American Gov- 
ernment is seriously considering the taking of steps as an emergency 
matter because of drouth conditions in the middle west to import 
Canadian hay and oats free of duty under certain safeguards to pre- 
vent price speculation in these products. I added that if we take this 
action it will, of course, be because we need these products but it seemed 
to me that it would be desirable for both countries to use this action as 
a stepping stone to a provisional trade agreement. I continued that 
we have received a large number of complaints from American growers 
of fresh fruits and vegetables, but particularly soft fruits (peaches, 

* Agreements concluded at the Imperial Economic Conference, 1932 (Ottawa, 
F, A. Acland, Printer to the King’s Most Excellent Majesty, 1932). 

° Presumably W. L. Mackenzie King, leader of the Liberal Party.
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pears, plums, apricots, etc.) , on the Pacific Coast against the Canadian 
seasonal dumping duties. I pointed out that the regular Canadian 
import duties on these products range from 20 to 30 per cent and that 
the additional dumping duties practically stifled the trade. I went 
on to say that if we take the above-mentioned action respecting Cana- 
dian hay and oats, I hoped that the Canadian Government would 
remove the dumping duties on American fruits and vegetables for 
the remainder of the season. I added that in my opinion such action 
on the part of the two countries would be well-received and would 
create popular support in both countries for a provisional trade 

agreement. 

Major Herridge said that he was greatly interested in this matter, 
that he desired to think it over and consult with Ottawa and that he 
would get in touch with me Thursday respecting it. He then asked 
me whether I could tell him anything about the Canadian products 
with which I thought we might be able to deal in a provisional trade 
agreement. I told him that we were studying this matter now and 
that I could only give him one or two indications of my personal views 
because our study was still in a wholly preliminary stage and had 
not been approved by any responsible officer. I then mentioned three 
products: whiskey, certified seed potatoes and alsike clover seed, as 

possibilities. Major Herridge said that a reduction in our duty on 
whiskey would help out in the balance of payments but that it would 
not be worth a great deal to Canada in the matter of working up 
popular sentiment for a comprehensive trade agreement. I replied 
that we had heard so much from Canada about the unfavorable trade 
balance as between our two countries that I assumed that any reduc- 

_ tion we might be able to make on whiskey would be exceedingly help- 
ful in that regard and duly appreciated by the Canadian Government 

611.4231/884__ 

Memorandum by the Acting Chief of the Division of Western 
European Affairs (Hickerson) 

[Wasuineron,] August 9, 1984. 

Major Herridge came in to see me this afternoon and referred to 
our conversation on August 6 in regard to a possible reciprocal gesture 
by Canada if the American Government should decide to import for 
a limited time Canadian hay and oats free of duty in connection with 
its relief program in the middle west. Major Herridge said that he 
had given careful consideration to this matter but that he had reached 
the opinion that the matter is too small to have any material effect 
on stimulating support for a provisional trade agreement. He said 
that he did not know whether Canada had any oats to sell or not
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but that he doubted whether there was any sizable quantity available; 
he said that in Saskatchewan they have about 3,000 tons of hay avail- 
able for export but that there is a shortage of hay in other parts of 
Canada and he does not know whether much hay could be sent to this 
country even if the duty were removed. oe 

Major Herridge said that he hoped that we would understand that 
he was keenly desirous of instituting trade negotiations with us as 
soon as possible. He said that he was here to do business and that 
Canada must do business with some country; he said that they would, 
for many reasons, prefer to have it with the United States but that 
if we could not make a satisfactory trade agreement with them they 
would have to look elsewhere. He went over much the same ground 
as he did in our conversation on Monday, constantly stressing the 
fact that they would like to have an early decision from us as to 
whether we can open negotiations with them and, if so, when. 

I told Major Herridge that we too were desirous of negotiating a 
satisfactory trade agreement to expand trade in both directions and 

that we would let him know when it was possible to discuss either a 
provisional trade agreement or a general trade agreement. 

J{[oHn]| D. H[1cKerson | 

611.4231/894 | 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (Sayre) 

[WasHineton,] October 4, 1934. 

The Canadian Minister called to see me on October third and en- 
tered into a very informal conversation about numerous matters. In 
the course of our talk, the conversation drifted to a possible Canadian 
trade agreement with the United States. Mr. Herridge told me that 
he understood that our hands were full for the present. He said that - 
he greatly desired to see the consummation of a trade agreement be- 
tween our two countries but added that in view of our hands being 
so full at present he would not press the matter. He said that he stood 
ready at any time to come in and discuss possible bases for negotiation, 
but that he would not press us and would wait until we asked him to 
take the matter up with us. 

F[rancis] B. S[ayre] 

611.4231 /904 

The Canadian Minster (Herridge) to the Secretary of State 

No. 157 Wasuineton, November 14, 1934. 

Sir: The Government of Canada for many months have been giving 
careful consideration to the means whereby the exchange of com- 
modities between Canada and the United States might be increased, 

791113—51——-60
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and I have been instructed to present a statement of their views for the 
information of the Government of the United States. The Govern- 
ment of Canada believe that the time has come for definite action and 
that the declared desire of both Governments to improve conditions 
of trade between the two countries should now be carried into effect 
by the negotiation of a comprehensive trade agreement. 

You will recall that when the Prime Minister of Canada visited 
Washington in April, 1938, at the invitation of the President of the 

United States, the development of trade between the two countries 
was sympathetically discussed. On April 29th, 1933, Mr. Roosevelt 
and Mr. Bennett issued a joint statement ® at the end of their con- 

versations, which concluded as follows: 

“We have also discussed the problems peculiar to the United States 
and Canada. We have agreed to begin a search for means to increase 
the exchange of commodities between our two countries, and thereby 
promote not only economic betterment on the North American con- 
tinent, but also the general improvement of world conditions.” 

At that time it was expected that at an early date the President would 
be vested with special powers to enter into agreements looking toward 
an increase in the exchange of commodities between the United States 
and other countries. Since Mr. Bennett’s visit, informal discussions 
have been carried on, and several methods of improving trade rela- 
tions between the two countries have been suggested and examined. 

In the past eighteen months the Governments of the United States 
and Canada have repeatedly manifested their determination to in- 
crease international trade, by declarations of policy and by the conclu- 

sion of bilateral trade agreements. 
Within that period of time Canada has made trade agreements with 

several European countries. 
The policy of the Government of Canada with respect to trade 

relations with the United States was again stated by the Prime Min- 
ister of Canada speaking in the House of Commons on February 19th, 
1934. Mr. Bennett on that occasion referred to the fact that the Gov- 
ernments of the United States and Canada had agreed to begin a 
search for means to increase the exchange of commodities between the 
two countries and thereby promote not only economic betterment on 
the North American continent, but also a general improvement of 
world conditions, and indicated that the policy of the Government 
was to continue their efforts to that end. 

On July 21st, 1933, at the International Monetary and Economic 
Conference in London, the policy of the Government of the United 
States was expressed by you in a resolution submitted on behalf of 

* Foreign Relations, 1938, vol. 1, p. 502.
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your Government.’ This resolution declared that the governments 
represented at the Conference should forthwith “initiate bilateral (or 
plurilateral) negotiations for the removal of prohibitions and restric- 
tions and for the reduction of tariff rates; and declare that their aim in 
these treaties is substantial reduction of basic trade barriers, and not 
merely the removal of temporary and abnormal restrictions and in- 
crements imposed for bargaining purposes”. The resolution con- 
tinued: “In shaping its policy and in executing its obligations under 
any agreements, each Government should direct its first and greatest 
efforts toward eliminating restrictions and reducing duties which most 
clearly lack economic justification, particularly: 

(a) Duties or restrictions which now completely or almost com- 
pletely exclude foreign competition, such as those which restrict im- 
portation of particular commodities to less than 5 per cent. of the 
domestic consumption thereof; 

(6) Duties or restrictions on articles the imports of which have been 
substantially curtailed since 1929 as compared with domestic con- 
sumption ; 

(¢) Protective duties or restrictions which have been in effect a 
considerable period of time without bringing about a substantial 
domestic production of the protected commodities (say equal to 15 
per cent. of the total domestic consumption thereof) .” 

On December 16th, 1933, on your motion, the Seventh International 
Conference of American States at Montevideo adopted a resolution ® 
which declared that the Governments of the American Republics 
would promptly undertake “to promote trade among their respective 
peoples and other nations and to reduce high trade barriers through 
the negotiation of comprehensive bilateral reciprocity treaties based 
upon mutual concessions”. 

On February 22nd, 1934, the Department of State issued to the 
press a statement concerning trade negotiations with Canada, which 
reads as follows: 

“The trade between the United States and Canada is larger in 
normal times than that between any other two countries in the world, 
and it is natural that both countries should desire to restore the recip- 
rocal flow of commodities to normal proportions. We hope to be in 
a position at an early date to take steps looking to the conclusion of 
a trade agreement with Canada which will further the interests of 
both countries. We hope thus to bring into practical application 
the ‘good neighbour’ policy between these two great countries which 
have so much in common.” 

"See Section II of the enclosure to the letter from the Chairman of the Ameri- 
can delegation to the Chairman of the Economic Commission dated July 21, 1933, 
Foreign Relations, 19388, vol. 1, pp. 727, 7380. 

* Report of the Delegates of the United States of America to the Seventh 
International Conference of American States, Montevideo, Uruguay, December 
3-26, 19383 (Washii eton, Government Printing Office, 1934), Resolution V, p. 196.
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A few days later, on March 2nd, the President requested the Congress 

to enact legislation conferring on him authority to enter into trade 

agreements, in a message which concluded with the following words: 

“T hope for early action. The many immediate situations in the 
field of international trade that today await our attention can thus be 
met effectively and with the least possible delay.” ® 

The legislation in question became law on June 12th.” Since then 
your Government has set up the organization necessary for the conduct 

of negotiations, carried on its preliminary investigations, initiated 

discussions with several governments, and proclaimed the conclusion 
of a trade agreement with Cuba." The objective of the United States 
in entering upon these negotiations was stated by you in a public 

address on November ist to be “to break down all the artificial and 

excessive impediments put in the way of world commerce, not only 

in our own interest but for the benefit of all others as well, since only 

by restoring the whole world can individual countries hope to remain 

economically healthy long”. 

It is hardly necessary to stress the importance to both the United 

States and Canada of their mutual trade. For many years each 

country has provided the other with either its largest or its second 

largest foreign market. From 1927 to 1982, and again in the first nine 

months of 1934, the total trade between Canada and the United States 

was greater than the total trade between the United States and any 

other country. In the last ten years, according to the figures of the 

‘Department of Commerce of the United States, the aggregate value 

of the trade between the two countries was more than ten billion dol- 

lars, and in the single year of 1929 it reached the great figure of $1,451 

millions. During the decade ending in 1933 Canada provided a mar- 

ket for the products of the United States larger by one-fourth than the 

whole of Asia, about twice as large as Germany or all South America, 

nearly three times as large as France or Japan, nearly seven times as 

large as China, and more than ten times as large as the Soviet Union. 

In spite of the considerable decline in trade from the high level of 

1929, Canada still provided a market in the first nine months of 1934 

only slightly smaller than all Asia, nearly twice as large as all South 

America or Japan, between two and three times as large as Germany 

or France, four times as large as China, and twenty-two times as 

large as the Soviet Union. Over 30 per cent. of all exports from Can- 

° See Congressional Record, vol. 78, pt. 4, pp. 83579-3580. 

* 48 Stat. 943. 
“4 Wor text, see vol. v, section under Cuba entitled “Reciprocal Trade Agreement 

Between the United States and Cuba, Signed August 24, 1934.” 

2 Wor text of address, see Department of State publication No. 658, Interna- 

tional Trade and Domestic Prosperity: Address by the Honorable Cordell Hull, 

Secretary of State, Before the National Foreign Trade Council, New York City. 

November 1, 1984.
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ada are currently sold in the United States, and notwithstanding the 
great difference in population of the two countries, about 15 per cent. in 
value of all exports from the United States are currently sold in Can- 
ada. The relative importance of the market of each country to the 
other, and the persistence of trading on a substantial scale throughout 
the changing phases of the business cycle, as revealed by the trade 
returns, demonstrate the inherent advantage of this interchange of 
commodities and the tremendous potentialities of expansion under 
favourable conditions. But no useful purpose can be served by cal- 
culating the relative shares retained by each country in a total world 
trade that for four years has been steadily shrinking, until in 1933 it 
fell in value to approximately one-third of the level of 1929. If 
peace and prosperity are to be established on an enduring basis, it is 
essential to increase the absolute volume of world trade. No better 
beginning can be made than by taking steps to increase without delay 
the volume of trade between two countries which offer the most notable 

opportunity. 
Recent trends in the balance of international payments emphasize 

the necessity of increasing the volume of trade between Canada and 
the United States. There are six major factors which chiefly deter- 
mine the nature and extent of the current balance between the two 
countries. These are: (a) commodity trade; (5) interest and divi- 
dends; (c) freight payments; (d) tourist expenditures; (e) gold 
shipments, and (f) capital movements. On the first three items there 
has been for many years a heavy balance against Canada, which has 
been met by a favourable balance on tourist expenditures, by the ship- 
ment of gold, and by the movement of capital. An approximate an- 
nual balance between the two countries is normally achieved on such 

other items of international payments as insurance, advertising, roy- 

alties, and immigrant remittances, when these items are added to- 

gether. | 

(a2) Commodity Trade. | 

In no year since 1882 have Canadian exports to the United States 

exceeded in value Canadian imports from the United States. During 

the thirty years ending in 1933, Canada purchased in the United States 

almost 70 per cent. of all her imports, and sold in the United States 

only 37 per cent. of all her exports. In the last decade, Canadians 

have spent over $1.60 in buying products of the United States for every 

dollar spent on Canadian products by purchasers in the United States. 

Ganada has therefore been obliged to meet the debit balance thus 

arising by other means of payment. In the decade 1921 to 1930, ac- 

cording to the Department of Commerce of the United States, the 

balance payable by Canada to the United States on exchange of com-
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modities averaged $287 millions a year. In 1932 and 1933—which 

were the acute years of the depression—the balance was more nearly 
equated; but in the first nine months of 1934 Canadian imports from 

the United States have increased more rapidly than Canadian exports 
to the United States, and the ratio between them currently stands at 

about 10: 7. 

(6) Interest and Dividends. 

The long-term investments in Canada of United States capital have 

been estimated at a total of about four billion dollars, offset by about 

one billion dollars of Canadian capital invested in the United States. 

The interest paid annually by Canada to the United States in excess 

of the interest paid by the United States to Canada now amounts to 

about $125 millions, without taking into account instalments of prin- 

cipal payments, which in recent years have averaged approximately 

$75 millions annually. 
To this should be added an annual sum, amounting at present to be- 

tween $25 and $50 millions, being the excess derived by the United 

States from dividends on investments in Canada over dividends from 
. Investments by Canada in the United States. 

The United States investments in securities issued or guaranteed 

by the Dominion and Provincial Governments is estimated at $1,218 

millions. During the depression there has been no default in the pay- 
ment of interest or principal on any of those issues, even in face of the 

discount on the Canadian dollar which continued from the latter part 
of 1931 until late in 1933. Interest payments have been, of course, a 
continuing charge, the real burden of which has increased with the 
decline in prices. ‘The strain on Canadian economy has been heavy, 

and it has only been borne by the adoption of special measures for 
the equalization of exports and imports. 

(c) Freight Charges. 

Since the War, net freight payments have been favourable to the 

United States to the extent of between $25 and $50 millions annually, 

and this substantial sum remains a debit item against Canada. 

(d) Tourist Kupenditures. 

The expenditures in Canada by visitors from the United States have 
been by far Canada’s largest annual credit item. Canadian author- 

ities estimate that the net balance on this account has been as high as 
$188 millions in one year, but since the depression the net Canadian 

surplus from this source has sharply declined, and amounted only ta 
$60 millions in 1933,
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(e) Gold Shipments. 

In some measure, Canada has been enabled to meet the adverse 
balance of payments through the development of the gold mining 
industry and the shipment in recent years of practically all the newly- 
mined gold to the United States. According to the figures of the 
Federal Reserve Board, the United States received a net balance on 
this account averaging $50 millions a year in the five years 1929-1938 ; 
in the first eight months of 1934, gold valued at $64 millions at the new 
valuation was received from Canada, an amount practically equal to 
the Canadian gold production during the period. Production in 
Canada has increased substantially during the depression, and its 
value in the United States has been enhanced by the reduction in the 
gold content of the United States dollar. It is impossible, however, 
to expand production rapidly. Even if the entire Canadian produc- 
tion were shipped to the United States, it would still be insufficient 
by at least $25 millions annually to meet the net interest payments 
due in New York. Further, it may not be found possible to continue | 
the shipment of the entire Canadian gold output to the United States. 

(7) Capital Movements. 

It may be stated, in general terms, that in recent years the net Ca- 
nadian credits from tourist expenditures and gold shipments have off- 
set the net debits to the United States from interest, dividends, and 
freight, while the adverse Canadian balance on commodity trade has 
been met by the net movement of capital from the United States to 
Canada. Capital has moved both by new long-term investments in 
Canada and by the purchase of existing Canadian securities. In 

1981 the flotation of new capital issues in New York virtually ceased, 
and the meeting of Canadian obligations in the United States be- 
came much more difficult; in fact, it was necessary in some instances 
to raise capital in Canada and transfer it to the United States to meet 
maturing obligations there. A reduction in imports therefore became 
urgently necessary if Canadian obligations were to be promptly and 
fully paid at maturity. The fall in commodity prices, the decline in 
Canadian exports to the United States, which was accentuated first 
by the United States Tariff Act of 1930 ** and later by the imposition 
in 1932 of a heavy tax on imported lumber, the discount against the 
Canadian dollar, and the heavy falling off in tourist expenditures, 
combined to make the situation still more difficult. Most of the fac- 
tors responsible for this difficult situation still persist. 

Since the beginning of the depression, amongst countries heavily 
indebted to the United States, Canada stands almost alone in having 

* 46 Stat. 590.
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promptly discharged in fuli its obligations payable in the United 
States. If this record is to be maintained, it is clear, in view of the 
uncertainty as to international capital movements, that the exports 
of Canadian goods to the United States must be increased or the im- 
ports of goods from the United States into Canada decreased. 
~ It should be realized that certain formidable obstacles to the lower- 

ing of tariff barriers now prevailing in other parts of the world are 
not present between the United States and Canada. The opportunities 
of a new continent have resulted in a parallel economic and social de- 
velopment almost without precedent. Standards of living and work- 
ing conditions are similar on both sides of the international boundary. 

The measures of protection which each Government has imposed 
against the products of the other country have not been determined 
by a desire to exclude the products of cheap labour. In these difii- 
cult times, countries seeking to maintain high domestic standards of 

living have a common interest in expanding trade with each other. 
For the past year, also, the Canadian dollar has been close to parity 

with the United States dollar, and the disturbing effects of exchange 
instability have in large part disappeared. Even if the desired gen- 
eral revival of international trade should still be delayed for a con- 
siderable period, there is much to be said in favour of an immediate 
attempt to increase the volume of commerce between these two neigh- 
bouring countries, whose traditions and ideals of social and economic 
progress are so alike. 

Attention has been directed to the trade agreements between Canada 
and the other members of the British Commonwealth of Nations 
signed at Ottawa in 1932. In some quarters the statement has been 
made that these agreements render difficult the negotiation of a com- 
prehensive and effective trade agreement between Canada and the 
United States. An examination of the facts will demonstrate con- 
clusively that such is not the case. The agreements concluded at 
Ottawa in 1932 have been of immense importance in increasing the 
trade between the several Nations of the British Commonwealth. The 
market of the United Kingdom in particular has been a most valuable 
outlet for Canadian products. In return for the market thus assured 
Canada has continued and enlarged the preferences which had been 
accorded the United Kingdom since 1897. The Ottawa agreements 
do not, however, preclude and in fact have not precluded the signa- 
tories from offering extensive and valuable tariff concessions to other 
countries, and it may be stated positively that the Government of 
Canada is free to enter into an agreement with the United States 
covering a wide range of products. 

‘The Government of Canada is prepared to join the Government of 
the United States in a declaration that their common objective is the



CANADA 857 

attainment of the freest possible exchange of natural products between 

the two countries. It is recognized that this objective cannot be at- 

tained in the immediate future, as important interests in both coun- 
tries would be disturbed unduly by the sudden removal of existing 
tariffs on all natural products. The Government of Canada would 
therefore favour, as the first step, the reductions included in the 
proposals set out in the next paragraph, to be succeeded by progres- 
sive mutual reductions in the duties on natural products, leading to 
the attainment of the declared objective. 

I am authorized to put forward the following outline as a suitable 

basis for the negotiation of a trade agreement: 

(a) A mutual undertaking to maintain during the lifetime of the 
agreement the unrestricted free entry of commodities now on the free 
list of either country. 

(6) The mutual concession of tariff treatment as favourable as that 
accorded to any other foreign country; this means that Canada would 
extend to the United States its intermediate tariff, involving reduc- 
tions from the present rates of duty on some 700 items, including both 
natural and manufactured products, together with a number of further 
reductions below the intermediate tariff rates through the extension 
to the United States of concessions made by Canada in trade conven- 
tions with foreign countries. 

(c) The reduction by 50 per cent. of the existing United States rates 
of duty, as authorized by the Tariff Act of 1934,“ on a specified num- 
ber of natural products, including, inter alia, lumber’, fish, potatoes, 
milk and cream, and live cattle; a number of other agricultural prod- 
ucts, and several minerals both metallic and non-metallic. 

(d) The reduction of the existing rates of duty by the United States 
on a number of partly or wholly manufactured products of Canada, 
including some processed natural products and certain products in 
which hydro-electric power comprises an important element in the 
cost of production. 

(e) The reduction of the existing rates of duty by Canada on a 
number of natural and partly or wholly manufactured products of 
the United States. 

In view of the declared policy of the Governments of the United 
States and Canada to improve existing trade relations, and of the 
progress already made in both countries in the necessary preparatory 

studies, there would appear to be no barrier to the immediate initia- 
tion of negotiations and their speedy conclusion. Iam desired, there- 
fore, to request that I may be furnished with a statement of the views 
of the Government of the United States on this highly important 
question. 

I have [etc. | W. D. Herripvce 

* 48 Stat. 9438. 
* This proposal is made on the assumption that the present excise tax of $3.00 

ton iginala lumber will be discontinued after June 30, 1985. [Footnote in
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611.4231/925 

The Chairman of the Committee on Trade Agreements (Grady) to 
the Assistant Secretary of State (Sayre) 

Wasuineron, November 14, 1934. 

Mr. Sayre: The Trade Agreements Committee at its meeting of 

November 9, approved the following proposals regarding a trade 

agreement with Canada: 
The Canadian Minister would be informed that this Government is 

prepared to study the scope and terms of a trade agreement to be con- 
cluded with Canada and the suggestion would be made to the Minister 
that his Government make similar studies. As soon as the studies 
have been completed by both governments each would indicate the 
concessions which it would seek to obtain from the other under the 
proposed agreement. The desiderata submitted by each government 
would then be studied by the other and an exchange of views would 
take place to determine whether a basis for an agreement exists and 
the scope of the agreement. If both Governments agree on the basis 
and scope of the agreement, formal announcement of the intention to 
negotiate a trade agreement with Canada would be made as required 
by the Trade Agreements Act.® The fact that these studies are being 
made would not be made public until the preliminary studies have been 
completed and discussed in a preliminary way by the two governments, 
and until a decision to make formal announcement as provided in the 
Trade Agreements Act had been reached. By deferring public an- 
nouncement until after the studies have been completed and prelimi- 
nary discussions between the two governments have taken place, the 
proposed agreement might be announced as a limited agreement if this 
is agreed upon, and some indication of the scope of the proposed 
agreement might be made public. The plan is that the preliminary 
studies would be completed by the middle of January. 

Henry F. Grapy 

611.4231/910 : Telegram 

The Minister in Canada (Robbins) to the Secretary of State 

Orrawa, November 21, 1934—11 p. m. 
[Received November 22—4:45 a. m.| 

110. Department’s strictly confidential instruction 547, November 
19, 1984.7° I offer the following comments on the Canadian note.” 

1. In my opinion Herridge’s note is written with a view to public 

* 48 Stat. 943. 
** Not printed. 
™ Note No. 157, November 14, p. 849.
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consumption in Canada for political purposes and the temptation will 
be to use it and the existence of any negotiations which may be begun 
as an affecting ammunition in the Parliament this winter and in elec- 
tion next spring or summer. I believe that if it is used in this way 
before the conclusion of an agreement the effect will be detrimental 
to our future economic relations with Canada. I suggest that the 
reply when drafted should be of such a nature as to induce the Con- 
servative leaders to hesitate to make public the correspondence for 
political purposes before signature of an agreement. 

2. Short of a major political crisis not at present anticipated I 
believe it improbable that elections can be called before the end of next 
April. At that time postponement of elections until summer will 
depend upon the pressure which the opposition will have been able to 
exert upon the government. Presumably its inclination will be to 
postpone to late summer if possible. 

3. In the meantime we must seek to prevent this issue from becoming 
a football in Canadian politics. 

4, On the face of it and in spite of its vagteness the proposal ap- 
pears to be generous. However, if the Canadian Government expects 
to follow the line indicated in Cahan’s * speech in the Montreal Gazette 
of November 19th it would appear that agreement will become increas- 
ingly difficult as negotiations progress. 

5. I believe that before agreeing to negotiations the two countries 
should be in harmony upon a basic objective of the agreement, namely, 
the restoration of normal trade between the two countries and its in- 
crease without reference to, or commitment regarding, any Canadian 
desire to have Canadian exports to the United States exceed their 
normal relation to American exports to Canada. Herridge’s remarks 
implying the necessity of such excess for Canada’s future prosperity 
appear fallacious to me. 

6. [ recommend that no commitment be made regarding a joint 
statement mentioning free trade in natural products as an objective. 

v. Before agreeing to enter into negotiations I recommend that you 
write Herridge a note requesting the following information: 

8. Will the Canadian Government contemplate including in the 
agreement assurances that the Canadian system of valuation for duty 
purposes which experience has shown to be arbitrary, discriminatory 
and in effect secretive shall not be used to defeat the purposes of tariff 
reduction ? 

9. Does proposal (e) of his note involve reductions below the most 
favored nation rates which the United States would receive under 
proposal (6) ? 

#8 ©. H. Cahan, Canadian Secretary of State.
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10. Will the Canadian Government include in the agreement rectifi- 
cation of present discriminatory treatment of shipments coming 
through non-British ports and present discriminatory excise treatment 

of American imports both free and dutiable? 
11. I suggest you also ask that the Canadian Government furnish a 

specific list of those tariff items and parts of tariff items in the Cana- 
dian tariff, (a) [on] which Canada is at present precluded from mak- 
ing tariff concessions to the United States and (6) on which Canada 
could not make concessions without making reductions to other nations 
including the British Commonwealth lower than the rate extended to 
the United States. It would also be desirable to know their esti- 
mate of the proportion by value of Canadian imports in categories 
(a) and (6) above, taking as a basis therefor the last Canadian fiscal 

year ending March 31, 1984. 
12. An analysis of the Canadian note is being mailed to you tomor- 

row and I suggest that you await its receipt before taking action. 
Our analysis of the effect of proposal (6) of the Canadian note on 
American exports is being prepared to be mailed early next week. 
In my view substantial knowledge of the effect of proposal (6) should 
be before the Department before negotiations are undertaken. 

Rogsins 

611.4231/912 

The Minister in Canada (Robbins) to the Secretary of State 

No. 912 Orrawa, November 22, 1934. 
[Received November 24. | 

Sir: I have the honor to refer to the Department’s strictly confi- 
dential instruction No. 547 of November 19, 1934, forwarding a trade 
agreement proposal received from the Canadian government, and my 
telegram No. 110 of November 21, and to enclose herewith my com- 
ments on the Canadian note of November 14, 1934. 

Respectfully yours, Warren D. Ropprins 

[Enclosure] 

Comment on Canadian Note of November 14, 1934, by the Minister 
in Canada (Robbins) 

1. Our Government might express its desire for a comprehensive 
trade agreement and its willingness to enter negotiations after certain 
preliminary information has been received from the Canadian Gov- 
ernment. With regard to the expression “comprehensive” and the 

* Not printed.
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remarks contained on page 12 of the Canadian note regarding other 

trade agreements to which Canada is now committed, I feel that we 

should be furnished by the Canadian Government with a specific list 

of those tariff items and parts of tariff items in the Canadian tariff 

(a) on which Canada is at present precluded from making any 
tariff concessions to the United States, and 

(6) on which Canada could not make any concessions to the United 
States without making reductions to other nations either members of 
the British Commonwealth of Nations or otherwise lower than the 
rates extended to the United States. 

2. I believe that it is also necessary to know from the Canadian 

Government their estimate of the proportion by value of Canadian 

imports in categories (a) and (0) above, taking as a basis therefor the 
last Canadian fiscal year ending March 31, 1984. 

3. While practically all of this information is already available in 
the Commercial Attaché’s office here, I believe it would be useful to 
have an authoritative list from the Canadian Government and to insist 

upon being supplied not merely with a list of references to various 
sections of the Canadian Tariff but with an actual list of items and a 

statement of their relative import value on the basis of the latest avail- 
able figures. The Canadian Government will be less disposed to use 
the publicity value of their note if they feel our reply calls for infor- 
mation which might not be advantageous to them and if they feel that 
our note contains statements that would not help them politically. 

4. In view of the impediments to trade between the United States 
and Canada constituted by the existing Canadian system of valuations 
for duty purposes which experience has shown to be arbitrary, dis- 
criminatory and, in effect at least, secretive, we feel that no proposal 
would be complete which did not contemplate assurances that its terms 
could not be rendered nugatory by the application to imports from 
the United States of the Canadian valuation system. We should ask 
for proposals regarding provisions in the agreement to deal with this 
problem as a preliminary to comment upon other portions of the 
Canadian proposal. 

5. The Canadian note appears to have been written with an eye to 
eventual publication and political use of the Conservative Party in 
Canada. One of the main criticisms which the Liberal Party makes 
of the Conservative Government is that it has diverted its attention in 
trade matters to the Empire and other countries and has made agree- 
ments at the expense of a much more valuable opportunity for an 
agreement with the United States. ‘Therefore, the Conservative Gov- 
ernment is endeavoring to place itself in a position where it can show 
that it is now in negotiation with the United States for a comprehen- 

sive trade agreement on a basis which should be of particular advantage
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to Canada. The inference throughout the Canadian note is that 
Canada’s position will be to press for an agreement which ultimately 
will tend to equalize Canadian exports to the United States and Ameri- 
can exports to Canada. See in particular Mr. Cahan’s speech as 
reported in the Montreal Gazette of November 19th, 1934, particularly 
the first paragraph after the heading, “55% imported”. 'This premise 
will find considerable support in Canadian opinion and if the Liberal 
opposition is to combat it, it may open the Liberals to some criticism 
that they are going further than the Conservative Government will go 
to sacrifice Canadian trade interests and trade prospects in the conclu- 
sion of an agreement. In our view it is therefore important that the 
iallacy of an unworkable agreement, which would have as its objective 

the equality of exports between the United States and Canada, should 
be clearly set forth in our reply. In our view it should be demon- 
strated in words of one syllable susceptible of popular understanding 
that a world system of economic agreements, in which each country 
exchanges with each other individual country approximately the same 
amount of goods, would be entirely out of keeping with practical 
working economics. Past and present trade between Canada and the 
United States should be reviewed in this light and coupled with the 
suggestion that the objective of any agreement between the United 
States and Canada should be to restore trade to its normal propor- 
tions in the normal relation of American exports to Canada and 
Canadian exports to the United States and to increase that trade in 
volume in approximately those proportions. 

It would be a pity if the Conservatives should disseminate among 
the public the theory that to be fair commodity exports between the 
United States and Canada must be equal. If they should then fail to 
make an agreement with us they might oppose the making of any 
agreement by the next year’s Liberal government which was not based 
upon that principle. I believe it will be valuable to us if we can at 
the outset put a stop to the present Conservative tendency to build up 
support for such a contention. I enclose herewith a cartoon from 
the Montreal Star (Conservative) which refers to an address by the 
President of the Montreal Board of Trade, as illustrative of this 
tendency. 

7. The Conservatives might seek to prolong the discussions in order 
to have a reason to add to other reasons which may crop up to adduce 
for the postponement of elections from the spring to late summer. 
It seems unlikely that the mere fact that an Imperial meeting will 
take place late in May in London will be sufficient reason for such a 
postponement, particularly as elections immediately preceded the 
Imperial Conferences in 1926 and 1930. In fact the imminence of
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the Imperial meeting will be used by the Liberals for an argument 
for elections. Such elections would have to take place in April or 
early May. Members of Parliament will wish to sit for fifty days af- 
ter they meet sometime in January to claim their sessional indemnity. 
After that a month’s notice of elections must be given. However, 
weather conditions will hardly be suitable for elections before the mid- 
dle of April at the earliest. There is no likelihood of elections occur- 
ring here in the winter and it is now too late in the fall for them to 
take place this year, particularly as the necessary election list cannot 
be ready this year. | 

8. At the moment I do not see any other reasons which the Govern- 
ment could adduce for postponement of elections from spring until 
summer, but it is quite possible that if other reasons, such as a major 
emergency, were to arise by that time a postponement would result. 
Certainly, if economic conditions seem to be improving in the spring, 
then the Government will cast about for some method of postponing 
elections until late summer. With Mr. Stevens’ defection, however, 
the likelihood that he will press his views on price spreads conditions 
on the floor of the House and the general feeling of the country, there 
will be very great pressure on the Government for an election in the 
spring. 

9. Doubtless, one of the first criticisms of the Government to be made 
by the opposition when Parliament opens in January will be the fail- 
ure of the Government to negotiate a treaty with the United States, 
and I believe that it is at this time that the strongest temptation will 
arise to publish the Canadian proposal and to add to it any comment 
upon subsequent negotiations which it may then be possible for the 
Government to make. No doubt if the Government could see its way 
clear to obtaining a satisfactory trade agreement by January, it will be 
glad to have that to offer, but judging from Mr. Cahan’s speech and 
the tenor of the note at hand they may prefer to stand on their posi- 
tion of seeking as an objective equality of trade to conclusion of an 
agreement predicated on normal trade exchanges between the United 
States and Canada. I therefore think that it will be sound to clear 
up this point of policy with them in a definite fashion before pro- 
ceeding to any negotiations. 

10. After reviewing the recent statements on international trade 
both by members of the Canadian Government and by members of our 
Government, the Canadian note deals with the volume of trade during 
various years between the United States and Canada and compares it 
with Canadian trade and American trade with other countries. At 
this point Mr. Herridge makes the statement that “from 1927 to 1932, 
and again in the first nine months of 1934, the total trade between 
Canada and the United States was greater than the total trade between
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the United States and any other country”. Ihave not had the oppor- 
tunity of checking the accuracy of this statement, but assuming that 
it is true I would strongly recommend that the Department’s reply 
point out that for the same periods of time, Canada’s total trade with 
the United States was greater than Canada’s total trade with any 
other country, including all the nations of the British Empire put 
together, and that, further, for the period 1927-1932, Canada’s total 
trade with the United States was greater than Canada’s total trade 
with all the rest of the world. In other words, our reply might 
make it clear that, in fact, trade with the Empire is of secondary 
importance when compared with Canada’s trade with the United 
States. Such a remark should act as a deterrent to the present Gov- 
ernment, which sponsored the Ottawa Agreements, from prematurely 
making the correspondence public in Canada. 

11. Mr. Herridge argues the existence of an approximate annual 
balance between the two countries by including in his figures not only 
commodity trade but interest and dividends, freight payments, tourist 
expenditures, gold shipments and capital movements, and adding to 
that insurance, advertising royalties and immigrant remittances. 
Accurate figures on some of these items may be very difficult to obtain. 
However, it seems to me fallacious to use these in establishing a case 
for an equal balance of trade in the commodity field alone and 
it is this commodity field which presumably would be the subject of 
the projected agreement. While the investment of capital in the 
United States by Canadians and in Canada by Americans undoubtedly 
has an effect in so far as it establishes certain motives in tariff con- 
struction, I think in our reply we could well afford to point out that 
it should be no proper part of a calculation of the normal amount of 
commodity movement between the two countries. It is obvious that 
Canada’s ability to pay obligations in the United States is predicated 
not upon Canada’s selling as much goods in the United States as the 
United States sells in Canada, but upon Canada’s selling as much 
goods and services to the world as it buys from the world. It might 
be suggested to Mr. Herridge that for the purpose of determining 
the objective of the treaty a study of Canadian and American com- 
modity exports in relation to each other for a period of years, say the 
past ten years, might be undertaken and the resulting figure agreed 
upon as illustrative of the normal natural exchange of commodities 
between the two countries. The objective of the agreement would 
then be to maintain that ratio and to increase the volume which each 
country would send to the other in that ratio. 

12. This question will be found to be dealt with in the Legation’s 

memorandum of September 21, 1934,?° paragraphs 5 to 13, inclusive. 

*® Not printed.
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It may be possible to get away from a discussion of the actual dis- 
parity in exports to some extent. As a suggested method of 
allocating increased exports from Canada to the United States and 
from the United States to Canada, the objective might be stated to be 
for each country to recover the percentage of domestic market require- 
ments which obtained prior to periods of excessive impediments to 
exports. I believe that figures now at hand will show that the 
approximate proportion two and one out of three, or 66% to 33%, cited 
in paragraph 8 of the memorandum under reference, may be a little 
high after deducting re-exports and making other allowances. The 
proportion would appear to be more like 62% and 38%, according 
to U.S. statistics. 

18. For purposes of estimating the effect of the proposed agree- 
ment in the Department, I suggest that the figure used on page 7 of 
Mr. Herridge’s note of 10 to 7 might conveniently be used as the limit 
to which our concession should go. 

14. It is hardly necessary to point out that while we agree with 

Mr. Herridge’s remark that there has been no default with the 
payment of interest on Dominion and provincial issues held in the 
United States, the market for future financing of Dominion and Pro- 
vincial issues in the United States has remained open largely because 
there has been no default. In other words, virtue receives its reward 
in this case, and continued avoidance of default may be expected 
largely as a measure of enlightened self interest, regardless of the par- 
ticular ratio of Canadian exports to American exports. Mr. Herridge 
does not mention, in his calculations of capital invested in both coun- 
tries, the constant process of renewal and reinvestment whereby capital 
payments are currently replaced, thus maintaining them approxi- 
mately at constant levels. 

15, Mr. Herridge mentions freight charges. In commenting on his 
remarks on this subject, it might be pointed out that freight payments 
have been made in exchange for full value received in the form of 
facilities for Canadian trade, particularly in the winter months, and 
that the United States imposes no such discriminatory measures 
against shipments to the United States via Canada as have been in 
effect for a period of years against shipments to Canada via the United 
States. I believe it would be well to stress the importance of having 
this discrimination removed as a basis to a closer and more profitable 
relationship between the two countries. This might mean a greater 
balance of freight payments in our favor but if the volume of business 
in both countries is to be increased as the result of an agreement, pre- 
sumably any loss to Canada would be made up in increased national 
prosperity. At the same time the Department may wish to consider 
raising the question of the discrimination now practiced against free 

7911183—51——61
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and dutiable imports by the discrepancy in excise taxation on imports 
from non-British countries. 

16. In regard to tourist expenditures, it should be pointed out that 
the United States has at all times facilitated the movement of tourists 
to Canada and by liberal customs measures made it possible for Ameri- 
cans to make extensive purchases in Canada, returning them without 
payment of duty to the United States. Recent discussions have led 
to a marked improvement in mutual customs relations along the border, 
but it would seem that a measure reciprocal to that now in force in 
the United States should be envisaged in order that the population 
of each country have a similar degree of access to the facilities of the 
other for tourist purposes. It might well be intimated that con- 
tinuation of the American $100 allowance in the future will neces- 
sarily be predicated upon a reciprocal attitude on the part of the 

Canadian Government. 
17. I am not prepared to comment from here upon what might be 

said regarding Mr. Herridge’s remarks with regard to gold ship- 
ments, although it might be noted that the recent development of the 
Canadian gold industry has been largely due to the ready market af- 
forded to Canadian gold in the United States. I cannot say whether 
the Treasury will give any indication to forecast the maintenance of 
the present absorption of Canadian gold by the United States or an 
increase therein during the coming years. 

18. I have already mentioned above Mr. Herridge’s remarks regard- 
ing capital movements and interest and capital payments of Canadian 
obligations in the United States. It might be pointed out that if 
the volume of exports both from the United States to Canada and 
from Canada to the United States are restored to normal levels or 
even increased above those levels the funds available for meeting 

such payments will also be increased. In the case of the Canadian 

Government in particular, income from customs, excise and other 

sources will rise and Canadian credit will be improved, while exist- 
ing capital charges will remain the same. In view of this it seems 

that there is a fallacy in the following sentence on page 11 of Mr. 

Herridge’s note: “If this record is to be maintained, it is clear, in 
view of the uncertainty as to international capital movements, that 

exports of Canadian goods to the United States must be increased 
or the imports of goods from the United States into Canada de- 
creased.” ‘Some exception might be taken to Mr. Herridge’s remarks 
on standards of living and cheap labor but I doubt the advisability 
of raising this issue in the Department’s reply. On the latter part 
of page 11 and the beginning of page 12 I believe there can be no 
disagreement. It might be advisable, however, in studying this mat- 
ter, for the Department to endeavor to formulate a provision which
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will ensure the equitable effectiveness of the agreement in the event 
that exchange rates should again vary materially between the Canad- 
ian and American dollar. Experience has shown that such fluctua- 
tions can occur in very short periods of time and that their effect on 
international trade is extremely disruptive. or 

19. I have already commented on Mr. Herridge’s reference to. the 
Ottawa Agreements. Mr. Herridge’s note proposes a joint declara- 
tion by the Governments of Canada and the United States stating 
that their common objective is the attainment of the freest possible 
exchange of natural products between the two countries, that it is 
recognized that this objective cannot be obtained in the immediate 
future as important interests in both countries would be disturbed 
unduly by the removal of existing tariffs on all natural products, and 
that the Government of Canada favored as a first step the reductions 
included in the proposals contained in Mr. Herridge’s note to be suc- 
ceeded by progressive mutual reductions in the duties on natural 
products leading to the attainment of the declared objective. Such 
a declaration would undoubtedly be of great political advantage to 
the Conservative Party in Canada at this time. It would have the 
merit of holding out great, but entirely indefinite hopes to the voting 
farmers and other producers of natural products in Canada. It 
would probably deeply disturb the farmers and natural producers 
of the United States at the same time. Since the United States is 
presumably interested in attaiming the freest possible exchange of 
manufactured products with Canada rather than the freest possible 
exchange of natural products, it might be suggested that manufac- 
tured products be included in this statement or that the word “nat- 
ural” be omitted. Preferably, I think the latter solution would be 
preferable. Any declaration, however, of this nature would have 
a tendency to project the contemplated negotiation into political dis- 
cussion in Canada, particularly in the next session of Parliament. Ags 
I have stated before, I do not see that we would derive any advantage 
in any such discussion. Quite the contrary. The various groups in 
Canada, headed by the Canadian Manufacturing Association, will 
argue for their right to protection the moment such a declaration 
appears. The Conservative Government will find itself obliged to 
declare that their interests will be protected and will probably slip 
quite easily into a statement that natural products will be those pri- 
marily affected by the contemplated agreement. Would it not be 
better to postpone the issuance of any joint statement or declaration _ 
until the basic principles of an agreement shall have been more closely 
examined and more definitely agreed upon ? : a 

20. Mr. Herridge then sets forth his proposal. To proposal (a) I 
see no particular objection. Proposal (6) looks rather too good to be
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true. A detailed study of this is being made and will be submitted 
very shortly, but from such study as we have been able to make of this 
to date it does not seem to me that existing Canadian interests would 
permit the present most-favored-nation tariff list in its entirety to be 
applied to importations from the United States. It must be recalled 
that this most-favored-nation tariff could be raised in future since 
such things can be done almost over night in Canada. Therefore, I 

think Mr. Herridge should be asked to state definitely whether he 
contemplates that the present rates contained in the most-favored- 
nation tariff would be the maximum rates of the Canadian most- 
favored-nation tariff throughout the life of the agreement. At this 
point the Canadian valuation system should, I believe, be brought into 

a reply in a forceful way. The following language may seem to the 
Department to be too strong, but I submit it as an indication of the line 
which in my opinion might be taken: “In view of the impediments to 
United States exports to Canada constituted by the existing Canadian 
system of valuations for duty purposes which experience has shown to 
be arbitrary, discriminatory and, in effect at least, secretive, we feel 
that no proposal would be complete which did not contemplate as- 
surances that its terms could not be rendered nugatory by the applica- 
tion to imports from the United States of the Canadian valuation 
system. We should be glad to receive proposals regarding provisions 
in the agreement to deal with this problem as a preliminary to comment 
upon other portions of the Canadian proposal.” In this connection 
I refer to paragraphs 26 to 31, inclusive, of the Legation’s memoran- 
dum of September 21st, 1934. Suffice it to say that any possible benefit 
to the United States from the agreement which Mr. Herridge con- 
templates would be completely nullified by the usual application by 
Canada of this valuation system during the life of the agreement. 

21. Mr. Herridge’s remarks on paragraph (c) of his proposal are 
obviously incomplete. I am not in a position to comment upon the 
correctness of the assumption contained in the footnote regarding the 
excise tax on Canadian lumber. Some studies have already been made 
on some of the products mentioned and these are in the Department’s 
possession. See Legation’s memorandum of September 21, 1934, and 
previous correspondence. If the reduction on the duty of fish is to 
be considered I believe that consideration should also be given in the 
Department to the adjustment of various fishery problems on the east 
and west coast. Paragraph (d) contains a suggestion which may have 
considerable possibilities for an agreement. I enclose herewith a 
study # which was submitted by Mr. Charles Page Perin, representing 
the Perin Engineering Corporation, Consulting Engineers, 535 Fifth 
Avenue, New York City, on October 15th, and you will find that ex- | 

* Not found in Department files.
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tensive studies have been made along this line by Professor W. Y. 
Elliott of Harvard University. Numerous other products are made 
in Canada with use of hydro-electric power. It will be necessary for 
Mr. Herridge to specify more definitely what he has in mind to de- 
termine the effect of reduction of duties on such products. 

22. Paragraph (e) is wholly vague and naturally so since Mr. 
Herridge would probably expect our Government to list its own de- 
sires for a reduction in this connection. In the Legation’s memo- 
randum of September 21 a number of suggestions regarding such re- 

ductions will be found. I believe, however, that a satisfactory list 
can only be drawn by making in Washington an extensive study of 

the situation with the help of one or more of the technical staff of the 
Legation. Further studies are being carried on here along this line, 
but we would appreciate further guidance from Washington as to 
what it is desired to have these studies bear upon more particularly at 

the moment. In this connection I may point out that one of the 
sorest points in our international trade at the moment is the seasonal 
valuations placed upon American exports to Canada of soft fruits and 
vegetables. Presumably, if satisfactory provisions can be included 
in an agreement covering valuations they would also cover these 
seasonal valuations. Mr. Herridge might be asked whether, as we 
assume to be the case, his proposal (e) involves reductions in the 
existing most-favored-nation rates which the United States would 
receive under his proposal (0). 

23. At this point I would like to point out that the number and 
degree of reduction of duties upon which each Government will be 
able to agree will be in direct ratio to the facilities which may be pro- 
vided in the agreement for the rectification of duties which, when in 
operation, are found to effect undue hardship upon the domestic inter- 
ests of either country. I believe that some reasonable system for 
modification where obvious and unforeseen hardship occurs would 
greatly facilitate the inclusion of the reduction of duties on certain 
commodities. This subject is discussed in the Legation’s memorandum 
of September 21st, 19384. 

24. Article 12 of the Canadian Marketing Act appears to make it 
possible for the Canadian Government at a future date to place a 
quota upon American imports into Canada regardless of any com- 
mitments with respect to duty rates. The Department may wish to 
consider the advisability of reaching some understanding regarding 
the application of such measures either American or Canadian to im- 
ports during the life of the agreement. 

25. While I am inclined to take as genuine the Canadian Govern- 
ment’s expressed desire for a speedy conclusion of an agreement, as 
well as immediate initiation of negotiations, I would recommend that 
the questions raised in paragraphs 1 to 5, 10, 14 to 16, 18, 20 and 22 of
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this memorandum be answered by the Canadian Government before 
the United States agrees to enter upon such negotiations. This would 
tend to diminish the possibility of misunderstanding and deadlock 
and might also have the added salutary effect of restraining the Cana- 
dian Government from premature political use in Canada of the 
existence of negotiations and of their present communication. 
‘For your information I enclose a clipping from the Financial Post 

of Toronto, dated in advance November 24, 1934.72, This newspaper 
has evidently had some inkling from Canadian Government sources 

that negotiations are in the air. The Canadian note appears to imply 

that their proposed negotiations would be based upon the assumption 
of obtaining an agreement to the United States Trade Agreements 
Act, to which they specifically refer. The Financial Post’s remarks 
regarding a treaty form, however, are in keeping with the position 
which has previously been assumed by the Prime Minister on the 
subject and with general feeling in Canada. The Department may 
already have clarified this feature with Mr. Herridge. In any event 

_ there may be no harm in proceeding on the assumption that his note 
indicates that the trade agreement form is contemplated. To my 
mind, however, the apparent concession on this point is but one more 
indication of how badly the Conservatives feel that they need to have 
negotiations in existence to point to politically. The impression was 
very widely created in Canada through the publication of an Asso- 
ciated Press despatch referred to in my despatch No. 747 of August 10, 
1934,23 that the present administration in Washington is reluctant 
to deal with a Conservative government. This report was frequently 
used in public speeches by the Liberals to show that the Conservative 
government was discredited abroad. ‘The Conservatives need to show 
that we have actually begun negotiations with them to counteract this 
impression. I would be inclined to fear the cropping up of unfore- 

seen obstacles to protract negotiations once they were begun. I would 
recommend, therefore, that as many problems of controversy as pos- 

sible be solved and agreed upon in principle as a preliminary to agree- 
ment on the part of our Government actually to begin formal nego- 
tiations. — 

611.4231/932 

Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State (Phillips) 

[WasHineron,| December 1, 1934. 

I sent for the Canadian Minister this morning and explained to him 
the problem which had arisen as a result of his note to us of November 

” Not reprinted. 
* Not printed.
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14th. I told him of the procedure which had been followed in initiat- 
ing trade conversations with other countries; that there had been at 
the beginning no formal exchange of notes because of the. importance 
for both sides to study in detail conditions surrounding their respec- 
tive imports and exports; it was, therefore, something new for us to 
be presented with a note in which the request was made for a 50% 
reduction on certain articles which were in direct competition with our 
own agricultural industry; the note, I said, was a splendid presenta- 
tion of the need of economic rapprochement between Canada and the 
United States and we were all delighted to receive it; the question 
which I sought to explain was the difficulties involved in replying to 
the note in the cordial terms in which we desired to reply and at the 
same time not to become involved in seeming to acquiesce at the out- 
set in the 50% reduction on the tariffs on the specified items; if the 
paragraphs specifying these articles could be omitted from the note, 
then I felt that the Secretary would be in a position to reply without 
reservations that we were ready to go forward with the necessary 
studies preliminary to negotiations; if, however, we had to answer 
the note as it stood, there would probably have to be some reservations 
in our reply which would, when made public, seem far less cooperative 
and responsive from the Canadian point of view; we wondered, there- 
fore, whether the Prime Minister would be willing to alter his note in 
this sense and thus conform to our adopted procedure. 

Mr. Herridge replied at length; he described the Canadian note as 
a highly courageous move on the part of the Prime Minister, who 
had always stood for high tariffs; he emphasized that there was no 
desire on the Prime Minister’s part to make public now the exchange 
of notes, but he admitted that Mr. Bennett might request their release 
after the meeting of Parliament; if there was to be no publicity at 
the present moment, he could not see why the note should not stand 
as it is, inasmuch as the preliminary discussions would presumably 
have been completed by the time the publication was requested, and 
he set this date as probably not later than February 15th. : 

He thought it would be difficult to omit the specified paragraphs 
because, in so doing, “the heart” would be taken out of the note. 

I said that I could understand the importance he attached to nam- 
ing the articles, since his Government in due course, by the publica- 
tion of the notes, could announce to the Canadian public that their ef- 
forts to stimulate the export trade in these articles had been checked 

by the United States Government. I assumed that would be useful 

politically, but, in our opinion, more rapid progress could be arrived 

at by the course I had suggested. It was of the highest importance 

not to upset our agricultural interests at the outset of the conversa- 

tions.
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Mr. Herridge admitted that the Prime Minister would want to show 
the Canadian public what he had attempted to do for the benefit of 
Canadian export trade, but he insisted that in doing so, he would be 
taking a very bold and courageous step which was bound to alienate 
Conservative interests, whose representative he was. 

Mr. Herridge said he would leave for Ottawa in a day or two and 
would consult with the Prime Minister—returning to Washington 
before the end of the week. The points raised were so important that 

he did not wish to give any definite reply today. 
Witit1am PHILLIPS 

611.4231/932 

Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State (Phillips) 

[WasHincton,] December 20, 1934. 

The Canadian Minister called upon the Secretary this morning (I 
was also present) and delivered to him the Prime Minister’s reply 
to the inquiries presented some weeks ago by the Secretary with re- 
gard to Canada’s trade note of November 14th. Mr. Herridge spent 
some time in reviewing the difficulties of the situation from the po- 
litical viewpoint in Canada and stressed again the courageous posi- 
tion which the Prime Minister had taken in his note. The main 
object of this call, however, was to inform the Secretary that the 
Prime Minister did not see his way to any modification of the note 
in question. In other words, that it would be impossible to withdraw 
the references to the specific items mentioned. 

The Secretary replied that he did not wish to press the Prime 
Minister any further, that he understood his position and problems 
and that we would, therefore, proceed to send forward our reply. 

Mr. Herridge then broached the question of the publication of the 
notes; he said that naturally nothing would be done without previous 
consultation with us; he mentioned that the opening of Parliament 
occurred on January 17th and that possibly following the debate of 
the speech from the Throne, the Prime Minister might find it desir- 
able to make public his efforts as outlined in his note to us. Mr. 
Herridge stressed the point that, in a Parliamentary debate, the 

Prime Minister might be confronted at any time with the necessity 
for such an announcement. 
During the conversation reference was made to the St. Lawrence 

Waterway * and the Secretary referred to our desire to have a few 
alterations made in the Treaty. Mr. Herridge said that he was ready 
at any time to discuss these matters and it was agreed that an appoint- 

** See pp. 967 ff.
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ment would be made for him in my office sometime tomorrow, inas- 
much as he, the Minister, was returning to Ottawa probably on the 
following day. 

WILL1aM PHILLIPS 

611.4231/904 

The Secretary of State to the Canadian Minister (Herridge) 

WasHincrTon, December 27, 1934. 

Str: I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of your note of 
November 14, 1934, in which you review the trade and financial rela- 
tions between the United States and Canada, and advise me that your 
Government proposes the early initiation of negotiations looking to 
a trade agreement beween our two countries. 

I have given careful consideration to your note. I fully subscribe to 
the views which you express in regard to the importance to each of our 
countries of its trade with the other, and I am happy to note the will- 
ingness of your Government to undertake negotiations looking to an 
increase in trade in both directions. It is not necessary to comment 
in detail on your statements respecting the balance of payments as 
between our countries. As you are aware, international balances are 
settled on many fronts and it would be a serious setback to world trade 
if countries undertook to achieve balances with individual countries. 

I am happy also to take this occasion to express my appreciation of 
the unflinching determination with which the Dominion and Provin- 
cial Governments have met their loan obligations. 
When the Trade Agreements Act, 1934, was enacted, this Govern- 

ment took immediate steps to create an organization to undertake 
negotiations for trade agreements. One agreement has been con- 
cluded; negotiations for several others are now in progress; and in- 
tensive preparations are well under way for similar negotiations with 
a number of other countries. 

I believe that a point has now been reached when an exchange of 
views on this subject with Canada should be undertaken and I am, 
therefore, gratified to learn that your Government is of the same 
mind, Whatever the desirability of the freest possible exchange of 
natural products, and indeed other products, between the United 
States and Canada as an ultimate goal, the United States Government 
must in any negotiations undertaken at this time restrict itself to 
measures authorized by the Trade Agreements Act, 1934, of which I 
enclose a copy. 

The outline which you suggest as a possible basis for discussions has 
been noted. You mention several specific products upon which your 
Government proposes to seek reductions in existing rates of duty in
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this country. In communicating to you the willingness of the Gov- 
ernment of the United States to enter upon negotiations with your 
Government looking to a trade agreement calculated to increase trade 
in both directions, I must, of course, make it clear that in advance of 
negotiations this Government can not make any commitment as to 
whether it will be possible to agree to a reduction in the rates of duty 
on particular products, each of which must be carefully studied in the 
light of existing economic conditions before any decision can be 
reached. This is the procedure which has been adopted and followed 
in connection with the trade agreement negotiations with other Gov- 
ernments. Correspondingly, it is understood that your Government 
will wish to give the same study to individual products upon which 
this Government may request reductions in the Canadian rates of 
duty. 

I suggest that to the proposed outline of discussions there be added 
the question of methods of determining the value of merchandise for 
duty purposes in either country, a matter which I consider of 
importance in the proposed negotiations. : 

On the basis of these general observations, this Government holds 
itself in readiness to begin immediate preparations for trade agree- 
ment negotiations. 

Accept [etc. ] Corpetn Hut 

CONTINUED NEGOTIATIONS WITH THE CANADIAN GOVERNMENT RE- 
GARDING DAMAGES TO PROPERTY IN THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 

BY FUMES FROM THE SMELTER AT TRAIL, B. C.* 

711.4215 Air Pollution/458 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in Canada (Robbins) 

No. 194 | WasHINGTON, January 27, 1934. 

Sir: I acknowledge the receipt of the Legation’s despatch No. 318, 
of December 26, 1933,” transmitting a copy of a note of the same date 
by which the Department of External Affairs of Canada responded 
to the Legation’s note of February 17, 1933,?* regarding the matter of 
the Trail Smelter. In the Legation’s note mentioned there was set 
forth the outline of a treaty which was proposed as a solution of the 
Trail Smelter problem. 

I can not refrain, first, from expressing disappointment at the posi- 
tion taken by the Canadian Government, and at its failure to discuss 
the concrete proposals made in the Legation’s communication of Feb- 

* Continued from Foreign Relations, 19838, vol. 11, pp. 52-67. 
* Toid., p. 62. 
“* Not printed; it was based on instruction No. 841, February 10, 1988, to the 

Chargé in Canada, ¢ébid., p. 52.
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ruary 17, 1983, that a schedule should be adopted in accordance with 
which the amount of sulphur dioxide discharged by the smelter and 
the rate of discharge should be progressively reduced, and that dam- 
ages should be assessed by a board or commission to be established for 

that purpose. 
The Canadian Government has now made a definite proposal and 

notwithstanding the disappointment caused by the failure of the 
Canadian Government to discuss concrete proposals made on the part 
of the United States, I shall answer fully and I hope clearly the pro- 
posals made by that Government. 

The Canadian Government proposes that the Government of the 

United States and the Government of Canada conclude a convention 
among the preliminary recitals of which is included the following: 

“Taking note of a complaint made by the Government of the United 
States, to the Government of Canada, with regard to sulphur dioxide 
fumigations in the Northport neighborhood on March 9th to 12th, 
1933, and on April 5th, 1988, and recognizing the desirability of mak- 
ing an immediate investigation into the effect of the works and into 
the question as to whether damage, as defined in the Joint Report, has 
been eliminated, and particularly as to whether damage, as therein 
defined, has been caused by the said fumigations .. . 

| This recital recognizes : , 

(1) The desirability of making an investigation into the effect of 
the remedial works installed at the smelter ; 

(2) The desirability to investigate the question whether damage as 
defined in the Report rendered by the International Joint Commis- 
sion on February 28, 1931,?" has been eliminated, and 

(3) Whether damage as defined in that Report was caused by the 
fumigations or visitations of fumes which occurred on March 9 to 
12, 1938, and on April 5, 1933. 

It is not perceived that the effect of the remedial works, which have 
been installed at the smelter, is relevant to the question with which the 
Government of the United States and the Government of Canada 
are concerned, so long as, despite those works, sulphur dioxide is caus- 
ing injury in the United States. Whether damages are occurring in the 

State of Washington as a result of the operation of the smelter is 
understood to depend on the pollution of the air in the State of Wash- 
ington, mainly with respect to its content of sulphur dioxide. It is 
believed to be proper for the Government of the United States to 
look to the Canadian Government to cause such action to be taken 
as will prevent the pollution of the air in the State of Washington by 
smelter fumes. Whether the Canadian interests elect to bring about 

“Trail Smelter Question, Documents, Series A, Appendix A 8: Report of the 
International Joint Commission, signed at Toronto, 28th February, 1931 
(Ottawa, J. O. Patenaude, I. 8. O., 1936). .
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the improved condition of the air by the use of remedial works, or 
otherwise, 1s of no concern to United States interests so long as the 
desired results are attained. Therefore, United States interests are 
not advocating particular methods for eliminating the nuisance, and 
of course are not responsible for the efficacy of any works which 

Canadian interests have decided or may decide to employ. 
So long as fumigations occur in the State of Washington with such 

frequency, duration and intensity as to cause injury, the conditions pre- 
cipitated by the operation of the smelter afford grounds of complaint 
on the part of the United States, regardless of the remedial works 
which the company employs and regardless of the effect of those works. 

It is understood that remedial works have been installed and put 
in operation at the smelter. Presumably, a smaller quantity of sulphur 
dioxide is discharged at the smelter when the remedial works are 
operating than would be discharged if those works were not operating. 
Notwithstanding that some of the sulphur dioxide may have been re- 
moved, harmful fumigations have continued throughout 1932 and 
1933. If fumigations, which cause damage, recur despite the remedial 
works, determination of the effect of the remedial works would not 
contribute toward affording redress to American interests, would not 
benefit those interests and would not advance the case toward a , 

solution. 
The frequency, duration and severity of fumigations are known. 

The condition in which the air in the affected area in the State of 
Washington is kept by reason of such fumigation is known. These are 
the factors with which it is necessary to reckon in solving the problem 
in hand. Inquiry into the effect of remedial works would not con- 
tribute to an early solution. Such an inquiry would merely postpone 
asolution. It would aggravate, not solve, the difficulty. 

This smelter fumes problem in its various phases and aspects has 
been under intensive investigation since 1928. An abundance of data 
is now available on which to predicate whatever arrangement it is 
necessary to make between the two Governments to provide for an 
adjustment. It is not believed that after five years of intensive study 
any amount of further investigation will put the two Governments 
in a better position to devise a solution of this problem than they 
should be at the present time. I am advised by the experts who have 
been investigating the effects of sulphur dioxide fumigations from 
the Trail Smelter that acute, chronic, cumulative and permanent in- 
jury was in progress in the State of Washington for a considerable 
period before the investigation began in 1928 and has continued to the 

present time. 
I am unable to acquiesce on the part of this Government in any 

suggestion that a new investigation be now undertaken and a settle- 

ment be correspondingly postponed.
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The second question into which the recital quoted suggests an 
investigation is whether damage as defined in the Report of the Com- 
mission has been eliminated. 

It is my view that the question here proposed for investigation does 
not define the problem with which the two Governments are called 
upon to deal. I can not acquiesce in the proposal to limit considera- 
tion of damage to damage as defined in the Report of the Commission. 

The Commission’s definition of damage will be further considered 
in discussing paragraph (g) of the Commission’s Answer to question 
5 of the reference. 

The third question into which the recital quoted suggests that an 
investigation be made, is whether damage as defined in the Report 
of the Commission was caused by the fumigations which occurred on 
March 9-12, 1933, and on April 5, 1933. It is not perceived why an 
inquiry should be made into the results of the fumigations which 
occurred on the particular dates mentioned. No more reason is ap- 
parent why the results of those fumigations should be made the sub- 
ject of investigation than there is why the results of every other fumi- 
gation should be made the subject of special investigation. Damage 
resulting from the fumigations on the dates mentioned should, it is 
believed, be treated along with damage which, according to the advice 
of experts, is constantly occurring. 

Unless the question of damage is dealt with in such a way as to 
admit of the consideration of all elements of damage, further prejudice 
is bound to result to United States interests affected by sulphur dioxide 
discharged by the smelter at Trail. 

ARTICLE I 

Canadian Draft 

This article reads as follows: 

“ARTICLE I 

‘The Governments accept the Joint Report which is annexed hereto 
as Appendix A, and is incorporated as a part of this Convention, and 
undertake to carry out their respective obligations thereunder.” 

It is proposed by this Article that the two Governments shall ac- 
cept the Report of the International Joint Commission, incorporate 
it in a convention, and undertake to carry out the obligations under 
the Report. This proposal of the Canadian Government necessitates 
a full and frank statement of the attitude of the Government of the 
United States with respect to the Report of the International Joint 
Commission on the Trail Smelter Reference, 

Speaking first with respect to the undertaking to carry out the 
obligations of the two Governments under the Report, it may be said
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that it is not clear whether the Canadian Government considers that 
the obligations mentioned in Article I grow out of the Report itself 
or that the obligations, while not established by the Report itself, 
would be assumed if the Report were accepted by the two Governments 
and incorporated in a convention. 

If the Canadian Government adheres to the latter view, I would 
have no difficulty concurring. If, however, it is intended to assert 
that the fact that the Commission made recommendations imposes on 
the two Governments an obligation to adopt them, I would be under 
the necessity of dissenting from the view of the Canadian Government. 

I feel that there ought to be no doubt that the Report of the Com- 
mission is merely an advisory expression of that body. Article 9 of 
the Convention between the United States and Great Britain con- 
cluded January 11, 1909,8 provides that questions of difference aris- 
ing between the Government of the United States and the Government 
of Canada, or between the nationals of the two countries, shall be re- 
ferred to the Commission for examination and report. By communi- 
cations of the two Governments dated August 7, 1928,” by which the 
Trail Smelter problem was referred to the Commission pursuant to 
Article 9 of the Convention of 1909, the Commission was asked to 
investigate, report and recommend. It is noteworthy that Article 9 
authorizes the Commission in each case referred to it under that article 
to examine into and report upon the facts and circumstances of the 
particular questions and matters referred, together with such con- 
clusions and recommendations as may be appropriate and that the ar- 
ticle contains a further provision that: 

“Such reports of the Commission shall not be regarded as decisions 
of the questions or matters so submitted either on the facts or the 
law, and shall in no way have the character of an arbitral award.” 

In view of the provisions of Article 9 of the Convention and of 
the terms of reference, I feel that there can be no room for doubt 
as to the effect and bearing of the Report of the Commission on the 
problem with which the two Governments are confronted. The Re- 
port has no binding effect on either Government—it is permissible 
for both Governments to accept it in whole or in part, or for either 
Government to reject it without prejudice to its interests. 

I shall now endeavor to explain why I do not feel that it is desirable 
to incorporate the Report of the Commission in a convention between 
the two Governments. It should be understood that in discussing 
the Report of the Commission, I am not actuated by a disposition to 
criticize the Commission. I realize that the Reference presented a 

8 Foreign Relations, 1910, p. 532. 
1 ee telegram No. 108, August 7, 1928, to the Chargé in Canada, ibid., 1928, vol.
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difficult problem to the Commission. The proposal of the Canadian 
Government, however, necessitates the acceptance of the Report in 
its entirety by the Government of the United States or the rejection 
of it. If the Report is not accepted, the Canadian proposal leaves 
no alternative but to reject it and to state reasons for so doing. I, 
therefore, take up in numerical order the answers made by the Com- 
mission to the five questions of the Reference. 

Question 1. a 

The unwillingness of the United States to accept the Report of the 
- Commission is not attributable in any way to the answer made by the 

Commission to the question. A discussion of Question 1 is, therefore, 

unnecessary for the purpose of this communication. 

Question 2. 

The second question on which the Commission was asked to report 
reads as follows: | 

“(2) The amount of indemnity which would compensate United 
States interests in the State of Washington for past damages.” 

The Commission answered this question as follows: 

“In view of the anticipated reduction in sulphur fumes discharged 
from the smelter at Trail during the present year, as hereinafter re- 
ferred to, the Commission therefore had deemed it advisable to de- 
termine the amount of indemnity that will compensate United States 
interests in respect of such fumes, up to and including the first day of 
January, 1932. The Commission finds and determines that all past 
damages and all damages up to and including the first day of January 
next, is the sum of $350,000. Said sum, however, shall not include any 
damage occurring after January Ist, 1932.” 

It is customary for international commissions in making pronounce- 
ments affecting human relations and property rights or other legal 
rights to give reasons for the conclusions which they announce. There 
was inherent in the Trail Smelter Reference a complex damage prob- 
lem. Interests in the United States claimed direct damage to land, 
soil, timber, crops, orchards, live stock, health of inhabitants and other 
forms of direct damage, as well as various forms of indirect damage. 
The Commission named a lump sum of $350,000, with practically no 
discussion of reasons why it named that figure. 

It is interesting to note that The Hague Convention of 1907, for 
the Pacific Settlement of International Disputes ® provides in Arti- 
cle LX XIX that the arbitrators shall give reasons for the decisions 
which they announce. Article 56 of the Statute of the Permanent 

Court of International Justice * contains a similar requirement. 

” Foreign Relations, 1907, pt. 2, p. 1181. 
*! Ibid., 1920, vol. 1, p. 18.
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Attention is called in this relation to a note which the Secretary of 
State addressed to the Norwegian Legation at Washington under date 
of February 26, 1923, in transmitting a draft in payment of the award 
rendered in 1922 in the arbitration of Norway against the United 
States. The communication mentioned is published in Volume 17, 
The American Journal of International Law, page 287, 289. In this 
communication the Secretary of State said: 

“It is also to be regretted that the award fails to give a satisfactory 
explanation of the manner in which the tribunal has arrived at the 
amounts awarded. While purporting to award compensation on the 
basis of the fair market value of the property taken, the tribunal has 
seen fit to omit discussion of the particular circumstances of the differ- 
ent claims or of the methods of calculation applied, or of the reasons 
for determining upon the amounts awarded in each case. Indeed, any 
definite disclosure or specification of the particular grounds of the 
awards to the respective claimants is so entirely lacking that the award 
gives to one who examines it no clue to the method of determining why 
one amount was awarded rather than another. Again, although hold- 

' ing that claimants were entitled to interest and that some claimants 
were entitled to higher rates of interest than others, the tribunal does 
not reveal the rates of interest which were allowed on the various 
claims or the period of time for which interest was calculated or the 
amounts which were awarded as principal and the amounts awarded 
as interest. 

“The inadequacy of the award in these respects is particularly re- 
gretted in view of the requirements of Article 79 of the Hague Con- 
vention of October 18, 1907, pursuant to which the Norwegian claims 
were submitted to arbitration, that the award must give the reasons 
on which it is based. In these circumstances the Government of the 
United States, while not rejecting the award, feels obliged to direct 
attention to the requirements of appropriate arbitral procedure, and 
to state that it cannot accept as proper or satisfactory in international 
arbitrations the mode by which the tribunal has assessed damages or 
the absence of a reasoned statement indicative of the methods of 
their computation.” 

It is believed that the remarks of Secretary Hughes are peculiarly 

pertinent to the proposal of the Canadian Government that the Report 
of the International Joint Commission be incorporated in a Conven- 
tion, particularly as the Commission purported to assess damage for 
a period extending almost two years beyond the closing of the hear- 
ings and almost one year beyond the date of the Report of the 

Commission. 
Having been impressed by practical experience with the importance 

and necessity of having reasons for conclusions reached by interna- 
tional tribunals fully stated in any pronouncements made by them, 
the Government of the United States could scarcely be expected to 

= Foreign Relations, 1923, vol. m1, p. 626.
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accept unconditionally, and effectuate, as the Canadian Government 
proposes shall be done, a pronouncement by the International Joint 

Commission so lacking in the essential quality of a binding arbitral 
award. 

Quite aside from this very substantial consideration, it 1s apparent 
from a reading of the answer of the Commission to the second ques- 
tion of the Reference that the Commission expected that there would 
be a reduction in the amount of sulphur dioxide discharged from the 
Smelter during the year 1931. The significance to the Commission of 
this expected reduction in the quantity of sulphur dioxide discharged 
is indicated by its answer to Question 3, where it 1s stated that damage 
from fumes should be greatly reduced, if not entirely eliminated, by 
the end of 1931. 

Authentic information as to conditions at the Smelter throughout 
the year 1931 in so far as those conditions affected the quantity of 
sulphur dioxide discharged and the rate of discharge is not available. 
The expected reduction in sulphur dioxide was to be brought about by 
the installation and operation at the Smelter of remedial works to 
remove the sulphur gases thus preventing their discharge into the air. 
No report is available as to the dates on which the several units of 
these remedial works were put into operation or as to the amount of 
sulphur dioxide which these works actually converted. 

While authentic information is not available as to the quantity of 
sulphur dioxide discharged and the rate at which it was discharged 
from the Smelter at Trail in 1931, authentic information is available 
as to the extent to which the air was polluted in the State of Washing- 
ton as a result of the discharge of sulphur dioxide from the Smelter. 
It is with conditions in the State of Washington resulting from the 
operation of the Smelter that United States interests are concerned. 

The automatic recorder maintained at Northport, Washington, 
which is in the affected area, indicated for November and December, 
19380, that sulphur dioxide was present in the atmosphere on 69 per- 
cent of the days and 32 percent of the hours. The longest continuous 
visitation of fumes in those months was 55 hours. The maximum 
concentration of sulphur dioxide for those months was .70 ppm. 

The same automatic recorder for April, 1931, showed the presence 
of sulphur dioxide 48 percent of the days, 10 percent of the hours. 
The longest visitation was 14.67 hours. The maximum concentra- 

tion for the month was .51 ppm. 
For the month of June, 1931, the recorder showed the presence of 

sulphur dioxide 80 percent of the days, 26 percent of the hours. The 
longest continuous fumigation was 47.2 hours. The maximum con- 

centration for the month was .80 ppm. 
In August, 1931, the recorder showed the presence of sulphur dioxide 

77 percent of the days, 18 percent of the hours. The longest con- 
791118 —51——-62
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tinuous fumigation was 29.33 hours. The maximum concentration 
was .43 ppm. 

In October, 1931, the recorder showed the presence of sulphur di- 
oxide 61 percent of the days, 17 percent of the hours. The longest 
continuous fumigation was 13.66 hours. The highest concentration 
for the month was .17 ppm. 

In December, 1931, the recorder showed the presence of sulphur 
dioxide 45 percent of the days, 25 percent of the hours. The longest 
continuous fumigation was 47 hours. The highest concentration re- 

corded was .54 ppm. 
It may be added that reports on frequency, duration and intensity 

of fumigations for 1932 and 1933 do not show the improvements with 
respect to atmospheric pollution which were apparently anticipated 
by the Commission. Some months showed conditions to have im- 
proved in comparison to general conditions in 1930—other months 
showed aggravated conditions. In March, 1933, a fumigation lasting 
57.67 hours was reported with a maximum concentration of .82 ppm. 
Reports subsequent to March, 1933, indicate that there have been 

numerous fumigations of long duration with high concentration. 
It is apparent from the answers to Questions 2 and 3 that the Com- 

mission fixed the amount of damage in answering Question 2 in antici- 

pation of a substantial reduction, if not elimination, within the year 
1931, of damage from fumes. Investigation shows that the expected 
reduction in damage in the State of Washington did not materialize. 
I am advised by experts that severe injury continued through 1981. 

It seems clear that the Commission predicated its recommendation 
as to the amount of damage in answer to Question 2, in part at least, 
on an expected reduction in the amount of sulphur dioxide discharged 
from the Smelter in 1931. Analysis of air shows that the expected 
improvement did not take place. Unqualified acceptance of the 
answer to Question 2 would entail acquiescence on the part of the 
United States in the view that damage was greatly reduced or elimi- 
nated in 1931, contrary to determined facts. 

In view of the foregoing discussion of the answer given by the Com- 

mission to Question 2 of the Reference, it ought to be apparent that 
the Government of the United States could not appropriately accept 
without qualification the answer to Question 2. If a part of the 
Report can not be accepted, obviously the Report can not be accepted 
in its entirety. 

Question 3. 

The third question on which the Commission was asked to report 
was: : 

“Probable effect in Washington of future operations of smelter.”
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The Commission answered this question as follows: 

“Provided that the Company having commenced the installation 
and operation of works for the reduction of such fumes, proceeds with 
such works and carries out the recommendation of the Commission set 
forth in answer to Question (5), the damage from such fumes should 
be greatly reduced, if not entirely eliminated, by the end of the 
present year.” 

It will be noted that the Commission in effect, expressed the view 
that if the Company commenced the operation of the works for the 
reduction of the fumes, as recommended by the Commission, the dam- 
age from the fumes would be greatly reduced, if not eliminated, by the 
end of 1931. 

Authentic information as to the dates on which the several units of 
the remedial works were put in operation at the smelter is not avail- 
able. There are available, however, records showing the condition 
of the air in the area in the State of Washington affected by sulphur 
dioxide practically day by day through the year 1931. The results 
of the operation of the automatic recorder at Northport for several 
months in 1931 were set forth above. The frequency, duration and 
intensity of fumigations which occurred throughout 1931 were such 
as have been demonstrated experimentally to cause substantial in- 
jury to trees and other vegetation. There is no reason to think that 
the damage was greatly decreased in the year 1931. The evidence is 
to the contrary. 

Acceptance of the answer to Question 3 would entail an admission 
that damage had substantially decreased since the report of the Com- 
mission was rendered. In the light of the actual conditions as they 
have been observed in the affected area, I do not feel that such an 
admission can properly be made on the part of the United States. 

Vuestion 4. 

‘The fourth question on which the Commission was asked to report 
was: 

“Method of providing adequate indemnity for damages caused by 
future operations.” 

The Commission answered this question as follows: 

“Upon complaint of any person claiming to have suffered damage 
by the operations of the Company after the first day of January, 1932, 
it is recommended by the Commission that in the event of any such 
claim not being adjusted by the Company within a reasonable time, 
the Governments of the United States and Canada shall determine 
the amount of such damage, if any, and the amount so fixed shall be 
paid by the Company forthwith.” 

The adoption of this recommendation would require that com- 
plainants in the State of Washington file their claims with the Com-
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pany as a prerequisite to their obtaining indemnification. It is not 
believed that such a requirement can justly be imposed as a condition 
to the recovery of indemnity for injury caused in the territory of one 
country by an agency operating in the territory of another country. 
Practical considerations can not be disregarded in discussing this rec- 
ommendation of the Commission. The history of this controversy 
abundantly attests the attitude of the complainants and of the Com- 
pany with respect to damage, and toward each other. Past experi- 
ence does not point to a reasonable expectation that any progress 
would be made toward the settlement of questions of damage by re- 
quiring complainants to present their claims to the Company. 

There has not at any time been any obstacle to direct negotiations 
and direct settlements between complainants and the Company which 
would not continue to exist if the report of the Commission were 

adopted by the two Governments. ‘There is no reason to expect that 
a method which has been available throughout the long period of the 
controversy but which was not voluntarily employed would yield any 
beneficial results if an attempt were made to force it on the parties 
as a condition to the recovery of indemnities. I am confident that 
the adoption of this recommendation would be futile. To incorporate 
it in an agreement would result in needless delay. 

The Company is trespassing on property in the State of Washing- 
ton without any show of right and I should deem unfair and futile 
the imposition on complainants of a condition to the recovery of in- 
demnities such as would be entailed in the acceptance of the answer to 

Question 4. 

It is noteworthy too that the phrase “damage by the operations of 
the Company after the first day of January, 1932,” excludes substan- 
tial elements of injury from the scope of the recommendation, that is, 
injuries caused by fumigations prior to January 1, 1982, but which 
were not apparent on that date. 

The answer to the fourth question, if adopted, would require that 
if claims are not adjusted within a reasonable time by the Company, 
the two Governments should endeavor to agree upon the amount of 
damage. There is no assurance that the representatives of the two 
Governments would be able to agree on the amount. of indemnity to be 

paid. 
The recommendation contains no provision for the determination 

of the amount of indemnity should the representatives of the two 
Governments be unable to agree. If this part of the agreement were 
adopted and the two Governments were unable to agree on the amount 

of indemnity, there would be no settlement and the injured parties 

would be without redress. The two Governments would be in sub- 

stantially the same position, so far as damage occurring subsequent
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to January 1, 1932, is concerned, as they are now except that they 
would have exhausted the means which had been agreed upon as a 
solution. Any arrangement which admits of the possibility of a fail- 
ure of a decision can not be regarded as a solution of the problem. 
Such an arrangement would, in my opinion, postpone rather than ad- 
vance a solution. 

In a communication which the American Legation addressed to 
the Department of External Affairs on February 17, 1933, it was pro- 
posed that damages be assessed by a board or commission to be estab- 
lished for that purpose. I am convinced that the only method of 
determining damage or of determining any other controversial ques- 
tion which arises in relation to this long pending case is to submit 
the question or questions to a neutral jurist or tribunal with authority 
finally to decide any relevant questions. I do not ask or expect that 
any questions which arise shall of necessity be decided in accordance 
with the contentions of United States interests. I assume that 
Canada would not expect that any questions relevant to the present 
controversy shall necessarily be decided in accordance with the con- 
tentions of Canadian interests. I am willing that any relevant ques- 
tions shall be submitted to a neutral jurist or tribunal for final 
determination. This willingness to submit to a neutral Jurist or 
tribunal questions which arise with respect to personal or property 
rights in the United States out of action taken outside the country 
represents no little consideration for Canadian interests. 

In summary, the acceptance of the answer to Question 4 would, it is 
believed, impose undue hardship on United States interests: The 
recommendation contains no provision for the final determination of 
questions of damage, and hence the recommendation made in the 
answer to that Question is unsatisfactory to the United States. 

Question 6. 

The fifth question on which the Commission was asked to report 
reads: 

“Any other phase of problem arising from drifting of fumes on 
which Commission deems it proper or necessary to report and make 
recommendations in fairness to all parties concerned.” 

The Commission subdivided its answer to the fifth question of the 
Reference into paragraphs (a) to (g). In opening paragraph (a) 
the Commission announced that it deemed it proper and necessary 
in fairness to all parties concerned to report and make recommenda- 
tions with reference to the reduction of the amount and concentration 
of sulphur dioxide drifting from the smelter into the United States. 
In concluding paragraph (a) the Commission recommended a method 
of reducing the amount and concentration of sulphur dioxide. Be-
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tween the opening and concluding sentences the Commission recited 
what the Company had done and intended to do. 

For the purposes of this communication I shall not discuss para- 
graph (a) of the answer to Question 5 with the exception of the last 
sentence of that paragraph. Because of the relation of paragraph 
(7) of the answer to question 5 to the concluding sentence of para- 
graph (a), those two parts of the answer will be considered together. 

The concluding sentence of paragraph (a) reads: 

“The Commission therefore reports and recommends that, subject 
to the provisions hereinafter contained, the Company be required to 
proceed as expeditiously as may be reasonably possible with the works 
above referred to, and also to erect with due despatch such further 
sulphuric acid units and take such further or other action as may be 
necessary, if any, to reduce the amount and concentration of SO, 
fumes drifting from its said plant into the United States until it has 
reduced the amount by some means to a point where it will do no 
damage in the United States.” 

Paragraph (gq) reads: | 

“The word ‘damage’ as used in this document shall mean and include 
such damage as the Governments of the United States and Canada 
may deem appreciable, and for the purposes of paragraphs (a) and 
(c) hereof, shall not include occasional damage that may be caused 
by SO, fumes being carried across the international boundary in air 
pockets or by reason of unusual atmospheric conditions. Provided, 
however, that any damage in the State of Washington howsoever 
caused by said fumes on and after January ist, 1932, shall be the 
subject of indemnity by the Company to any interest so damaged, and 
shall not be considered as included in the answer to Question (2) of 
the Reference, which answer is intended to include all damage of 
every kind up to January Ist, 1932.” 

It will be noted that in the portion of paragraph (a) quoted it is 
recommended that the Company proceed with remedial works and 
take such further or other action as may be necessary, if any, to reduce 
the amount and concentration of the fumes drifting into the United 
States to a point where the fumes will cause no damage in the United 
States. This, in terms, seems to contemplate that the nuisance in the 
State of Washington shall be entirely abated. This hopeful view is 
dispelled by the clause “subject to the provisions hereinafter con- 

tained”. Paragraph (ig) 1s among the subsequent provisions of the 
. report. The definition of the word “damage” as made in paragraph 

(¢) has a significant bearing on the portion of the answer to Question 

5 quoted. In paragraph (g) the word “damage” is so defined as to 
exclude from the meaning of the term “damage” as used in the con- 
cluding sentence of paragraph (a@) occasional damage that may be 
caused by fumes being carried across the boundary in air pockets or
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by reason of unusual atmospheric conditions. This exception if 
adopted would clearly permit a continuation of occasional damage 
caused in the manner described. 
Whether damage would or would not be occasional and would be 

permitted or forbidden would, if paragraph (g) were adopted, depend 
on the meaning to be attributed to “occasional damage”, “air pockets” 
and “unusual atmospheric conditions.” These terms are left unde- 
fined. ‘The use of these terms leaves a fruitful field for controversy. 
Disputes would arise whether damages were occasional and whether 
the sulphur dioxide which caused damage was carried across the 
boundary in air pockets or by reason of unusual atmospheric condi- 
tions. No provision ismade anywhere in the report for the determina- 
tion of such disputes. 

T am advised by experts and am convinced that for a considerable 
time before the stacks were elevated at the smelter, chronic, cumulative 
and permanent injury as well as acute damage caused by sulphur 
dioxide coming from the smelter at Trail was occurring and is still 
occurring in the State of Washington. I am advised and am confident 
that so long as sulphur dioxide is present in the State of Washington, 
with concentration sufficiently high to cause what may be contended to 
be “occasional damage” within the meaning of paragraph (g) of the 
answer to Question (5), chronic and cumulative injury will continue 
to occur. I am of the opinion that the recommendation that the 
smelter be required to reduce the amount and concentration of sulphur 
dioxide so that it will do no damage in the United States except occa- 
sional damage as described in paragraph (g) involves a contradiction, 
because pollution which will cause occasional damage will likewise 
cause Injury of a permanent character which can not be classified as 
occasional, | 

If paragraph (g) of the answer to Question (5) were adopted, it 
would undoubtedly be contended that substantial elements of damage 
were thereby eliminated from future consideration. 

Convinced as I am of the consequences of the acceptance of the last 
sentence of paragraph (a) as qualified by paragraph (g) of the answer 
to Question (5), I am sure that the Canadian Government will appre- 
ciate that I could not properly accept, on the part of the United 
States, the recommendations made by the Commission in the answer 
to Question 5 of the Reference. 
Paragraph (0) of the answer to Question (5) reads as follows: 

“The Commission further recommends that the Governments of the 
United States and Canada appoint scientists from the two countries 
to study and report upon the effect of the works erected and contem- 
plated by the Company as aforesaid, on the fumes drifting from said 
smelter into the United States, and also to report from time to time to 
their respective Governments in regard to such further or other works
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or actions, if any, as such scientists may deem necessary on the part 
of the Company to reduce the amount and concentration of such fumes 
to the extent hereinbefore provided for.” 

The acceptance of this part of the Report would require that the 
two Governments designate scientists whose duties would be: 

1. To report upon the effect of the remedial works erected and con- 
templated by the Company, and 

2. To report to the Governments what further or other works or 
actions are necessary on the part of the Company to reduce the amount 
and concentration of sulphur dioxide to the extent recommended by 
the Commission. 

As previously stated, so long as fumigations occur in the State of 

Washington with such frequency, duration and intengity as to cause 
injury there, the conditions precipitated by the operation of the 
smelter are objectionable regardless of the remedial works which 
the Company employs and regardless of the effects of those remedial 
works. The proposal that scientists report on the effect of the re- 
medial works employed by the Company has been considered in dis- 
cussing a recital preliminary to the draft of the Convention proposed 
by the Canadian Government. 

The proposal that the scientists should report what other works or 
actions are necessary on the part of the Company to reduce the 
amount and concentration of sulphur dioxide, would put the United 
States scientists in the position of advising as to what remedial works 
or other action on the part of the Company would restore the air in 
the United States to a condition required by the report. It is my view 
that United States interests are entitled to protection against damage 
and that the Company should be required to abate the nuisance. The 
problem of how the gas is to be controlled at the plant is essentially 
a Canadian problem. Ifthe Report of the Commission, including this 
recommendation, were adopted in a Convention and a scientist repre- 
senting the United States Government reported pursuant to the Con- 
vention that certain action or works were necessary to reduce the 
fumes, and the action or works recommended were taken or provided 
by the Company, the United States would share responsibility for the 
results. The United States is entitled to insist that an isolated agency 
without its borders, which is admitted to be polluting the air within 
its territory, shall desist from so doing. The right so to insist can 
not be conditioned on the giving of aid in the form of advice by scien- 
tists as to ways and means of controlling the nuisance at its source. 
It is to be noted furthermore that the Report, if adopted, would con- 
tain no assurance that the advice of the United States scientists would 
be accepted if given.
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I do not deem it desirable that scientists of the United States under- 
take to measure the effects of the works already installed at the smelter 
or to recommend what additional works or action are necessary. 

It should be observed, too, that paragraph (6) contains no provision 
for deciding the questions on which the scientists are to report in 
the event that they are unable to agree. Should the scientists fail to 
agree, no progress would have been made. Any arrangement which 
does not provide for a final decision of any question which might 
arise can not be regarded as a “permanent settlement” which the 
proposal of the Canadian Government is calculated to effect. 

IT am sure that the Canadian Government will appreciate that it is 
undesirable to accept, on the part of the United States, paragraph 
(6) of the answer made by the Commission to Question 5 of the 
Reference. 

Paragraph (¢) of the answer to Question 5 reads as follows: 

“When the Company has reduced the amount and concentration of 
SO, fumes emitted from its plant at Trail, British Columbia, and 
drifting into the territory of the United States, to a point where it 
claims it will do no damage in the United States, then it shall notify 
the Government of Canada, which shall thereupon forthwith notify 
the Government of the United States, which may then take up the 
matter with the Government of the Dominion of Canada for investi- 
gation and consideration to determine whether or not it has so reduced 
the amount and the concentration of SO,.” 

It is obvious that this paragraph affords no effective means of de- 
termining whether damages have ceased when the Company notifies 
the Canadian Government to that effect. It is believed that intermin- 
able delay, investigation and controversy would result from the adop- 
tion of this recommendation. At any time the Government of the 
United States is convinced that the Company is trespassing on the 
territory of the United States and on the rights of residents and 
property owners in the United States, it is entitled to communicate 
with the Canadian Government regarding the matter. It would be a 
strange arrangement indeed, which would postpone or render inoppor- 
tune such correspondence until the Company took some particular 
action. 

It is not deemed necessary to quote or comment on paragraph (d) of 
the answer to question 5. 

Paragraph (e) of the answer to question 5 reads as follows: 

“This finding and recommendation under Question (5) must be 
read in connection with Questions (1), (2), (3) and (4); that is to 
say, 1f these conditions as above stated, under Question (5) are fully 
met, there will be no future indemnity to pay, that being included in 
the amount of damages embraced under Question (2), except as here- 
inafter provided.”



890 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1934, VOLUME I 

_ It will be observed that this paragraph contemplates that damage 
shall continue in the future. It, in effect, declares that if the remedial 
measures recommended by the Commission are adopted, no further 
damage except occasional damage as described in paragraph (g) 
would occur. Acceptance of this paragraph would entail acquiescence 
in the view that if occasional damage as described in paragraph (7) 
is permitted to continue, other damage would not accrue. No pro- 
vision is made for indemnification if other damage should accrue. 

It is believed that if a condition continues in which occasional dam- 
age as described in paragraph (g) occurs, chronic, cumulative, and 
permanent damage will also occur. Vegetation will be injured, trees 
will continue to die and reforestation will be impossible. The pro- 
posal to prevent all damage except occasional damage is believed 
to be impossible of accomplishment because so long as occasional 
damage occurs, other and permanent damage will occur. 

Paragraph (/) of the answer to question 5 reads as follows: 

“Any future indemnity will arise only if and when these conditions 
and recommendations stated under Question (5) are not complied 
with and fully met, and then only in respect of any damage done 
after the first day of January, 1932, as hereinafter provided.” 

This, in effect, declares that no question of future indemnity will 
arise after the Company complies with the conditions recommended 
by the Commission in answer to the fifth question of the reference. 
It will be recalled that the recommendations of the Commission in 
answer to Question 5 contemplate that occasional damage caused by 
sulphur dioxide carried across the boundary in air pockets or by reason 
of unusual atmospheric conditions shall be permitted to continue, that 
is even after the Company complies with all recommendations, oc- 
casional damage will continue to occur. 

Paragraph (f) of the answer to Question 5 seems to omit provision 
for recovery for damage occurring after the Company complies with 
the prescribed recommendations whether or not the damage be oc- 
casional. The last sentence of paragraph (g) has not been overlooked. 
That sentence seems to be inconsistent with paragraph (/) in so far as 
occasional damage is concerned. Neither paragraph (/) nor any other 
part of the Report makes provision for recovery for damage other 
than occasional damage occurring subsequent to January 1, 1932. 

The recommendation made in paragraph (/) if adopted would omit 
recognition of rights to the enjoyment of which property owners are 
entitled. It is not believed that acceptance of such a recommendation 
can fairly be exacted as a condition to the settlement of the pending 
controversy. 

Paragraph (g) of the answer to Question 5 has been considered in 
discussing the last sentence of paragraph (a).
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In part 2 of the Report, the Commission recommends that the 
$350,000 shall be paid into the Treasury of the United States and 
that the Governor of the State of Washington shall appoint a re- 
sponsible bonded administrator to allot the money to the individual 
claimants and that the money should be disbursed on the certificate 
of the administrator so appointed. The method of allotment proposed 
by the Commission would admit of the development of complications 
which it is the desire of the United States to avoid. The method of 
disbursement proposed does not comport with the laws and accounting 
system of the United States. This part of the Report is therefore 
unacceptable to the United States. 

In part 3 of the Report, the Commission states that counsel for the 
Government of the United States announced that any claim in behalf 
of the Government had been withdrawn and the Commission pro- 
nounced a finding that any claim of the Government of the United 
States for past damage in respect of lands belonging to the Govern- 
ment had been waived. 

The statement that the Government claims had been withdrawn is 
inaccurate. The record of the hearing shows that instead of with- 
drawing Government claims, those claims were expressly reserved. 
The following statement is quoted from the record of the hearing, 
pages 1190 and 1191: | 

“On behalf of the Government of the United States of America, I 
hereby reserve all rights on all lands which the National Government. 
owns or administers in the area under investigation below Trail, 
British Columbia, in the State of Washington and in the United 
States, due to past, present and future cumulative progressive and 
irreparable damage caused by fumes from the stacks of the Consoli- 
dated Mining and Smelting Company of Canada, Limited, at Trail, 
British Columbia. This reservation applies to the national forests, 
to all other reserved public lands, and to the unreserved public domain 
under the control and protection of the Congress of the United States, 
under laws promulgated by the National Congress of the United States 
of America. It also apples to all Indian lands and allotments under 
the general supervision of Congress and of the Department of the 
Interior.” Cy. 

Obviously this part of the Report of the Commission could not be 
accepted by the United States. 

In part 4 of the Report the Commission recommends that Stevens 
County be not regarded as entitled to indemnity for alleged loss of 
taxes by reason of fumes, the claim of the County being regarded by 
the Commission as too remote and indefinite to permit of adjudica- 
tion in the Report. It will be recalled that the Commission had no 
power of adjudication. If this part of the Report were accepted, 
Stevens County, without having had opportunity for adjudication
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of its claim, would be deprived of a remedy. It is not believed that 
the right of Stevens County under the laws of the United States should 
be waived on a basis of the Report of the International Joint Com- 
mission which would be done if that Report were accepted. 

In part 5 of the Report, the Commission announces that it does not 
recommend payment of any indemnity for an alleged loss of trade by 
business men or loss of clientele or income by professional men, such 
claims being determined to be too remote and indefinite to permit an 
adjudication. The comment made with respect to part 4 applies to 
part 5 also. - 

Articiz IT 

Canadian Drafi 

In the second article of the draft convention, the Canadian Govern- 
ment proposes that $350,000 be paid for damage which occurred prior 
to January 1, 1932. The comments made in relation to the failure to 
give reasons for its recommendation as to the amount of damage to be 
paid made in discussing Article I, are pertinent to this proposal. 

The acceptance of the $350,000 was among the proposals made by 
this Government to the Government of Canada. The proposal, how- 
ever, was coupled with other proposals caluculated to bring about an 
abatement of the nuisance. The Canadian Government has not ac- 
cepted the proposals of the United States, has not even discussed 
them in its note of December 26, 1933, but has responded with a series 
of new proposals, the effect of which, if adopted, would be to perpetu- 
ate the nuisance and would render impossible indemnification of 
American interests in adequate measure. 

Article IT of the Canadian proposal could be accepted only as a step 
in making satisfactory arrangements for the abatement of the nui- 
sance in the future and for the payment of indemnity for injuries 
which occurred subsequent to January 1, 1982. 

Articiz ITT 

Canadian Draft 

The first paragraph of this Article embodies paragraph (0) of the 
Commission’s answer to question five of the Reference. Paragraph 
(6) of the answer to question five was considered in discussing herein 
the first article of the convention proposed by the Canadian Govern- 
ment. 

The second paragraph of Article ITI embodies the answer of the 
Commission to question four of the Reference, and paragraphs (/) 
and (g) of the answer to question five. The answer to question four
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and paragraphs (/) and (g) of the answer to question five were fully 

discussed in considering Article I. 
The last sentence of the second paragraph of Article IIT reads as 

follows: 

“For this purpose complaints shall be submitted to the Consolidated 
Mining and Smelting Company and to the scientists there. In the 
event that such claims are not adjusted by the company within a 
reasonable time, they shall make a report thereon to the Governments.” 

This relates to complaints concerning occasional damage. This 
provision taken with other provisions of Article III would impose 
a hardship on complainants, which members of a community can not 
fairly be expected to bear. Under a regime established by this Article, 
it would be necessary for farmers to be on the lookout for occasional 
damage. Some impression of the burden which this necessity would 
impose will be realized when it is considered that there are more than 
100,000 acres of land in the region affected by sulphur dioxide. It 
would be impossible to detect “occasional” injury over so large an 
area. Yet if “occasional” damage were not discovered and com- 
plaints were not promptly filed for every occasional injury, no in- 
demnity whatever could be recovered. 

The Article furthermore would require that complaints be reviewed 
by the company, by the scientists and by the Governments. These 
reviews would necessarily consume considerable time. They would 
put complainants to excessive inconvenience. Even if complainants 
assumed the burden which this article would impose on them, there 
would be no assurance that after the lapse of time which would be 
required to take the successive steps prescribed, there would be any 
assessment of damage. Unless there was a meeting of the minds at 
one of the three stages prescribed, there, of course, would be no as- 
sessment of damage. Yet all the provisions made by the convention 
with respect to damage would have been exhausted. 

Acceptance of Article III would indicate acquiescence in perpetua- 
tion of the nuisance; omit provision for indemnification for substan- 
tial elements of damage; impose unreasonable hardships on United 
States interests; necessitate a repetition of complaints, and make no 
provision for final decision as to damage or any other question which 
might arise. 

The phrase “damage caused by the operation of the Trail Smelter 
after the 1st of January, 1932”, occurring in the second paragraph of 
Article ITI, is worthy of special notice. The phrase as used would 
not include complaints for chronic and cumulative injury, which 
were caused prior to January 1, 1932, but had not become apparent 
prior to that date. The phrase under comment would restrict the 
scope of measures for indemnification.
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. It may be said in summary that Article I of the convention proposed 
by the Canadian Government is not acceptable because it seeks to have 
adopted the Report of the International Joint Commission and thereby 
to give it the effect of a decision while Article [X of the Convention 
of 1909 clearly provides that matters shall be referred for investiga- 
tion and report and expressly declares that reports shall not have 
the effect of awards. 

I am not willing to adopt the Report of the International Joint 
Commission on the Trail Smelter Reference because in my opinion— 

1. The Report does not conform to approved standards which have 
been established for decisions of international tribunals and conse- 
duently is not susceptible of adoption as proposed by the Canadian 

overnment. 
2. The Report as to the amount of indemnity to be paid for damage 

up to January 1, 1932, was made by the Commission in expectation 
of a substantial reduction of damage in the year 1931, which did not 
occur. 

3. The Report if adopted would entail the perpetuation of the nui- 
sance; would omit provision for indemnity for substantial injury oc- 
curing after January 1, 1932, and would otherwise impose unjust 
hardship on United States interest. 

4, The Report defines “damage” in undefined terms; contains pro- 
visions inconsistent with each other; provides for investigation of 
matter with which the United States is not concerned; would, if 
adopted, occasion interminable controversy; and would contain no 
provision for final determination of any question which would arise. 

In my opinion, the features of the Report of the Commission, em- 
phasized above, would favor the trespasser to the prejudice of the 
United States interests affected by the nuisance. 

In stating reasons why the Canadian proposal is not acceptable, 
I have taken a position on questions pertaining to damage, have as- 
serted the view that the nuisance ought of right to abate, and have in- 
dicated that I do not consider that the measures recommended by 
the Commission and proposed by the Canadian Government would 
result in the administration of justice to United States interests. 
From consideration of the note of the Canadian Government, dated 

December 26, 1933, and the contents of this communication, it is 
apparent that the two Governments are not in agreement on some 
points which are material to a just solution of the problem in hand. 
It seems, therefore, to be necessary that some method be adopted by 
which these differences can be finally resolved. I describe below fea- 
tures of three types of agreement, any one of which, I believe, could 
be adopted by the two Governments without prejudice to Canadian 
interests. 

1. A convention providing: 

(a) “If the recording instrument installed and maintained at 
Boundary, Washington, or the recording instrument installed and
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maintained at Northport, Washington, each of which continuously re- 
cords the sulphur dioxide at twenty-minute intervals, records as much 
as one-fifth of one part of sulphur dioxide by volume in one million 
parts of air as often as six times in any twenty-four-hour period or as 
much as one-tenth of one part of sulphur dioxide by volume in one 
million parts of air as often as nine times in any twenty-four-hour 
period in the three months beginning six months after the date of the 
exchange of ratifications of this convention, then the amount of sulphur 
dioxide discharged from the smelter at Trail and the rate of the dis- 
charge shall be reduced so that after the expiration of fifteen months 
from the date of exchange of ratifications of this convention there shall 
not be discharged a sufficient quantity of sulphur dioxide to cause the 
presence at Boundary or Northport, Washington, of as much as one- 
fifth of one part of sulphur dioxide by volume in one million parts of 
air as often as six times in any twenty-four-hour period or as much as 
one-tenth of one part of sulphur dioxide by volume in one million parts 
of air as often as nine times in any twenty-four-hour period.” 

(6) The amount of indemnity which shall be paid for damage oc- 
curring prior to the taking effect of this convention and subsequent 
to that date shall be determined by a jurist who shall not be an Amer- 
ican citizen or a British subject. 

(c) Other details. | 

2, A convention providing: 

(a) That there shall be submitted for final determination to a jur- 
ist who shall not be an American citizen or a British subject the ques- 
tions defined below: 

i. Has injury in the State of Washington resulted from the op- 
eration of the smelter at Trail? : 

ii. If injury in the State of Washington has resulted from the 
operation of the smelter 

| (A) has the smelter ceased to cause injury, and 
(B) shall the smelter be required to refrain from causing in- 

jury in the future? 

iii. If part (B) of the second inquiry is answered in the affirma- 
tive, what is the maximum frequency, duration and concentration | 
of sulphur dioxide visitations which can be permitted in the State 
of Washington, without causing injury ? 

iv. What indemnity shall be paid for the damage occurring 
prior to the date the convention becomes effective and subsequent 
to that date? 

v. Other details. 

3. A convention providing: 

(a) That the sum of $350,000 shall be paid for damage occurring 
prior to January 1, 1932. | 

(6) That there shall be submitted for final determination to a 
jurist who shall not be an American citizen or a British subject ques- 
tions defined below : a 

i. (A) Has the smelter ceased to cause injury in the State of 
Washington since January 1, 1932?
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(B) Shall the smelter be required to refrain from causing 
injury in the future? 

li, If part (B) of the first inquiry is answered in the affirma- 
tive, what is the maximum frequency, duration and concentration 
of sulphur dioxide visitations which can be permitted in the State 
of Washington, without causing injury ? 

ili, What indemnity shall be paid for damage occurring after 
January 1, 1932? 

iv. Other details. 

It will be observed that the first proposal fixes a maximum concen- 
tration of sulphur dioxide which shall be permitted in the State of 
Washington and leaves open for final determination by an impartial 
jurist the entire question of indemnification. The second proposal 
leaves open the questions whether damages have occurred and are 
occurring, whether the nuisance shall be abated, what concentration of 

sulphur dioxide shall be permitted and what indemnification shall be 
paid. The third proposal fixes an indemnity for damage which oc- 
curred prior to January 1, 1932, and leaves for determination by an 
impartial jurist the questions whether the smelter has ceased to cause 
injury subsequent to January 1, 1932, whether the smelter shall be 
required to refrain from causing injury, what concentration of sul- 
phur dioxide shall be permitted and what indemnity shall be paid 
for injury occurring subsequent to January 1, 1932. 

In proposing that rights of American interests under the laws of 
the United States be submitted to an international adjudication, this 
Government is making a concession to Canadian interests. 

Canadian interests have for a number of years been trespassing on 
the territory of the United States and on personal and property rights 
in the State of Washington. The Canadian interests seem to desire 
to continue so to trespass. The two Governments have been engaged 
in endeavoring to adjust the problem presented by this situation. 

Acute, chronic, cumulative and permanent injury has been caused 
and is now being caused in the State of Washington by the presence 
of sulphur dioxide in the air. 

The discharge of sulphur dioxide from the smelter at Trail of the 
Consolidated Mining and Smelting Company in such quantities and 
at such rates as to cause pollution of the air in the State of Washing- 
ton has been at all times and is now wrongful. It ought of right to 
cease. 

I call on the Canadian Government to cause cessation of the pollu- 
tion of the air and to cause adequate indemnification for all damage. 

I feel that in the circumstances it is not too much to hope that the 
Canadian Government will seriously and sympathetically consider 
the proposals which I have offered looking to a solution of the prob- 
lem, the position which I have asserted, and the request I have hereby 
made of the Canadian Government.
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Please communicate the foregoing in writing to the Department of 
External Affairs of Canada,** requesting an early reply. It is desired 
that the Legation follow its note to the Department of External 
Affairs with oral inquiry at short intervals. 

Very truly yours, Cornett Hoi 

711.4215 Air Pollution/458 

The Under Secretary of State (Phillips) to the Minister in 
Canada (fobbins) 

WASHINGTON, January 29, 1934. 

Dear Warren: We sent you on Saturday a long instruction on the 
subject of the Trail Smelter, which seems to cover satisfactorily all 
the points involved so that when the matter gets to Congress the 
Department at least will have gone on record as having proposed some- 
thing definite. I want the Canadians to realize fully that it will get 
into Congress and will raise a hue and cry unless they are willing to do 
something about it. The affair is not by any means confined to the 
representatives in Congress of the State of Washington. Senator 
Borah, among others, is ready to explode and all of us are weary of 
the interminable delays of the Canadians and the accruing damage 
to our people on this side of the border. 

Please do what you can to point out the seriousness of the situation. 
I am asking the Secretary to bring it forcibly to the attention of Her- 
ridge * when he calls upon him this afternoon. 

Sincerely yours, WILLIAM PHILLIPS 

711.4215 Air Pollution/466 

The Mimster in Canada (Robbins) to the Secretary of State 

No. 412 Orrawa, February 17, 1984. 
[Received February 19.] 

Sir: I have the honor to enclose herewith copy of a note which has 
at this moment been received from the Canadian Department of Ex- 

ternal Affairs regarding the Trail Smelter question. It will be ob- 
served that this note deals with the Canadian proposal and the question 
in general, but does not cover specifically the three suggestions con- 
tained in the Department’s instruction No. 194 of January 27, 1984, 
which are to be dealt with in a subsequent communication. 

I am informed by Mr. Read, Legal Adviser of the Department of 
External Affairs, that Mr. Crowe, the Solicitor for the Consolidated 

* Communicated as note No. 172, January 30, 1984. 
* William D. Herridge, Canadian Minister to the United States. 

7911183—51——63
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Smelting Company, was to have arrived here today by airplane from 
Trail to discuss this matter. Up to this time he has not arrived but 
Mr. Read thought that at the latest he would be here Monday, Febru- 
ary 19th, and the discussion would then be begun between the Smelter 
and the Canadian Government on the three plans contained in the 
Department’s instruction. 

Respectfully yours, Warren D. Rogaine 

[Enclosure] 

The Canadian Secretary of State for External Affairs (Bennett)* 
to the American Minister (Robbins) 

No. 13 Orrawa, February 17, 1934. 

Sir: I have the honour to acknowledge receipt of your note No. 172, 
dated the 30th January, 1934, setting forth the views of your Gov- 
ernment with regard to the Trail Smelter question. 

2. These representations have been carefully considered, and the 

Canadian Government is disappointed to learn that your Government 
is proposing to reject the unanimous recommendations of the Inter- 

national Joint Commission in this matter. Before proceeding to a 
detailed consideration of the questions raised by your note, it is 
necessary to state the position of the Canadian Government in re- 
spect to the present controversy. 

8. The Trail Smelter problem has resulted from the incidental ef- 
fect of the expansion of the industries conducted by the Consolidated 
Mining and Smelting Company at Trail, in the Province of British 
Columbia. This Company has been conducting smelter operations 
for many years at Trail, operating under authority of legislation of 
the Province of British Columbia. When the smelter was first es- 
tablished, the Columbia Valley, south of the international boundary, 
was not a distinctively agricultural district, but a smelter area. The 
smelter at Northport, Washington, had been in existence for some 

time, though it subsequently discontinued operations. In the course 
of the development of the Company’s business, the plants were from 
time to time expanded, with a resultant series of increases in the 
amount of sulphur dioxide emitted from the stacks at Trail. By 
reason of the unusual conformation of the Columbia Valley, and the 
special atmospheric conditions prevalent in that region, sulphur 
dioxide diffused in the air has been carried from time to time down 
the Columbia Valley where, admittedly, it has caused some damage in 
the State of Washington. The extent of the area within which dam- 

* Also, Canadian Prime Minister. 
* Based on Department's instruction No. 194, January 27, p. 874.



CANADA 899 

age has been caused, the intensity of injury, and its evaluation in 
monetary terms, have been in dispute for some years. 

4. The first occasion on which this matter was brought to the atten- 
tion of the Canadian Government was in a letter from the United 
States Consulate General at Ottawa, dated the 30th June, 1927. In 
the two or three years preceding this date, complaints were made by 
aggrieved individuals, to the Company, many of which were settled 
by friendly agreement. Such a method of settlement became imprac- 
ticable, for reasons which it would be unprofitable to discuss at the 
present stage. When similar problems arise in the case of other 
smelters in Canada and the United States, a permanent and satisfac- 
tory solution is normally to be found in the acquisition, by purchase 
or otherwise, of smoke easements. In the present case, this course 
was prevented by the provision of the Constitution of the State of 
Washington, which prohibits the acquisition of interests in real estate 
by alien persons or corporations. 

5. It is to be observed that this matter was neither a dispute between 
the two Governments, nor a claim by United States citizens against 
the Canadian Government. It did not come within any of the or- 
dinary well-known categories of international arbitration. It was 
a case in which a Canadian corporation carrying on, in British Colum- 
bia and elsewhere, an ordinary legitimate, industrial undertaking, was 
alleged to be committing a tort, or series of torts, against more than 
one United States citizen in the State of Washington. The torts were 
in the nature of private nuisances, involving recurrent, but not con- 
tinuing, injury. 

6. When the matter was brought to the attention of the Canadian 
Government, two courses were open, both of which would have been 
in accordance with recognized international usages. 

7. The simplest course would have been to point out that the alleged 
facts complained of were civil and not international wrongs. The 
complainants, if they were unable to obtain satisfactory settlements 
by agreement, could always seek redress in the manner appropriate 
to a civil dispute between individuals in one country claiming to be 
injured by a corporate enterprise operating in another country. 

8. When complaints were made by the United States Government, 
it would have been open to the Canadian Government to disclaim in- 
ternational responsibility and to remit the claimants to their ordinary 

legal remedies. Such a course could not have been brought into ques- 
tion, because 1t would have been in accordance with the accepted prin- 
ciples of International Law. 

9. The second course was proposed by the Government of the United 
States. They suggested that the question at issue should be referred 
to the International Joint Commission. The Canadian Government
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appreciated the practical difficulties that arise when a number of in- 
dividuals claim that they are each suffering a small amount of injury 
caused by an alleged wrong-doer in another country. The Canadian 
Government thought that it would not be in accordance with the spirit 
of friendly international co-operation that has animated the two Gov- 
ernments (particularly in dealing with boundary problems), to adopt 
a rigid legalistic attitude and to stand on its strict rights under Inter- 
national Law. It was recognized that the avenues available under 
existing treaties between the two countries should be explored, with 
a view to obtaining a friendly, neighbourly and fair solution to the 
problem. It was in such a spirit that the Canadian Government 
concurred in your Government’s proposal. Accordingly, pursuant 
to the provisions of Article IX of the Boundary Waters Treaty 1909,°* 
a joint governmental reference to the International Joint Commission 
was made on the 7th August, 1928.% 

10. The Canadian Government having joined in the reference made 
by your Government was, of course, aware that the proceeding under 
Article IX of the Boundary Waters Treaty 1909, was not technically 
a submission of the question for adjudication. As is indicated on 
Pages 6-8 of your note, the United States Government takes the 
same position. 

11. Notwithstanding that both Governments recognize that the Re- 
port of the Commission is not technically an “award”, it is impossible 
to overlook the general character of the problem, the nature of the 
proceedings, the attitude taken by both Governments and by the inter- 
ested parties throughout and the length of time that has elapsed since 
the evidence was first taken. The controversy was referred to a dis- 
tinguished and competent International Commission for examination 
and report. The object of the reference was stated in the United 
States Legations’s Vote Verbale of the 20th July, 1928, in the fol- 
lowing words: 

“The purpose of the Government of the United States is to have the 
matter referred to the International Joint Commission, in a form 
which will admit of the Commission recommending a solution fair to 
all parties concerned.” 

In order that the minds of the Commissioners might be directed to the 
exact problems to be dealt with, the matter was referred in the form 
of specific questions to which answers were requested. Extensive in- 
vestigations were made by groups of scientists, representing the two 
Governments, in 1928, 1929 and 1930, and also by independent groups 

* Foreign Relations, 1910, p. 532. 
* See telegram No. 108, August 7, 1928, to the Chargé in Canada, ibid., 1928, 

vol. 1, p. 97. 
*” Not printed, but see ibtd., p. 94, footnote 62.
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of experts acting on behalf of the Company. Hearings were held at 

Northport, Washington, on October 9th and 10th, 1928; at Washing- 

ton, D. C., February 2ist, April 2nd, 12th, 18th and 22nd, 1929; at 
Nelson, on November 4th, 1929; and again at Washington, D. C. from 

January 22nd to February 12th, 1930. At these hearings, the claim- 

ants, the Company, and the two Governments were represented by 
counsel, and testimony of claimants, of scientists appointed by the two 

Governments and by the Company, and of other witnesses, was heard. 
The Commission was aided by independent investigations conducted 

during the season of 1929, by Dean Howes of the University of Alberta, 
and by Dean Millar of the University of Idaho. ‘There was oral argu- 
ment by counsel for the claimants, for the Company and the two 
Governments, and printed briefs were filed. Following the hearings, 
the Commission had a number of executive sessions and ultimately 
embodied its recommendations in a unanimous report dated the 
28th February, 1931, giving definite answers to the questions that 
had been referred by the Governments. 

12. In the course of the investigation, the Company outlined defi- 
nite projects for remedial works. They were designed to reduce the 
output of sulphur dioxide at the smelter to a point where, apart from 
occasional and abnormal atmospheric conditions, no damage could be 
caused in the State of Washington. This project was studied by an 
eminent scientist, representing the Government of the United States, 
who reported to the Commission and commended it as an earnest and 
even courageous effort to solve the problem. Recommendations that 
the Company proceed with and complete the proposed works were 
embodied in the unanimous Report of the Commission. It may be 
pointed out that the Company did not await the recommendations of 
the Commission before proceeding with the remedial works. Con- 
struction was commenced and carried on during the inquiry, with a 
view to eliminating injury at the earliest possible moment. The Com- 
pany has expended more than ten millions of dollars on the construc- 
tion of these works and in this matter it was certainly largely influ- 
enced by the general approval of the United States Government expert 

and of the Commission. 
13. In view of the foregoing considerations, only the strongest — 

grounds could justify the rejection of the recommendations embodied 
in the Report of the Commission. Referring again to the purpose of 
the reference as stated above, it appears that the Report of the Com- 
mission completely fulfils the objects that the Government of the 
United States had in mind in proposing the reference; objects which, 
I may say, were shared by the Canadian Government. It is submitted 
that the report recommends “a solution fair to all parties concerned.” 

14, A number of detailed objections have been raised in your note, 
which do not relate to the essential character of the recommendations.
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They are based upon doubts as to the true meaning of the provisions, 
and dissatisfaction with certain aspects of the methods recommended 
by the Commissioner for settling the questions necessarily arising sub- 
sequent to the Report. It is hoped that your Government will see fit 
to reconsider the matter, with a view to accepting the Report and 
embodying the essential provisions with such clarification of meaning 
and adjustment of method as are desirable in the form of an inter- 
national agreement. With this end in view, it is necessary to give 
consideration to points which have been raised in your note and which 
seem to be based upon a misunderstanding of the Report and its im- 
plications, and of other aspects of the problem. ‘These points may be 

dealt with in order :— 

First—On Pages 2 and 3, including the fifth and sixth paragraphs 
of the note, objection is taken to a proposed inquiry into the effect 

of the remedial works, upon the ground that it would involve investi- 
gation of the nature and character of the works and their operation. 
This was not the intention either of the draft agreement or of the 
Report. The only effect of the works which is relevant is their effect 
upon the output of sulphur dioxide at Trail and the consequential 
effect in the State of Washington. It was intended to provide for 

- an inquiry into the extent to which the causing of damage in the 
State of Washington had been lessened or eliminated. If there is any 
ambiguity on this point, either in the Report of the Commission or 
in the draft agreement, it can be eliminated in drafting. This point 
recurs throughout the note. The objection being one relating solely 
to interpretation, can be overcome by removing the ambiguity in draft- 
ing the agreement which, of course, would be the governing instru- 
ment. 

Second—In the seventh paragraph of the note, on Page 3, it is 
stated that harmful fumigations have continued throughout 1932 and 
1933. Similarly, throughout the note will be found a number of 
statements to the effect that damage has been caused in the State of 

Washington since the first day of January, 1932. It appears to be 
assumed that the Canadian Government ought to accept this state- 
ment without any question and that it is a point upon which there 
could be no difference of opinion. The question whether damage has 
been caused in the State of Washington since the first day of January, 
1932, and the extent and character of such damage, are the crucial 
issues in this case. It is hoped that your Government, learning that 
the existence of damage in that period is a contested rather than a 
conceded issue, will recognize the necessity for having this issue 
determined, either in the manner contemplated by the report of the 
Commission, or by some equally satisfactory and effective method.
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L’hird—There also appears to be misunderstanding as to the charac- 
ter of the investigations which are designed to settle these contested 

questions of fact. Both the specific provisions of your note and its 
general tenor exhibit your justifiable reluctance to have settlement 
postponed and a new investigation commenced. The Canadian Gov- 
ernment shares this reluctance, and it is thought that possibly its sug- 
gestions may have been misunderstood. It is the view of the Canadian 
Government that the proposal of the Commission for determining 
whether or not damage has been eliminated in the State of Washington 
would be expeditious, inexpensive and effective. The Report contem- 
plates that each Government would appoint an eminent scientist, of 
unquestionable integrity and competence. They would be furnished 
the data that is available from all sources. They would, then, probably, 
have the information necessary for finally determining this question. 

Small gaps in the data could readily be supplemented by these scien- 
tists who could have assigned to them for that purpose staffs from the 
public services of the two countries. The possibility of needing to sup- 
plement such data is remote, in view of the extensive character of the 
investigations that have already been conducted. It is also thought 
that the possibility of these scientists failing to agree is remote, and 
that, if such a contingency should arise, the two Governments could 
effectively and promptly deal with the matter. It is assumed, of 
course, that the United States Government will not expect the Cana- 
dian Government to accept an ex parte determination of the crucial 
issues. 

This point, however, relates solely to method and it is unlikely that 
there will be any difficulty in finding a method that will be entirely 
satisfactory to both Governments. 
Fourth—In the fourteenth paragraph of your note, on Page 5, you 

assume that the Canadian Government was suggesting that the inquiry 
be limited to the effect of the fumigations in March and April of last 
year. The proposal was intended to involve consideration and treat- 
ment of all instances and types of injury, in accordance with the Report 
of the Commission. Any ambiguity can readily be eliminated in 
drafting an agreement. 
fifth—In Paragraphs 25 to 29 of your note, on Pages 9 to 11, objec- 

tion is taken to the failure of the Commission to present reasons for 
judgment on the question of damages. This omission is one for which 
the Canadian Government cannot accept any responsibility. In the 
course of the hearing, adequate and complete evidence as to the mone- 
tary quantum of damages was presented by Canadian interests, but no 
expert evidence on this point was presented by or on behalf of United 
States interests. Indeed, the United States experts refused to give 
any evidence on the question of quantum of damages. The only
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expert evidence on this point, apart from that presented by the Com- 
pany, was the report by Deans Millar and Howes, referred to above, 
which would have justified a finding of not more than $50,000. The 
Commission probably went further than legal principles would justify 
in making a generous award that might reasonably be expected to 
satisfy the injured persons and to make ample allowance for the period 
up to the end of 1931, and their action in so doing is to be commended, 
rather than criticised. 
Sixth—In Paragraphs 30 to 40, on Pages 11 to 18 of your note, 

reference is made to the works built by the Company, and to the concen- 
trations in 1930 and 1931. There is a general reference to conditions 
in 1932 and 1983, and a specific reference to a concentration in March 
of the latter year. It is pointed out that the Commission fixed the 
amount of damage in anticipation of a substantial reduction, if not 

elimination, within the year 1931, of damage from fumes. It is stated 
that severe injury continued through 1931. There seems to be a mis- 
understanding of the general scheme for reducing fumes and of the 
Commission’s assumption in this matter. It was contemplated that 
the remedial works, which were under construction at the date of the 
Report, would come into operation in the course of the year 1931, and 
that they would be fully effective by the end of that year. It vas 
assumed that damage would continue throughout the year 1931, beca ase 
the works could not be effective until they were completely in opera- 
tion. Accordingly, the references to concentrations of sulphur dioxide 
and damage conditions in 1931, which are being paid for out of the 
$350,000, are irrelevant. The only relevant question relates to con- 
ditions and damage in 1932 and subsequent years,—that is to the period 
of time within which the works were fully in operation. There ure, 
it is true, two references in your note to specific fumigations subsequent 
to the 1st January, 1932, and there are general references to atnios- 
pheric conditions and to damage within that period. 

It may be observed that the complete elimination of sulphur dioxide 
from the atmosphere in the State of Washington was not regarded as 
practicable or necessary. The Report of the Commission contem- 
plated that remedial measures would accomplish the reduction of 
sulphur dioxide output to the point where there would be no damage, 
apart from occasional injury, caused by abnormal atmospheric con- 
ditions. It could not reasonably be expected that conditions would be 
made better than those prevalent in the agricultural areas adjacent to 
industrial centres where sulphur dioxide is present and concentrations 
comparable to those found in the Northport area. 

The same misunderstanding recurs in the discussion of the third 
question, paragraphs 43 to 46, on Pages 14 and 15 of the note.
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Seventh—The fourth question is stated in Paragraph 47, and dis- 
cussed in Paragraphs 48 to 55, inclusive, of your note. 

In Paragraph 51, it is suggested that injuries caused by fumigations 
prior to January Ist, 1932, but which were not apparent on that date, 
are excluded. Such injuries are paid for out of the $350,000 which 
covers all injuries caused up to that date. The only real danger is that, 
practically, it will be impossible to prove that injury which becomes 
apparent after that date, has been caused before, so that it is certain 
that the Company will be required to pay twice in some instances, 
This is an obvious and inevitable defect, but one which is favourable 
to the position of the claimants. 

Your general objection to the recommendations of the Commission 
under this question, relate to the preliminary notification of the 
Company, and the method of settlement. The objection, that pre- 
liminary notification with a view to affording an opportunity for settle- 
ment by agreement would cause unnecessary delay, can readily be 
overcome. It is the view of the Canadian Government that the Com- 
mission’s recommendation would facilitate, rather than delay settle- 
ment. However, to meet the objection, provision could be made for 
filing claims with the agency charged with the determination of 
compensation. That agency could notify the Company and the two 
Governments. 

With regard to the method of settlement, your Government’s desire 
for prompt and expeditious adjustment and payment is shared by 
the Canadian Government. It was thought that if any difficulty 
arose in effecting settlement by agreement, the two Governments had 
ample powers to establish the necessary machinery. The problem 
to be dealt with is one of settlement of occasional instances of injury, 
where the damage in each case would probably not exceed a few dol- 
lars; and there are good grounds for not converting these compara- 
tively small claims into international arbitrations. It is unlikely that 
there will be any difficulty in devising a solution of this aspect of the 
question that will be acceptable to both Governments, and to all of the 
interests concerned. 

Eighth—The fifth question is stated in Paragraph 56, and in Para- 
graphs 57 to 65, on Pages 19 to 22 of your note, the matters dealt 
with in Paragraphs (a) and (g) of the Commission’s recommenda- 
tions under this question are discussed. 

The fear is expressed, particularly in Paragraph 53 of your note, 
that chronic, cumulative and permanent injury will continue in Wash- 
ington, even after “damage”, as defined in the Report, has ceased 
to be caused in that State by the operations of the Smelter. The 
Canadian Government cannot admit that chronic, permanent and
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cumulative injury is being or will be continued in Washington. The 
question whether such injury is being or will be caused to interests 
in Washington is one that must be determined by some competent 
and impartial body, presumably the agency which will be constituted 
under the proposed agreement. 

The objection is taken that the definition of damage in (g) nulli- 
fies the provisions of (a) which, if not restricted by the definition, 
would provide for absolute elimination of damage. Further, objec- 
tion is taken to the vagueness of the terms used in defining damage 
in (g). Here, again, if there is ambiguity, there should be no diffi- 
culty in removing it in drafting. It is thought, however, that the 
agency which is charged with the duty of determining whether the 
remedial works have eliminated damage in the State of Washington 
will have no difficulty in applying the definition as given. 

Apart from the question of interpretation, your note seems to sug- 
gest that the Government should endeavour to bring about a settlement 
which would exclude the possibility even of slight and occasional 
injury caused by abnormal atmospheric conditions. This matter 
was discussed before the Commission, and it is clear from the evidence 
submitted that such a proposal would be tantamount to a shut-down 
of the smelter. A rule which would make the Company a guarantor 
that under no conditions would pockets of gas be carried across the 
border, under penalty of a shut-down of the plant, would be impossible. 
It would involve a far more rigid regime than has been imposed upon 
any smelter in either of the two Countries. It would be particularly 
unjust in the present instance, in which the Company has already 
expended more than ten millions of dollars upon projects designed to 
bring about a substantial and practical elimination of injury to United 

. States interests. No Court in either country would impose such a 
harsh and oppressive rule. I have no doubt that your Government 
will agree that the practical elimination of damage is a satisfactory 
solution to the problem, and that no rule should be adopted which 
would involve the destruction of the industry. A principle should not 
be established in this case which would potentially involve a shutting 
down of existing industries of various types in industrial communities 
and sterilizing future development within a broad zone in the 
Dominion of Canada and the United States of America, stretching 
from coast to coast along the international boundary-line. 
Ninth—The recommendations of the Commission under the fifth 

question, as set forth in (0), and particularly the appointment of 
scientists and their function, are discussed in Paragraphs 66 to 72, 
Pages 22 to 24 of your note. Reference is made to the possibility 
that they might not agree, but it may be pointed out that the two Gov- 
ernments have ample powers to deal with this problem if it arises. In
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any event, it is unlikely that there will be any difficulty in devising a 
solution of this aspect of the question that will be acceptable to both 
Governments and to all of the interests concerned. 

With regard to the function of the scientists, there seems to be the 
same misunderstanding to which reference has already been made. 
They would be interested in only one question, namely,—whether the 
works presently in operation have eliminated “damage” and, if not, 
what further works are necessary in order to accomplish this object. 
Any ambiguity can be eliminated in drafting. 
Tenth—In Paragraph 73, objection is taken to the recommendations 

of the Commission under (c) in dealing with the fifth question. This - 
is a Simple, common-sense provision that when the Company has com- 
pleted remedial works involving an expenditure of more than ten 
millions of dollars, and brought the matter to a point where the Com- 
pany thinks that no further damage is being caused, the Company 
shall notify the Government of Canada, in order that the two Gov- 
ernments may look into the matter and see whether the Company’s 
claims are well founded. It was not intended, by implication or other- 
wise, to prohibit the United States from making complaints as to 
damage; and here again, if there is ambiguity it can be removed in 
drafting. 

Hleventh—Paragraphs 76, 77 and 78, on Pages 25 and 26 of your 
note, discuss (¢) of the answer to question five. Objection is taken 

that the terms of (e) provide that no future indemnity is to be paid, 
apart from that provided for in (g), namely, compensation for 
occasional damage. This objection seems also to be based upon a 
misapprehension as to the true meaning of this part of the Report. 
If chronic, cumulative and permanent damage continues, it cannot 
be said that “damage” has been eliminated. With regard to the view 
that occasional instances of damage will involve chronic, cumulative 
and permanent damage, that, of course, is a contested issue. 

T'welfth—Paragraphs 79 to 82 discuss (f) of the answer to question 
five. The objections are based upon implications which are difficult 
to justify either by the general tenor or the particular language of 
the Report. There should be no difficulty in removing any ambiguity 
when an agreement is drafted. 

Thirteenth—In Paragraph 84 of your note, objection is taken to the 
method of distribution of the sum of $350,000 which was recommended. ; 
The Canadian Government has no interest in this aspect of the 
problem and will concur in any method of distribution desired by the 
Government of the United States. 
Fourteenth—Paragraphs 85 to 87 relate to the position taken in the 

hearing with regard to the claim of the Government of the United
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States. In the part of the record following the quotation set forth 
in your note, will be found a statement :— 

“Mr. McCumpner. For that reason you do not wish the Commission 
to pass judgment upon the damages that have accrued to these 
properties ? 

“Mr. Murpock. Precisely.” 

There has not been time to make a detailed examination of the Record 
in order to ascertain whether any further statement[s] were made 
on this point. The Government of the United States did not present 
any claims before the Commission in this matter, in respect to federal 
property, and there can be no difficulty in rectifying this point in any 
manner that is justified by the Record. 
Fifteenth—In Paragraphs 88 and 89, reference is made to the claims 

on behalf of Stevens County and on behalf of business men and pro- 
fessional men which were rejected by the Commission. These claims 
were not based upon any recognized legal principle, and the unani- . 
mous report of the Commission followed the ordinary rules of law 
and recommended their rejection. 
Sixteenth—Paragraphs 90, 91 and 92, on Pages 29 and 30, refer to 

Article 2 of the Canadian draft. It is pointed out that the United 
States Government cannot accept the amount specified, save as a part 
of a general scheme based upon a complete revision of the rest of the 
report. 

Similarly, the Canadian Government could not accept this determi- 
nation of the amount, save as a part of the general friendly settlement 
of a difficult problem. It is hoped, however, that it may be possible 
to achieve such a settlement. 
Seventeenth—Paragraphs 93 to 99, discuss Article 3 of the Canadian 

draft, and repeat the objections already made to the same principles 
as embodied in the Report of the Commission. These have already 
been dealt with under the preceding points. 

15. Paragraph 101, on Pages 32 and 33, summarises the reasons 
for the rejection of the Report of the Commission. The objections 
have been dealt with, in considering the preceding points. It is grati- 
fying to observe that the objections leave intact the basic elements of 
the recommendations of the Commission which, it is submitted, fully 
realize the express desire of the United States Government that the 
reference should result in a recommendation and “a solution fair to 
all parties concerned.” 

16. The basic elements in the recommendations are as follows :— 

First—Adequate and generous compensation to interests in the 
State of Washington, for damages up to the Ist January, 1932, as- 
sessed at the amount of $350,000.
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Second—Recognition that the industries operated at Trail, upon 
which the livelihood of so many citizens of this Country depend, 
should receive fair and just consideration; and that the operations of 
the industry should not be curtailed and shut down merely because 
occasional instances of injury may arise, caused by abnormal atmos- 
pheric conditions. 

T hird—Recognition that the position of farmers and other property 
holders in the State of Washington must be protected by the curtail- 
ment of the output of sulphur dioxide at the Trail Smelter, to the 
point where damage in the State of Washington, caused by the oper- 
ations of such smelter, will be practically eliminated and where the 
only instances of injury will be the occasional instances referred to 
in the preceding paragraph. 
Fourth—Recognition that compensation must be made to any in- 

terest in the State of Washington damaged in any manner by sulphur 
dioxide from the Trail Smelter after the first day of January, 1932, 
even though such damage may have been caused by circumstances 
beyond the control of the Company. 
fifth—Recognition that adequate measures must be taken to insure 

that these results are achieved and that a settlement must be completed 
and carried out that is fair to all parties concerned. 

17. Accordingly, it is confidently hoped that it may be possible for 
the two Governments concerned to come to an agreement involving 
the retention of these basic principles that will adequately meet all 
valid objections raised in your note. 

18. The Canadian Government is giving careful consideration to the 
specific proposals that are set forth in Paragraph 104 of your note, on 
Pages 32 to 35, and discussed in Paragraph 105, on Pages 35 and 36. 
I shall, shortly, communicate to you the views of the Canadian Gov- 
ernment with regard tothem. Meanwhile, I hope that you will bring 
the foregoing considerations to the attention of the Government of the 
United States, with a view to ascertaining whether it is not possible to 
achieve the results that both Governments desire by the negotiation of 
an agreement based upon the acceptance of the general principles of the 
Report of the International Joint Commission, with such clarification 
and adjustment of its provisions as may be necessary to bring about “a 
solution fair to all parties concerned.” 

The parties concerned are not merely those immediately interested 
in the solution of the present problem. The peoples of both countries 
are concerned to maintain and extend the established agencies for the 
solution of boundary disputes. The United States has long held a 
foremost place in the advocacy of international arbitration. Through 
the conclusion and execution of the Boundary Waters Treaty it has 
co-operated in building up on the North American continent one of 
the most distinctive and significant experiments in this field. The In- 
ternational Joint Commission, established as a permanent body of
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citizens of the two countries empowered to investigate and in some 
instances adjudicate upon a wide range of issues arising out of intimate 
relationships along the common boundary, is an embodiment and an 
instrument of our common standards of neighbourly intercourse. I 
am sure your Government will agree that it would be calamitous to 
weaken the position of the Commission and imperil the future of this 
North American experiment by rejecting outright, save upon grave 
and plainly evident grounds, its unanimous recommendation upon any 
question. We trust that it will be found possible for both Govern- 
ments to preserve the advantages of adhering to orderly and es- 
tablished arbitral procedure, while giving every consideration to sug- 
gestions for equitable and practical adjustments. 

Accept [etc. | R. B. BENNETT 

711.4215 Air Pollution/468 

The Minister in Canada (Robbins) to the Secretary of State 

No. 424 Orrawa, February 24, 1934. 
[Received February 26. | 

Sir: I have the honor to transmit herewith copies of a note received 
this morning from the Secretary of State for External Affairs on the 
subject of the Trail Smelter question. | 

Respectfully yours, Warren D. Roseins 

[Enclosure ] 

The Canadian Secretary of State for External Affairs (Bennett) 
to the American Minister (Robbins) 

No. 15 Orrawa, February 22, 1934. 

Sir: I have the honour to refer to my note No. 13, dated the 17th 
February, 1934, and to make further reference to your note No. 172, 
dated the 30th January, 1934; both relating to the Trail Smelter 
question. 

2. In the eighteenth paragraph of my note, I referred to the specific 
proposals which were set forth in your note on Pages 32-35, and 
intimated that I intended shortly to communicate to you the views 
of the Canadian Government with regard to them. 

3. In the meantime, the Canadian Government has been able to give 
consideration to the specific proposals, and particularly to the third 
proposal which is set forth on Page 35 of your note. It is unneces- 
sary to recount the objections that might be raised to the first 
two proposals, in view of the probability that a satisfactory solution,
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acceptable to both Governments, can be found along the lines indi- 

cated by the third proposal. 
4. In considering the third proposal I am assuming that it indi- 

cates the basis of a convention, rather than the precise words that 
would be used in drafting the convention. Accordingly, my obser- 
vations with regard to your proposal will be directed to suggestions 
for amplifying the basic elements of the proposal and to comments 

of an explanatory character. 
5. The first part of your proposal is set forth in Clause (a) -— 

“(a) That the sum of $350,000 shall be paid for damage occurring 
prior to January 1, 1932.” 

This part of the proposal is acceptable and the Canadian Govern- 
ment, as has been intimated in my note, would be prepared to concur 
in such provisions for payment as will result in a method of distri- 
bution acceptable to the Government of the United States. 

6. The second part of your proposal is set forth in Clause (6) :— 

“(6) That there shall be submitted for final determination to a 
jurist who shall not be an American citizen or a British subject ques- 
tions defined below: 

i. (A) Has the smelter ceased to cause injury in the State of 
Washington since January 1, 1932? 

(B) Shall the smelter be required to refrain from causing 
injury in the future? 

ui. If part (B) of the first inquiry is answered in the affirma- 
tive, what is the maximum frequency, duration and concentration 
of sulphur dioxide visitations which can be permitted in the 
State of Washington, without causing injury? 

iii. What indemnity shall be paid for damage occurring after 
January 1, 1932? 

iv. Other details.” 

This part of your proposal is based in principle upon a neutral 
determination of the contested issues, and it is necessary to consider 
both the method of determination and also the issues which are set 
forth in Subclauses (i, 11, iii). 

7. Considering, first, the question of method, I have already pointed 
out in my note that the Canadian Government is prepared to make 
every effort to meet the views of your Government with regard to 
methods of determining the issues, and, to this end, will accept the 
principle of neutral determination of the contested issues. At the 
same time it is desirable to explore the different types of tribunal that 
might be devised for this purpose. A consideration of the nature of 
the issues, and particularly of their scientific and technical aspects, 
suggests that the method of determination by a single arbiter would 
be unlikely to prove satisfactory. It would be particularly unsatis-
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factory if the arbiter is a jurist faced with the necessity of dealing 
with highly technical and scientific issues. It is the view of the 
Canadian Government that the most satisfactory tribunal for dealing 
with such issues (assuming that the idea of having them investigated 
by a board of scientists is not followed) would be a tribunal with a 
neutral umpire, assisted by either two or four scientists, an equal 
number appointed by each of the Governments. It would be under- 
stood, of course, that the nominees would be scientists of repute, na- 
tionals of the nominating country, but not drawn from their public 
services and not associated, either directly or indirectly, with the 
present controversy. With such a tribunal, a fair and competent de- 
termination of the issues could reasonably be expected. 

8. In the second place, it is necessary to consider the issues as out- 
lined in your proposal under Clauses (i, ii, iii). 

| The Canadian Government is in agreement with the general out- 
line of the issues that should be determined. There are, however, 
some points that require careful consideration when their terms are 
definitely settled. It is desirable, at this stage, to avoid even a possi- 
bility of misunderstanding and, with that end in view, I shall proceed 
to set forth the observations of the Canadian Government with regard 
to the individual questions. 

9. Subclause (i) sets forth, under two headings, (A) and (B), the 
two main questions that are to be referred to the tribunal. The first 
question is,— 

“Has the smelter ceased to cause injury in the State of Washington 
since January 1, 1932?” 

The use of the word “injury” is likely to cause misunderstanding 
which should be removed when the actual terms of the issue are settled 
for inclusion in the Convention. In order to avoid such misunder- 
standing, it would seem to be desirable to use the word “damage” in 

| place of “injury” and further, either to define the word actually used 
by a definition to be incorporated in the Convention, or else by refer- 
ence to the general principles of the law which are applied by the 

Courts in the two countries in dealing with cognate matters. Indeed, 
the Canadian Government would be entirely satisfied to refer the 

tribunal to the principles of law as recognized and applied by the 
Courts of the United States of America in such matters. 

| 10. The second main question is,— 

“Shall the Smelter be required to refrain from causing injury in 
the future?” 

With regard to this question, the same observations can be made as in 
the preceding paragraph. Here, again, the use of the word “damage” 
is suggested and the inclusion of either a definition or a reference to
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the jurisprudence of the two countries, or even of the United States 
of America. 

11. The third question which is set forth in Subclause (ii), is 
subject to the same observations with regard to the use of the word 
“injury”. It is necessary that the tribunal should have a definition 
that could usefully be adopted as a basis for its decision. Further, 
it is desirable that a tribunal in considering the advisability of the 
establishment of a schedule of frequencies should give consideration 
to the problem that is inherent in this question. That problem arises 
from the ever present possibility that, owing to uncontrollable cir- 
cumstances, isolated instances of damage may result. Assuming the 
establishment of a reasonable schedule by the tribunal and the con- 
duct of operations by the Smelter in due compliance with such sched- 
ule, there is always a possibility that an abnormal combination of 
atmospheric conditions may result in damage. The tribunal should 
address itself to this aspect of the problem in order that there may 
be a solution fair to all parties concerned. 

12. The fourth question, which is set forth in Subclause (iii) is en- 
tirely satisfactory in substance. From the formal point of view, in 
its present form it implies that damage has occurred since January 
1, 1982, but that difficulty can be overcome in drafting. 

18. Apart from these questions there will, of course, be other de- 
tails which can be considered later. It may, however, be pointed 
out that it will be desirable to give the tribunal the power to con- 
duct such investigations as it may find to be necessary. It is not an- 
ticipated that such investigations will be necessary, but, in the event 
that the evidence presented on behalf of the two Governments or the 
interested parties, discloses a difference of opinion, it would be most 
unfortunate if the tribunal lacked the power to make such independent 
inquiries as were necessary to settle these possible points of difference. 
Further, the door might well be left open to the two Governments to 
devise some simpler method of dealing with the situation that arises 
in either of two events namely, in the event that the tribunal decides 
that no damage has been caused since January 1, 1932, or in the event 
that the tribunal decides that damage has been caused and recommends 
a schedule for further reduction in the frequency duration and con- 
centration of sulphur dioxide visitations and that such reduction has 
been brought about pursuant to the recommendation. In such event, 
contingencies subsequently arising might be met without continuing 
existence of the tribunal. 

14, It is hoped that your Government will recognize that these 
suggestions do not involve any departure in principle from the main 
lines of your third proposal and that they may prove acceptable. 
Further, they avoid the necessity for rejecting the Report of the Inter- 
national Joint Commission. Your third proposal, fairly construed, 

791113—51——-64
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can be regarded as a modification of the methods for dealing with mat- 
ters necessarily left undetermined by the Commission, preserving 
those fundamental elements in the Commission’s Report which have 
met with the approval of both Governments. The Canadian Gov- 
ernment, in indicating its willingness to go this far in seeking a fair 
solution of the problem, does not desire to be understood as conceding 
that this is an international question in the strict sense. The sugges- 
tions are made without prejudice to the position as stated in Para- 
graphs 5 to 8, inclusive, of my note. They are made in accordance 
with the general policy as outlined in Paragraph 9 of my note and as 
being a further attempt to explore all possible avenues, with.a view 
to obtaining a friendly neighbourly and fair solution to the problem. 

Accept [etc. | R. B. Bennerr 

711.4215 Air Pollution/468 

Memorandum by Mr. Jacob A. Metzger of the Office of the Legal 
| Adviser 

{Wasuineton,] February 26, 1934. 

On receipt of despatch No. 424 of February 24, 1934, from the Amer- 
ican Legation at Ottawa, transmitting a copy of a note dated Febru- 
ary 22, 19384, which the Legation received from the Department of 
External Affairs of Canada accepting in principle the third proposal 
made in the Department’s No. 194 of January 27 to the American Lega- 
tion at Ottawa, I discussed the matter with Mr. Hackworth.*° 

I expressed the view that there was no objection to having one or 
two scientists on each side to assist the judge but that it was unde- 
sirable to provide in the agreement any limitation on the selection of 
the scientists. I stated further that I thought that the Canadian 
note offered favorable prospect of being able to get together although 
I could foresee possibilities of difficulties in reducing the generalities 
in which both sides had expressed themselves to concrete language in 
convention form. I expressed the view that it would be useless to go 
to Ottawa until the matter of the personnel of the tribunal was cleared 
up. 

Shortly after noon, Mr. Hackworth informed me that he had dis- 
cussed the matter with Mr. Moore *t who had taken the position that 
we could not agree to any provision in the proposed agreement limiting 

the parties in the selection of scientists. 
About 3 p. m. today I called Mr. Boal # at Ottawa and explained 

to him that while we were glad to acquiesce in the suggestion that one 

“Green H. Hackworth, Legal Adviser. 
“R. Walton Moore, Assistant Secretary of State. 
“Pierre de L. Boal, First Secretary of the American Legation.
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or two scientists be supplied on each side to assist the umpire, we were 
not willing to place any limitation on the selection of the scientists. 
We would agree to have scientists associated with the judge but both 
sides should be free to make their own selection without limitation of 
any kind. I added that the United States, of course, would select 
the most competent men available. 

I informed Mr. Boal that if the Canadians concurred in the matter 
of selecting scientists, I would be permitted to go to Ottawa and 
that there was no use going until this point had been cleared up. I 
added that I thought that other points would yield to discussion. 

711.42157 Air Pollution /466 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in Canada (Robbins) 

No. 259 Wasuineton, March 14, 1934. 

Sir: I acknowledge the receipt of your despatch No. 412 of Febru- 
ary 17, 1984, transmitting a copy of a note received from the Secretary 
of State for External Affairs of Canada in reply to the communica- 
tion which you were directed by instruction No. 194 of January 27, 
1984, to address to the Canadian Government in regard to the Trail 
Smelter matter. 

I desire at the outset to express appreciation of the prompt attention 
given to the Legation’s note of January 30, 1938 [1934], by the 
Canadian Government. | | 

I shall refer, in numerical order, to the paragraphs of the note of 
the Secretary of State for External Affairs. 

1-2. It is not deemed necessary to discuss the first and second para- 
graphs of the note. _ 

3. The only comment which I desire to make in regard to the third 
paragraph is that I cannot acquiesce in the statement contained 

therein that when the smelter was first established at Trail the Colum- 
bia Valley south of the international boundary was not a distinctively 
agricultural district but was a smelter area. 

4. I offer no comment in regard to the fourth paragraph. 
5. I do not acquiesce in the view suggested in paragraph five that 

the matter was not one to be dealt with by the two Governments, nor 
do I concur in the statement contained in the fifth paragraph that 
the injury in the State of Washington was not a continuing injury. 

6-8. J do not concur in the view expressed in paragraphs six to 
eight that a statement on the part of the Canadian Government that 
United States interests injured by the operation of the smelter could 
seek redress in the Canadian courts would have constituted a sufficient 
or an appropriate answer to a complaint by the Government of the
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United States, nor do I agree that it would have been appropriate 
for the Canadian Government to disclaim responsibility in the 
circumstances. 

9. I offer no comment in regard to paragraph nine except to observe 
that the position stated in paragraph eight that the Canadian 
Government could have disclaimed responsibility in the premises is 

suggested in paragraph nine. 
10-12. I offer no comment on paragraphs ten to twelve. 
13. With respect to the statement made in paragraph thirteen that 

only the strongest grounds could justify the rejection of the report of 
the International Joint Commission and that the report recommends 
“a solution fair to all parties concerned”, it may be stated that the 
report of the Commission is not acceptable to the Government of the 
United States for reasons stated in instruction No. 194 of January 27, 
1934. I feel that the reasons summarized at page thirty-two of that 
instruction constitute strong grounds. I regret my inability to con- 
cur in this view of the Canadian Government that the report recom- 
mended “a solution fair to all parties concerned.” 

14. I do not find myself in accord with the statement made in para- 
graph fourteen that detailed objections raised in instruction No. 194 
of January 27, 1934, did not relate to the essential character of the 
recommendation. One of the detailed reasons emphasized in instruc- 
tion No. 194 was that the Commission in fixing three hundred and 
fifty thousand dollars as the amount to be paid for past damages acted 
on the expectation that damage would be greatly reduced or eliminated 
in 1931. The answer of the Commission to the Third question of the 
reference clearly indicates that the Commission entertained that ex- 
pectation. Iam convinced that the expected reduction in damage did 
not occur. This relates to the essential character of the recom- 
mendation. 
Among the reasons stated in instruction No. 194 why the report of 

the Commission was not acceptable was that if paragraph g of the 
answer to question five were adopted, it would undoubtedly be con- 
tended that substantial elements of damage were thereby eliminated 
from future consideration. This relates to the essential character of 
the recommendations. 

The reasons why the Government of the United States is unwilling 
to adopt the report of the International Joint Commission were sum- 
marized at page thirty-two of instruction No. 194. I do not regard 
the reasons assigned as unrelated to the essential character of the 
recommendations. 

With respect to the statement made in paragraph fourteen that the 
detailed objections were based on doubts as to the true meaning of the 
provisions of the report, it may be said that, while some of the provi-
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sions of the report are uncertain of meaning, other provisions are 
clear of meaning and are not acceptable notwithstanding the absence 
of ambiguity. | 

With respect to the expression contained in paragraph fourteen of 
the hope that the Government of the United States would reconsider 
the matter with a view to accepting the report and embodying the 
essential provisions with such clarification of meaning and adjustment 
of method as are desirable in the form of an international agreement, 
it may be observed that in the note of December 26, 1933,** the Canadian 
Government proposed the acceptance of the report in its entirety. It 
is not clear what the Canadian Government regards as essential provi- 
sions distinguished from provisions which may not be regarded as 
essential nor is it apparent how the two Governments can clarify the 
meaning of the report. Since it appears that the Canadian Govern- 
ment is under the impression that the reasons assigned on the part of 
the Government of the United States for being unwilling to accept the 
report of the Commission are attributable to misunderstanding of the 
meaning of the report, I shall be glad to consider any concrete proposal 
which the Canadian Government feels would have the effect of remov- 
ing the misunderstanding and of counteracting the reasons stated in 
instruction No. 194. 

The first point stated under paragraph fourteen seems to indicate 
that it is thought that the unwillingness of the Government of the 
United States to accept the proposal that an investigation be made 
into the effect of the remedial works installed at the smelter is attrib- 
utable to the uncertainty of the meaning of that proposal. I do not 
feel that the proposal of the Canadian Government that the effect of 
the remedial works be investigated was uncertain in meaning. 

The reasons why this proposal is not acceptable were stated fully in 
instruction No. 194. As stated in that instruction, it is the view of the 
Government of the United States that acute, chronic, cumulative and 
permanent injury has been done and is continuing in the State of 
Washington. 

It may be added that, in order to ascertain the effect of the remedial 
works, it would be necessary to inquire what conditions would have 
been if the remedial works had not been put into operation. The 
Government of the United States has no interest in knowing what 
conditions might have been if remedial works had not been installed, 
but is concerned with conditions as they actually have been and as they 
actually are and with bringing about cessation of injury and ade- 
quate indemnification. 

The questions which the Government of the United States desires to 
have answered are indicated by the three proposals made on pages 

* Foreign Relations, 1933, vol. 11, p. 62.
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thirty-three to thirty-five of the instruction No. 194. The proper pur- 
poses of the Government of the United States to deal with conditions 
as they actually have been and as they actually are and to bring about 
cessation of injury and adequate indemnification should be accom- 
plished without consuming time and exerting effort to ascertain what 

conditions in the State of Washington might have been if a regime 
different than what actually obtained had been maintained. 

The Government of the United States does not object to the Canadian 
Government studying the effect of the remedial works, but is unwilling 
to postpone an arrangement for indemnification and for termination 
of injury until its studies are concluded. 

In discussing the second point stated under paragraph fourteen of 
the Canadian note, it is stated that it appears to be assumed that the 
Canadian Government ought to accept without question the state- 
ments contained in instruction No. 194 to the effect that damage has 
been caused in the State of Washington since January 1, 1932. This 
statement occasions no little surprise. On page eighteen of instruc- 
tion No. 194, I stated: 

“T do not ask or expect that any questions which arise shall of neces- 
sity be decided in accordance with the contentions of United States 
interests. J assume that Canada would not expect that any questions 
relevant to the present controversy shall necessarily be decided in ac- 
cordance with the contentions of Canadian interests. I am willing 
that any relevant questions shall be submitted to a neutral jurist or 
tribunal for final determination.” 

The first proposal made in instruction No. 194 of January 27, 1984, 
beginning at page thirty-three of that instruction, left open for final 
determination by an impartial jurist the entire question of indemnifi- 
cation. The second proposal, beginning on page thirty-four of that 
instruction, left open the questions whether damages have occurred 
and are occurring, whether the nuisance shall be abated, what concen- 

+ tration of sulphur dioxide should be permitted and what indemnifica- 
tion should be paid. The third proposal, found on page thirty-five 
of the instruction, fixed an indemnity for damage which occurred prior 
to January 1, 1932, and left for determination by an impartial jurist 
the questions whether the smelter had ceased to cause injury subsequent 
to January 1, 1932, whether the smelter should be required to refrain 
from causing injury, what concentration of sulphur dioxide should be 
permitted and what indemnity should be paid for injury occurring 
subsequent to January 1, 1932. 

Considering the lengths to which I have gone to propose a fair solu- 
tion of this controversy and the express declaration that I did not 
expect that any question which would arise should of necessity be 
determined in accordance with the contentions of United States inter- 
ests, I exceedingly regret that the Canadian Government should have
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gained the impression that the Government of the United States 
assumed that any statement of position made on its behalf with respect 
to the pending controversy should be accepted by the Canadian Gov- 
ernment without question. — 

I repeat that I am willing that any question relevant to this long 
standing controversy shall be submitted to a neutral jurist or tribunal 
for final determination. 

Third. In view of the comment made with respect to the first and 
second points stated under paragraph fourteen of the Canadian note, 
discussion of the third point seems to be unnecessary. 

Fourth. I have no comment to offer on the fourth point stated 
under paragraph fourteen of the Canadian note. 

Fifth. Extended discussion of the fifth point stated under para- 
graph fourteen of the Canadian note is deemed unnecessary. It is in 
order, however, to state that the paragraphs of the Legation’s note to 
which reference is made in the fifth point were used in stating reasons 
why the proposal of the Canadian Government that the report of the 
Commission be incorporated in a convention was not acceptable to the 
Government of the United States. The following statement was made 
in instruction No. 194 in opening the discussion on Article 1 of the draft 
convention proposed by the Canadian Government: 

“It is proposed by this article that the two Governments shall accept 
the Report of the International Joint Commission incorporated in a 
convention and undertake to carry out the obligations under the Report. 
This proposal of the Canadian Government necessitates a full and 
frank statement of the attitude of the Government of the United States 
with respect to the Report of the International Joint Commission on 
the Trail Smelter reference.” 

Attention may be called also to the following statement made on 
page eight of instruction No. 194. 

“The proposal of the Canadian Government, however, necessitates 
the acceptance of the Report in its entirety by the Government of the 
United States or the rejection of it. Ifthe Report is not accepted, the 
Canadian proposal leaves no alternative but to reject it and to state 
reasons for so doing.” . : , 

Sixth. The statement made in the sixth point under paragraph 
fourteen of the Canadian note that “it was assumed that damage would 
continue throughout the year 1931 because the works could not be 
effective until they were completely in operation” arrests attention. 
Comment on this statement is deemed to be unnecessary beyond set- 
ting out in relation to it the answer made in the report on the third 
question of the reference, which reads as follows: | | 

“Provided that the Company having commenced the installation 
and operation of works for the reduction of such fumes proceeds with 
such works and carries out the recommendation of the Commission
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set forth in answer to question (5), the damage from such fumes should 
be greatly reduced if not entirely eliminated by the end of the present 
year. 

It will be recalled that the report of the Commission was rendered 
on February 28, 1931. 

Seventh. The statement made in the seventh point under paragraph 
fourteen of the Canadian note to the effect that injuries caused prior 
to January 1, 1932, but which were not apparent on that date, were 
included in the $350,000 is noted. Inasmuch as no portion of the 
report of the Commission has been adopted, it is probably useless here 
to indulge in further discussion as to the meaning of the report. It 
may be stated, however, that the Government of the United States 
does not share the view that the Commission appraised and included 
in the lump sum of $350,000 damage which had not occurred and 
which was not apparent prior to January 1, 1932. 

With respect to the last paragraph of the seventh point stated 
under paragraph fourteen, it may be said that the statement there made 
as to damage reveals a concept of the damage problem wholly at vari- 
ance with the views entertained on the part of the Government of the 
United States. 

The Canadian Government seems to envisage only occasional in- 
stances of injury. As stated on page 21 of instruction No. 194 of 
January 27, 1933 [7934]: 

“I am advised by experts and am convinced that for a considerable 
time before the stacks were elevated at the smelter, chronic, cumula- 
tive and permanent injury as well as acute damage caused by sulphur 
dioxide coming from the smelter at Trail was occurring and is still 
occurring in the State of Washington.” 

It should be added that any project which does not comprehend 
all aspects of damage would inflict an unconscionable injury on United 
States interests affected by the operation of the smelter at Trail and 
would be unacceptable to the Government of the United States. 

To avert giving the impression that I assume that the Canadian 
Government ought to accept any assertion of position without question, 
I hasten to reiterate that I do not ask or expect that any questions which 
arise shall of necessity be decided in accordance with the contentions of 
United States interests. 

Eighth. In the eighth point stated under paragraph fourteen of the 
Canadian note, issue is taken with the position stated in instruction 
194 that chronic, permanent and cumulative injury is being done in 

the State of Washington, and it is stated that the question whether 
such injury is being done or will be caused is one that must be deter- 
mined by some competent and impartial body, presumably the agency
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which will be constituted under the proposed agreement. With this 
observation I am happy to express full accord. 
With respect to the last paragraph of the eighth point, it may be 

stated that the effective abatement of damage and adequate indemnity 
for damage caused is the objective of the Government of the United 
States. It is apparent that there are differences of opinion between 
the two Governments as to what would constitute effective abatement 
and what would constitute adequate indemnity. These differences, like 
the question whether chronic, permanent and cumulative injury is 
occurring, should be submitted to the impartial body referred to by 
the Canadian Government. 

Ninth and Tenth. It is deemed unnecessary now further to comment 
on the ninth and tenth points stated under paragraph fourteen of the 

Canadian note. 
Eleventh. With respect to the observation made in the eleventh 

point stated under paragraph fourteen of the Canadian note that the 
view that occasional instances of damage would involve chronic, cumu- 
lative and permanent damage is a contested issue, it may be said that 
the report of the Commission made no provision for indemnification 
for chronic, cumulative and permanent injury. This omission con- 
stituted a serious objection to the report. In view of the statement 
made in the eighth point under paragraph fourteen of the Canadian 
note that the question whether chronic, permanent and cumulative 
injury is being done or will be continued is one to be determined by 
some competent and impartial body, with which I agree, further dis- 
cussion of the eleventh point is deemed unnecessary. 

Twelfth to Fourteenth. No comment is offered on the twelfth, thir- 
teenth and fourteenth points stated under paragraph fourteen of the 
Canadian note. 

Fifteenth. As to the statement made in the fifteenth point stated 
under paragraph fourteen of the Canadian note that the claims on 
behalf of Stevens County and on behalf of business men and profes- 
sional men were not based on any recognized legal principle, it may 
be said that the Commission did not reveal that reason for rejecting 
the claims. 

Sixteenth and Seventeenth. Nocomment is deemed necessary on the 
sixteenth and seventeenth points stated under paragraph fourteen of 
the Canadian note. 

15-17. As to paragraphs 15 to 17 of the Canadian note, it may be re- 
iterated that the objective of the Government of the United States 
is to bring about cessation of injury and adequate indemnification. I 
feel that any arrangement short of cessation of injury and adequate 
indemnification would not constitute “a solution fair to all parties 
concerned”, |
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My attitude with respect to the acceptance of the $350,000 for 
damage which occurred prior to January 1, 1932, was stated at page 
thirty of instruction No. 194. I am not prepared to acquiesce in the 
Canadian declaration that the sum of $850,000 would constitute ade- 

quate and generous compensation. 

My views regarding “occasional damage”, “air pockets” and “un- 
usual atmospheric conditions” are stated on page twenty-one of instruc- 
tion No. 194. I do not desire to make any commitment which would 
interfere with the attainment of cessation of injury and adequate in- 

demnification. If any point is definitely determined in the proposed 
agreement, it should be done consistently with cessation of injury and 
adequate indemnification. Any submission of a question or questions 
to an impartial body for decision should admit of determination in 
accordance with the same objectives. 

18. I, of course, have no desire to impair the usefulness of the Inter- 
national Joint Commission. I do not feel that failure to accept the 
advisory expressions of that body should impair the usefulness of the 
Commission. While for reasons stated in instruction No. 194, I do not 
feel that the report of the Commission on the Smelter Reference is ac- 
ceptable, yet I consider that the reference of the matter to the Commis- 
sion was far from useless. The Commission conducted a most thorough 
investigation and brought to view much information which was in- 

dispensable to a proper consideration of the problem precipitated by 
the operation of the smelter at Trail. 

It appears from the communication of the Canadian Government 
that it is felt that most of the reasons given in instruction No. 194 
why the proposal of the Canadian Government is not acceptable are 
attributable to misunderstandings and that the Canadian Government 
is under the impression that the objections can be removed by inter- 
pretation of various provisions of the report of the Commission and 
of the Canadian proposal. I shall be glad to consider any concrete 
proposal which the Canadian Government desires to offer with 
a view to removing the objections which were voiced in instruction 
No. 194. 

I am sure that it is unnecessary further to emphasize the urgency 
of the matter. 

Please communicate the foregoing to the Department for External 
Affairs of Canada. 

The note of February 22, 1934, from the Department of External 
Affairs of Canada, copy of which accompanied your despatch No. 
494 of February 24, 1934, is the subject of conversations at Ottawa. 
I shall defer answering that note until the outcome of those con- 
versations 1s known. 

Very truly yours, For the Secretary of State: 
Wr114m Pairs
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711.4215 Air Pollution/492 

The Minister in Canada (Robbins) to the Secretary of State 

No. 517 | Orrawa, April 11, 19384. 
| [Received April 13.] 

Sir: I have the honor to refer to previous correspondence on the 

subject of the Trail Smelter question and to transmit herewith copy 

of a note on this subject received this morning from the Secretary 

of State for External Affairs. 
Respectfully yours, Warren D. Ropsins 

[Enclosure] 

The Canadian Secretary of State for External Affairs (Bennett) to 

the American Minister (Robbins) 

No. 26 Orrawa, April 10, 1934. 

Sir: I have the honour to invite further reference to your note No. 
172, dated the 30th January, 1934, and to my notes Nos. 13 and 15, 
dated the 17th and 22nd February, respectively, all relating to the 

Trail Smelter question. 
Substantial progress has already been made by representatives of 

the Department of External Affairs and the Department of State of 
the United States, in preparing a draft convention along the general 
lines suggested in your note No. 172, and in my note No. 15, referred 
to above. A new aspect of the problem, however, has arisen, which 
suggests the necessity of some further consideration before the terms 
of the draft convention can be settled for submission to the two 

Governments. 
In my note No. 13, referred to above, when discussing the feasibility 

of the complete elimination of damage, it was pointed out that a 
principle should not be established in this case which would potentially 
involve a shutting down of existing industries of various types in 
industrial communities, and sterilizing further development, within 
a broad zone, in the Dominion of Canada and the United States of 
America, stretching from coast to coast along the international 
boundary-line. In your note No. 172, and particularly on pages 33, 
34, and 35, 1t is contemplated that the proposed convention should 
provide for the establishment—after adjudication either by a neutral 
arbitrator or by a tribunal with a neutral chairman—of the maximum 
frequency, duration and concentration of sulphur dioxide visitation 
which might be permitted in the State of Washington without caus- 
ing injury. It was assumed, of course, that the maximum thus estab- 
lished would govern not only cases in which sulphur dioxide was drift-
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ing across the international boundary from Canada into the United 
States, but also cases in which sulphur dioxide was drifting across 
the international boundary-line from the United States into Canada. 

In order to explore the possible effect of the establishment of such 
a regime in other parts of the international boundary-line, experi- 
ments have been conducted on behalf of the Canadian Government for 

the purpose of surveying the drifting of sulphur dioxide into settled 
portions of the Dominion of Canada, at other parts of the interna- 

tional frontier. Preliminary studies have been made of the drifting 
of sulphur dioxide from the industrial area of Detroit, and it has 
been ascertained that substantial concentrations of sulphur dioxide are 
being sent across the international boundary-line from the Detroit in- 
dustrial areas. So far, it has not been practicable to make investiga- 

tions at other points, such as the Niagara frontier, or to complete the 
Detroit investigations. It has, however, been proved that the drifting 

of smoke from the Detroit area far exceeds the limits proposed in your 
note on pages 33 and 34, and that, in respect to maximum concentra- 

tion at any rate, it is more serious than any of the conditions referred 

to on pages 12 and 18 of your note. Indeed, the maximum concentra- 
tion so far established on the Canadian side of the international boun- 
dary-line opposite Detroit, exceeds the maximum concentration that 
has been found at any time in the Northport area by either the United 
States or Canadian investigators. 

This condition is so serious that it suggests the necessity for further 
inquiries before finally determining the scope of the proposed investi- 

gation. 
It would obviously be a serious matter for the industrial communi- 

ties at Detroit, Buffalo and elsewhere on the international boundary- 
line, to have established a rule which would make it impossible for 
them to continue their industrial activity. There may well be in- 
stances where Canadian industries, other than that conducted at the 
Trail Smelter, might equally be prejudiced by the establishment of 
such a rule. 

If the further investigations, which are being conducted, establish 

other instances where sulphur dioxide is being emitted from industrial 

plants so as to drift across the international boundary-line, it may 
well be necessary to extend the scope of the proposed convention so as 
to enable the tribunal to inquire into these other instances and to es- 

tablish the measures of compensation and the rules which are suit- 

able for the regulation, in this respect, of industrial activity at all 
points in the vicinity of the international boundary-line. 

Accept [etc. | R. B. BENNETT
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711.4215 Air Pollution/468 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in Canada (Robbins) 

No. 300 WasuinetTon, April 14, 1934. 

Sir: Referring to the Legation’s despatch No. 424 of February 24, 
1934, and to the enclosure which accompanied that despatch, I en- 
close herewith two copies of a draft of a proposed convention which 
was drawn subject to further consideration and change when Mr. 
J. E. Read of the Canadian Department for External Affairs was 
in Washington, from March 10 to March 14, 1984. 

As indicated above, the proposed convention was drawn subject to 
further consideration and change. It is felt after further considera- 
tion and in the light of developments that it would be desirable to 
make some changes in the proposed agreement. 

A report on the condition of the atmosphere in Stevens County 
for the period from February 1 to February 20, 1984, has now been 
received. I regret to note that the report of the automatic recorders 
at Northport, Washington, and Boundary, Washington, reveal that a 
very unsatisfactory condition obtained. The presence of sulphur 
dioxide was recorded at Northport on ninety-five percent of the days 
and seventy-seven percent of the hours. The maximum concentration 
of sulphur dioxide which was recorded in the twenty days was .69 
p.p.m. The longest visitation of sulphur dioxide continued 98.67 
hours. 

At Boundary, sulphur dioxide was present ninety-five percent of 
the days and sixty-nine percent of the hours. The highest concentra- 
tion of sulphur dioxide was 1.35 p.p.m. The longest visitation of 
sulphur dioxide continued 44.33 hours. 

The sum of $350,000 is deemed inadequate indemnification for the 
period up to January 1, 1932, and, in view of increasing intensity 
of visitations of sulphur dioxide and of the delay experienced in com- 
ing to an agreement to adjust this difficulty, I feel that the sum men- 
tioned ought not to be accepted, and that the whole question of dam- 
ages ought to be submitted to the proposed Tribunal for determina- 

tion. I feel, moreover, that the first question stated in Article ITI 
of the draft of the proposed agreement would not admit of adequate 
protection of United States interests. 

Accordingly, I propose that the substance of Article I be omitted 
from the agreement, and that the three questions included in Article 
III be stated as follows: 

1. Is the Trail Smelter required by law to refrain from causing 
injury in the state of Washington in the future? 

2. Same as in the proposed agreement.
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3. What indemnity shall be paid for damage which occurred prior 
to the date this convention becomes effective and which occurs subse- 
quent to that date? 

With the changes suggested above the proposed agreement would 
admit of the adjudication by an impartial tribunal on a basis of legal 
right of the question of abatement and the question of damage from 
the time injury in the State of Washington began. I am sure that 
the Canadian Government will agree that United States interests are 
entitled to a full and impartial adjudication on a basis of legal right 
of all questions arising out of the presence in the State of Washing- 
ton of sulphur dioxide from the Smelter at Trail. Any arrangement 
which would not admit of a full and impartial adjudication would be 
prejudicial to injured United States interests. Such an adjudication 
would be eminently fair to the trespassers. 

Other changes in the proposed agreement are suggested as follows: 

It is desired that the word “practice” be omitted from Article IV 
of the proposed convention. This omission would admit of having 
the questions decided in accordance with law. 

I feel that the three months’ period mentioned in Article IT within 
which the non-national judge is to be selected, would require the 
making of a choice at an unnecessarily early date, considering the 
length of time which, according to Article V, would elapse before 
the case would be submitted to the Tribunal. 

There would seem to be no occasion to agree on the non-national 
judge or to request the President of the Permanent Administrative 
Council of the Permanent Court of Arbitration to select one until the 
first pleadings were exchanged which, according to Article V, would 
be nine months after the exchange of ratifications of the convention. 
It is suggested, therefore, that nine months might be substituted for 
three months in Article IT of the draft. This period, of course, could 
be shortened should it for any reason be desirable to shorten the 
period for the first exchange of pleadings prescribed in Article V. 
Depending upon the conditions obtaining when and if the proposed 

convention is signed, it may be desirable to provide a somewhat shorter 
period for making the first exchange of pleadings. This change might 
be desirable should the proposed convention not be signed in time to 
admit of its presentation to the Senate to obtain the advice and con- 
sent of that body to ratification in the present session of Congress. 

For the convenience of the Government of the United States in ap- 
| portioning any indemnity which the Tribunal awards, it is desired that 

a paragraph reading as follows be added to Article III of the pro- 
posed agreement : 

“The indemnity which the Tribunal decides, pursuant to the 
third question stated in Article ITT, to be payable shall be paid 
to the Secretary of State of the United States to be deposited in 
the United States Treasury.” 

I am sure that the Canadian Government appreciates the necessity 
of finding an early solution of this matter. United States Senators
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and Members of Congress from the State of Washington are deeply 
concerned about the delay in reaching an agreement. The matter is 
of such character as to require immediate adjustment. I hope that 
the Canadian Government can see its way to give the matter immediate 
attention, and that the proposed agreement, modified as suggested 
above, may be signed in time to submit it to the United States Senate 
for the advice and consent of that body to ratification before the 
present session of the Congress adjourns. Unless the agreement is 
signed within a month, it is improbable that the consent of the Senate 
to ratification can be obtained before adjournment. 

Please communicate with the Department for External Affairs in 
the sense of the foregoing and urge expeditious action. Follow the 
matter closely and report developments. 

If you have not communicated to the Department for External 
Affairs the contents of instruction No. 259 of March 14, 1934, please 
do so forthwith. 

Very truly yours, For the Secretary of State: 
Witi1am Pris 

[Enclosure ] 

Tentative Draft Convention Agreed Upon by Mr. J. A. Metzger of the 
Office of the Legal Adviser, Department of State, and Mr. J. E. 

| Read, Legal Adviser to the Canadian Department for External 
Affairs 

Whereas the Government of the United States has complained to 
the.Government of Canada that fumes discharged from the smelter 
of the Consolidated Mining and Smelter Company, at Trail, British 
Columbia, have been causing damage in the State of Washington; 
Whereas the International Joint Commission established pursuant 

to the convention of January 11, 1909, between the United States and 
Great Britain investigated problems arising from the operation of 
the smelter at Trail and rendered a report and recommendations 
thereon dated February 28, 1931; and 

_ Whereas the desirability and necessity of affecting a permanent 
settlement of the problems arising from the drifting of sulphur 
dioxide from the smelter into the State of Washington is recognized : 

The President of the United States and His Majesty for the 
Dominion of Canada have named as their respective plenipotentiaries: 

The President of the United States of America— 
His Majesty for the Dominion of Canada— 

Who, after having communicated to each other their respective full 
powers found in good and due form, have agreed upon the following 
articles :
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ARTICLE | 

The Government of Canada will cause to be paid into the Treasury 
of the United States at Washington, within three months after ratifica- 
tions of this Convention have been exchanged, the sum of three hundred 
and fifty thousand dollars, United States currency, in payment of all 
damage which occurred in the United States, prior to the first day 
of January, 1932, as a result of the operation of the Trail Smelter. 

Articts IT 

The Governments mutually agree to constitute a tribunal, herein- 
| after referred to as “the Tribunal”, for the purpose of deciding the 

questions referred to it under the provisions of Article III of this 
Convention. The Tribunal shall consist of a chairman and two na- 
tional members. 

The chairman shall be a jurist of repute who is neither a British 
subject nor a citizen of the United States. He shall be chosen by the 
Governments, or, in the event of failure to reach agreement within 
three months after the exchange of ratification of this Convention, 
by the President of the Permanent Administrative Council of the 
Permanent Court of Arbitration at The Hague described in Article 
49 of the Convention for the Pacific Settlement of International 
Disputes concluded at The Hague on October 18, 1907. 

The two national members shall be jurists or scientists of repute, 
who have not been associated, directly or indirectly, in the present 
controversy. One member shall be chosen by each of the Govern- 
ments. 

The Governments may each designate a scientist to assist the Tri- 
bunal. 

Articrs ITT 

The Tribunal shall finally decide the questions hereinafter referred 
to as “the Questions” set forth hereunder, namely, 

(1) Shall the Trail Smelter be required to refrain from causing in- 
jury in the State of Washington in the future and if so, to what extent? 

(2) What is the maximum frequency, duration and concentration 
of sulphur dioxide visitations which can be permitted in the State of 
Washington in accordance with the decision of the preceding ques- 
tion ¢ 

(3) What indemnity shall be paid for damage, if any, which has 
occurred or may occur after January 1, 1932? 

Articte TV 

The tribunal shall apply the law and practice followed in dealing 
with cognate questions in the United States of America as well as 

“ Foreign Relations, 1907, pt. 2, p. 1181.
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International Law and Practice, and shall give consideration to the 
desire of the High Contracting Parties to reach a solution just to all 
parties concerned. 

ARTICLE V 

The procedure in this adjudication shall be as follows: 

1. Within nine months from the date of the exchange of ratifications 
of this agreement the Agent for the Government of the United States 
shall present to the Agent for the Government of Canada a statement 
of the facts on which the Government of the United States rests its 
complaint and petition; 

2. Within a like period of nine months from the date on which this 
agreement becomes effective, as aforesaid, the Agent for the Govern- 
ment of Canada shall present to the Agent for the Government of the 
United States a statement of facts relied upon by the Government of 
Canada, together with the supporting evidence; 

3. Within three months from the date on which the exchange of 
statements and evidence provided for in paragraphs 1 and 2 of this 
Article is completed each Agent shall present in the manner prescribed 
by paragraphs 1 and 2 an answer to the statement of the other with 
any additional evidence and such argument as he may desire to submit. 

ArticLte VI 

When the development of the record is completed in accordance with 
Article V hereof the Government of the United States and the Gov- 
ernment of Canada shall forthwith cause to be forwarded to each 
member of the Tribunal a complete set of the statements, answers, 
evidence and arguments presented by their respective Agents to each 
other. 

ArticLte VII 

After the delivery of the record to the members of the Tribunal in 
accordance with Article VI the Tribunal shall convene at a time and 
place to be agreed upon by the two Governments for the purpose of 
deciding upon such further procedure as it may be deemed necessary 
to take. In determinating upon such further procedure and arranging 
subsequent meetings, the Tribunal will consider the individual or joint 
requests of the Agents of the two Governments. 

. ARTICLE VIII 

The Tribunal shall hear such representations and shall receive and 
consider such evidence, oral or documentary, as may be presented by 
the Governments or by interested parties, and for that purpose shall 
have power to administer oaths. The Tribunal shall have authority 
to make such investigations as it may deem necessary and expedient 
consistent with other provisions of this agreement. 

791118—51——-65
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Arricis IX 

The Chairman shall preside at all hearings and other meetings of 
the Tribunal, and shall rule upon all questions of evidence and proce- 
dure. In reaching a final determination of each or any of the Ques- 
tions, the Chairman and the two members shall each have one vote, 
and in the event of difference, the opinion of the majority shall prevail, 
and the dissent of the Chairman or member as the case may be, shall 
be recorded. 

In the event that no two members of the Tribunal agree on a ques- 
tion the Chairman shall make the decision. 

ARTICLE X 

The Tribunal shall report to the Governments its decisions and 
reasons therefor as soon as it has reached its conclusions in respect to 
the Questions, and within a period of three months after the conclu- 
sion of proceedings. Such period may be extended by agreement of 
the two Governments. 

Upon receiving such report, the Governments may make arrange- 
ments for the disposition of subsequent aspects of the third Question, 
and it shall not be necessary for that purpose to continue the Tribunal. 

Arrictz XI 

The Government of Canada undertakes to take such action as may 
be necessary in order to ensure due performance of the obligations 
undertaken hereunder, in compliance with the decision of the Tribunal. 

Articte XIT 

Each Government shall pay the expenses of the presentation and 
conduct of its case before the Tribunal and the expenses of its national 
member and scientific assistant. 

All other expenses which by their nature are a charge on both 
Governments, including the honorarium of the neutral member of 
the Tribunal, shall be borne by the two Governments in equal moieties. 

Articte XIII 

This agreement shall be ratified in accordance with the constitu- 
tional forms of the Contracting Parties and shall take effect imme- 
diately upon the exchange of ratifications, which shall take place at 
....... as soon as possible. 

In WITNESS WHEREOF, the respective Plenipotentiaries have signed 

this agreement and have hereunto affixed their seals. 

Done in duplicate at.......this.....dayof..... nine- 

teen hundred and thirty-four.
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711.4215 Air Pollution/499 

The Chargé in Canada (Boal) to the Secretary of State 

No. 533 | Orrawa, April 17, 1934. 
[Received April 23. ] 

Str: I have the honor to refer to the Department’s instruction No. 
300 of April 14, 1934, relative to the Trail Smelter question, and to 
report that in compliance therewith I have addressed a note to the 
Canadian Department of External Affairs embodying the observations 
set forth in the Department’s instruction No. 259 of March 14, 1934. 
In view of subsequent developments I thought it advisable to omit 
from my note to the Canadian government the observations contained 
in the final paragraph on page 14 of the Department’s instruction 

No. 259. 
Respectfully yours, Pierre ve L. Boan 

%11.4215 Air Pollution/492 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in Canada (Robbins) 

No. 308 Wasuineton, April 18, 1934. 

Sir: I acknowledge the receipt of the Legation’s despatch No. 517 
of April 11, 1934, transmitting a note dated April 10, 1934, which the 
Department of External Affairs of Canada addressed to the Legation, 
relating to the Trail Smelter matter. 

It is stated in the second paragraph of the Canadian note that a 
new aspect of the problem had arisen which suggests the necessity of 
further consideration before a draft of a convention dealing with the 
Trail Smelter matter can be submitted to the two Governments. It 
is understood that the Canadian Government refers to the conditions 
which that Government found to exist at Detroit, Buffalo and other 
places along the international boundary as a new aspect of the Trail 
Smelter problem. 

I do not feel that conditions at Detroit, Buffalo and other places 
can be regarded as an aspect of the Trail Smelter case. Correspond- 

ence between the two Governments in regard to the Trail Smelter 
matter began in 1927, and it has throughout been considered as a prob- 
lem in itself, separate and distinct from questions arising elsewhere 
on the international boundary. No mention has at any time been 
made, prior to April 10, 1934, in the correspondence between the two 

Governments relating to the Trail Smelter matter of conditions at 
Detroit, Buffalo or elsewhere on the international boundary. 

The Trail Smelter matter was investigated by the International 
Joint Commission, and the Commission rendered its Report in Febru- 
ary, 1931. The questions now raised by the Canadian Government
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have not been so investigated. Correspondence with the Canadian 
Government following the Report of the Commission on the Trail 
Smelter Reference was opened by the note of the Legation to the 
Department of External Affairs dated February 17, 1933. Since that 
time there have been a number of exchanges of communications with- 
out mention therein of conditions at Detroit, Buffalo and elsewhere. 

I do not feel that conditions at Detroit, Buffalo and other places 
along the international boundary can be regarded as an aspect of the 
Trail Smelter problem or that those conditions can properly be in- 
jected at this time into the discussion pertaining to the Trail Smelter 
matter. 

In the third paragraph of the note of April 10, 1934, reference is 
made to a statement contained in the Canadian Government’s note of 
February 17, 1934, to the effect that a principle should not be es- 
tablished in the Trail Smelter case which would potentially involve a 
shutting down of existing industries of various types in industrial 
communities in the Dominion of Canada and the United States along 
the international boundary. 

It is not deemed necessary or desirable to establish any principles 
in the solution of the Trail Smelter matter. Proposals made by the 
Government of the United States looking to a solution of the Trail 
Smelter problems have not contemplated the establishment of any prin- 

ciples. It is the view of the Government of the United States that the 
Trail Smelter case should be determined according to established and 
recognized principles. The formula proposed in Article 4 of the draft 
convention referred to in the Canadian note would admit of the appli- 
cation of established principles. I agree that it is not desirable, and 
feel that it is not necessary, to establish any principles in adjusting the 
Trail Smelter case. I feel that the questions presented by the opera- 
tion of the Smelter at Trail, in so far as interests in the United States 
are affected, can and should be determined by the application of exist- 
ing recognized principles. 

It is stated in the last sentence of the third paragraph of the Cana- 
dian note that it was assumed that the maximum frequency, duration 
and concentration of sulphur dioxide visitations which it was proposed 
should be determined by a tribunal for the State of Washington would 
be applicable to other cases in which sulphur dioxide was crossing the 
international boundary. 

There was no suggestion in any of the correspondence exchanged 
between the two Governments prior to the Canadian note of April 10, 
that decisions to be made with respect to the Trail Smelter case should 
have application to any other case or cases which might arise along the 
international boundary. The Trail Smelter case should be adjudicated 
according to established principles applicable to that particular case.
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Any other case which might arise should be determined according to 
established principles applicable to that particular case. The Trail 
Smelter case has been the subject of extensive investigation by both 
Governments. No showing has been made which would necessitate a 
conclusion that the questions raised by conditions at Detroit, Buffalo 
or at Canadian industrial centers along the international boundary 
would be susceptible of determination by the application of the same 
principles as would control in determining the questions raised by the 
Trail Smelter case. There is no occasion at this time to conclude that 

decisions which might be made with respect to the Trail Smelter case 
would have application to questions which might arise at other places. 

It is not understood that the Canadian Government suggests any 
definite procedure to be followed with respect to conditions at Detroit, 
Buffalo and other places along the international boundary. ‘The Cana- 
dian note of April 10, seems to contemplate that consideration of the 
Trail case should be deferred until investigations are completed at 
Detroit, Buffalo and other places along the boundary and that the pro- 

visions in the proposed convention relating to the Trail case be extended 
to apply to other cases. 

I cannot acquiesce in any suggestion that contemplates delay in 
settling the Trail case. As emphasized above, the Trail case is entirely 
separate and distinct from questions which are now raised with respect 
to Detroit, Buffalo and other places on the international boundary. 
The questions which are now raised by the Canadian Government 
have not attained the same status that the Trail case has attained. I 
do not consider that there is any justification for mingling the Trail 
case with any new questions. The adoption of any suggestion which 
would have the effect of delaying considerations of the Trail case 
could not fail to operate to the advantage of the trespassers and to the 
disadvantage and further injury of the victims of the wrongs. If the 
Canadian Government will submit concrete proposals as to the proce- 
dure which it considers should be followed with respect to the indus- 
trial centers to which reference is made in the Canadian note of April 
10, 1934, separate from the Trail Smelter case, I shall be glad to con- 
sider those proposals. I exceedingly regret that the Canadian Gov- 
ernment considers that new cases should be associated with the Trail 
case. I earnestly hope that the Canadian Government can see its way 
to proceed expeditiously to the conclusion of an agreement calculated 
to settle the Trail case. 

It is suggested, in conclusion, that conditions at Detroit, Buffalo and 
other places along the international boundary about which the Cana- 
dian Government now expresses concern would more appropriately be 
referred to the International Joint Commission for investigation and 
report, as was done with respect to the pollution of boundary waters
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under date of August 1, 1912, than to a tribunal such as it has been 
proposed to establish to adjudicate the Trail Smelter case. To conduct 
such investigations is one of the purposes for which the International 

Joint Commission was established and is maintained. 
Very truly yours, For the Secretary of State: 

R. Warton Moore 

711.4215 Air Pollution/500 

The Chargé in Canada (Boal) to the Secretary of State 

No. 536 Orrawa, April 19, 1934. 
[Received April 23.] 

Sir: I have the honor to report that I have today discussed with the 
Prime Minister the Trail Smelter question and enclose herewith a 
memorandum of the conversation which I have prepared. 

Respectfully yours, Pierre ve L. Boar 

[Enclosure] 

Memorandum by the American Chargé (Boal) of a Conwersation 
With the Canadian Prime Minister (Bennett), April 19, 1934 

In the course of a conversation today with the Prime Minister he 
brought up the subject of the Trail Smelter and asked how we were 
progressing in the matter. He said that he had been surprised to know 
the intensity of the fumes coming from various cities along the border. 
T said that I was not informed as to conditions in these areas, but 
supposed them to be in each case quite different from those at Trail, 
and speaking personally wondered whether there had been much 
damage since I had not heard of complaints. He said that he thought 
there probably had not been much damage. I said that we had had 
no response from the Department as yet on the subject of his note, 
but that my belief was that we would find the Department firmly dis- 
posed to treat the Trail Smelter case as the Trail Smelter case and not 
as a case covering the whole Canadian-United States border. If we 
were to try to connect up every pending question with all possible 
future questions, we would have a great deal of difficulty in getting 
anywhere on any case. The Prime Minister seemed to concur in this. 

I said that I could not say much about the outlook of the Trail 
Smelter matter. I rather felt that the Department might not be able 
to approve some of the terms of the convention drafted in Washington 
by Mr. Read and Mr. Metzger when here [there?|; on the other hand 
we had the Canadian Government disposed to bring the whole border 
into the question before settling this one point. I said I did not know 

where this state of affairs might lead us unless it led us to some kind 
of arbitral proceeding. The Prime Minister said that this was a
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question which he had hoped to settle long ago and when it first arose, 
before his time in office, he did not realize how complicated it would be 
but certainly it was one which should not be allowed to drag on but 
should be settled as soon as possible because it could do nothing but 
cause injury if delayed. He said that as for arbitration, if it should be 
necessary, the machinery to be availed of was good, but it was a very 
expensive procedure, and on the whole the idea of our country and 
his going abroad to arbitrate our cases seemed a very undesirable one 
from the point of view of both of us. 

He then said that he had had a good deal of difficulty with the Trail 
Smelter people. The greatest difficulty he had had, he said, had been 
in persuading them that they should accept the $350,000 sum for 
payment. He said he knew, of course, that our people had equal dif- 
ficulty on their side on this and other points. This remark of his 
makes me wonder if he has had any intimation from Herridge in Wash- 
ington that we were considering abandoning the $350,000 sum, or 
whether if the State of Washington claimants asked that it be aban- 
doned or had been told that it would be abandoned this had gotten 
back to the Trail Smelter people and through them had reached him. 
He added that when the Trail Smelter suggested that assent to this 
figure be withdrawn by the Canadian Government he had categori- 
cally refused to do so, since having once assented to this he did not 
feel that the Canadian Government could afford to withdraw its 
assent. There seems to be no reason why he should raise this partic- 
ular point of the draft agreement for comment unless he has had 
some intimation from somewhere and wished to make things awkward 
for us by implying that his Government would not deem it proper to 
withdraw on this point under the existing circumstances. It is my 
impression that he broached the Trail Smelter matter in order to make 
this point. 

I did not pursue this subject any further with him feeling that in 
view of the Department’s instruction we were on delicate ground and 
I did not wish to be in a position of discussing this matter further 
with him until I had had further instructions from the Department. 

711.4215 Air Pollution/498 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Canada (Boal) to the Secretary of State 

Orrawa, April 20, 19384—6 p. m. 
[Received 9:05 p. m.| 

88. Department’s instruction number 303 of April 18th, received 
today, and number 300 of April 14th. ‘These are being combined into 
one note to be delivered Monday. The Prime Minister yesterday 
brought up the Trail Smelter question of his own accord to express
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earnestly his desire to see the matter solved at the earliest. possible mo- 
ment. I believe he may have had some intimation either from Trail 
or from Washington that the Department was contemplating with- 

drawing its assent to the $350,000 payment. He remarked that the 
Smelter representatives had urged him to withdraw the Canadian as- 
sent to this figure and he had refused on the grounds that having given 
this assent he did not consider it proper to withdraw under present 
circumstances. I, of course, made no comment on this phase of the 
matter but did observe that the Canadian Government’s position with 
regard to the pollution of the air at other points on the border made 
progress very difficult and I felt convinced that my Government would 
maintain that the Trail Smelter should be treated as a case on its own 
merits and could not be held over for, or connected with, an unpre- 
dictable series of future cases. The Prime Minister made no at- 
tempt to defend the views expressed in the Canadian note on this 
subject. The Prime Minister made some other remarks which were 
forwarded in today’s pouch. 

Read telephoned me today on another matter and remarked inci- 
dentally that they had been working actively on the Trail Smelter 
matter and he felt now that they were getting very close to a position 
from which he would be able to form a satisfactory basis for reaching 
an accord with Metzger on this subject. 

I respectfully request that Department consider in the light of the 
Prime Minister’s remark whether withdrawal at this time on the $350,- 
000 provision may not react unfavorably to eventual satisfactory set- 
tlement of the case. In my judgment, it is just possible that your 
instruction number 300 may lead to withdrawal of Canadian accept- 
ance of our third proposal (now number 15). Boar 

711.4215 Air Pollution/498 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Minister in Canada (Robbins) 

Wasuineton, April 21, 1934—4 p. m. 

40. Your No. 38, April 20,6 p.m. Department deems it important 
that note embodying Nos. 300 and 303 be presented. Department has 
given assurance this would be done. Pures 

711.4215 Air Pollution/525 

Miss Anna A. O’Neill of the Office of the Legal Adviser to the Legal 
Adviser (Hackworth) 

WasHineton, May 31, 1934. 

Dear Mr. Hackwortu: Mr. Metzger telephoned me long distance 
from Ottawa at 3:15 and dictated the following memorandum which
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he requested me to place before you immediately and say that he is 
awaiting instructions from you as to whether he should continue the 
negotiations or return to Washington : | 

“After a number of conversations in which the question whether 
Article 1 of the tentative draft ** should be omitted was discussed, the 
Canadians this afternoon informed us definitely that they were unable 
to conclude any agreement from which Article 1 should be omitted. 
They gave as their reason that they desired to save that much of the 
report of the International Joint Commission, and to preserve the 
standing of the Commission in that way. The President of the Con- 
solidated desires to have Article 1 accepted, the reason stated by him 
being that his company had spent large sums of money and had used 
the company’s technical staff for a long period of time preparing the 
case for presentation to the Commission, and he felt that they were 
entitled to regard the conclusions of the Commission as final to 
that extent. 

“Article 2. The Canadians are willing to substitute the word ‘nine’ 
in the fourth line of the second paragraph for the word ‘three’ as 
proposed by us but desire ‘all scientists’ omitted from the first line of 
the third paragraph of Article 2. 

“Article 8. The Canadians are unwilling to accept the change pro- 
posed in the Department’s No. 300 of April 14, for point 1 in Article 8. 
They express serious concern about part 2 of Article 3 and are not pre- 
pared to state finally that points 1 and 2 of Article 3 as expressed in 
the tentative draft will be acceptable. They say they cannot give a 
definite statement as to the acceptable points 1 and 2 of the tentative 
draft until the weekend. 

“They indicate that if Article 1 is retained they will be willing to 
accept Article 3 as contained in the tentative draft. 

“Article 4. The Canadians are unwilling to omit ‘and practice’ in 
two places in Article 4. 

“My impression from the attitude of the Canadian officials in our 
conversations is that they might yet yield in the matter of Article 1, and 
that they are trying to outwait us, and that if they yield on Article 1 
I expect they will insist on some revision of points 1 and 2 of Article 3.” 

[File copy not signed | 

711.4215 Air Pollution/525 : Telegram | 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Minister in Canada (Robbins) 

WasHINGTON, May 31, 1934—7 p. m. 

61. For Metzger. After careful consideration your telephone con- 
versation Department leaves to your discretion matter of continuing 

negotiations. If you stay, hope you will be able to obtain and submit 
for Department’s approval definite proposals from Canadians on 
points at issue before you leave. 

PHILLIPS 

© Ante, p. 927.
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711.4215 Air Pollution/525A : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Minister in Canada (fobbins) 

WASHINGTON, June 2, 1934—2 p. m. 

| 63. For Metzger. On June 1 Department advised Raftis ** that 
you could probably obtain at once agreement as drafted provided 350 
thousand is accepted; that Senator Dill thought that course was pref- 
erable to indefinite postponement of arbitration which it is hoped 
would result in requiring complete abatement of the nuisance; and 
that Representative Hill is doubtful about expediency of the course 
indicated. Raftis was requested to telegraph whether he insisted on 

the view he had heretofore expressed. The Department has received 

the following telegram in reply: 

“Regarding telegram today. Sentiment here strongly opposes ac- 
ceptance of award without assurance of abatement of nuisance. In- 
jury from fumes should first cease and then damages assessed to time 
of stoppage. If no abatement different rule applies and 350 thou- 
sand grossly inadequate. Questions of abatements and damage 
should be decided together with abatement paramount. Acceptance 
of 1931 award with nuisance still continuing and no assurance now 
of adequate abatement closes door on injured property owners. 
Award presupposed elimination or great reduction of nuisance. We 
concur in Congressman Hill’s view and cannot accept that of 
Canadians.” 

In view of Raftis’ telegram Department feels that unless you can 
secure agreement on abatement of nuisance, you should refuse to ac- 
cept Article 1 as originally drafted. 

PHILLIPS 

711.4215 Air Pollution/532 

Memorandum by Mr. Jacob A. Metzger of the Office of the Legal 
Adviser Concerning Discussions at Ottawa, May 29 to June 3, 1934 

[Wasuineton,] June 7, 1934. 

Mr. Boal and I called at the Department of External Affairs about 
8:30 p.m. on May 29, and after a brief conversation with Dr. Skelton 

we had a more extended conversation with Mr. Read, Legal Adviser 
to that Department. 

The conversation with Mr. Read took us more or less over the past 
history of the Trail Smelter controversy and over matters which had 
previously been discussed at some length. 

In discussing the changes which the Department had proposed to 
the draft agreement which had been tentatively adopted, it developed 

“John T. Raftis, Colville, Washington, representing a number of claimants; 
telegram not printed. Se
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that on the Canadian side they were unwilling to omit Article I of 
the proposed agreement, which provided for the payment and accept- 
ance of $350,000 as indemnity up to January 1, 1932, and, further, that 
they were reluctant to agree that the tribunal should be authorized to 
fix concentrations in the State of Washington, as provided in point 
two of Article III of the tentative draft. 

Mr. Read said that to reject the $350,000 item would be a complete 
repudiation of the action of the International Joint Commission, 
which the Canadian Government was not willing to do. He further 
emphasized that the Department had, up until recently, been willing 
to accept the $350,000 feature and he felt that we ought not now to 

change our attitude. 
In answering Mr. Read on this point, it was stated first that it had 

been hoped that it would not be necessary to urge the acceptance of 
the proposal to omit the provision in regard to the $350,000 because 
it had been understood that the Canadian Government and the Con- 
solidated felt that the $350,000 was exorbitant, and it had been hoped 
on our part that the Canadians would welcome an opportunity to have 
that amount reduced in the proceedings under the proposed new ad- 

judication. 
It was stated that it is our feeling that a wrong has been done and 

an injury sustained; that there is a disagreement as to the magnitude 

of the wrong and as to the extent of the injury. It was pointed out 
that a case of this kind, wholly in either country, would be opened 
from the beginning without limitation or restriction and that the 
principles by which such a case could be decided are fundamental. 

It was stated that we are not asking that elements be injected in 
the case which are not inherently part of it, and that we seek no ad- 
vantage, but we desire to get the whole case before a tribunal presided 
over by a neutral judge. It was observed that it certainly can not be 
said that it would be unfair to open the question of damages to the 
beginning; that it would be the fairest treatment that could be ac- 
corded to the complainants in the State of Washington; that it would 
not be unfair to the Canadian interests to open up the whole question 
of damages and that it would be unfair and unjust to exclude any 
part of the controversy from adjudication in any agreement concluded 

by the two Governments. 
As to the second point, namely, their unwillingness to have the 

tribunal fix concentrations which would be the maximum that could 
be permitted in the State of Washington without causing injury, Mr. 
Read expressed considerable concern as to the application elsewhere 
along the border of findings which the tribunal might make. He re- 
ferred again to the situation at Detroit, although he stated that the 

Canadians would not insist upon any arrangement for investigation
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of the Detroit situation being connected with the Trail Smelter mat- 
ter. This second point was discussed later with results which will be 
indicated hereinafter. 
We separated on the understanding that we were to meet again on 

the morning of the 30th. 
At about 10 o’clock a. m., May 30, Mr. Boal and I called again on 

Mr. Read. On this occasion we discussed the tentative agreement, 
article by article. As to Article I, which provides for the payment 
and acceptance of $350,000 Mr. Read stated that it would be necessary 
for his Department to obtain instructions from the Prime Minister. 

The results of the discussion as to other articles of the tentative 
draft are indicated by the attached memorandum prepared by Mr. 

Read, marked Annex A. 
As to the Department’s suggestion that part one of Article IIT be 

restated to read, 

“Is the Trail Smelter required by Jaw to refrain from causing in- 
jury in the State of Washington in the future?”, 

Mr. Read expressed the view that that formula would be too restric- 
tive on the tribunal and that the use of the proposed revised formula 
would render it more difficult for his government to accept point 2 of 
Article ITI, which would authorize the tribunal to fix the maximum 
concentration which could be permitted in the State of Washington 
without causing injury. He stated that if point 1 were allowed to 
remain as originally stated in Article ITI, he thought that his govern- 
ment would be willing to accept point 2. 

On taking leave of Mr. Read in the forenoon of May 30, it was 
understood that he would notify Mr. Boal when he was prepared to 
make any further comment on the position which the Canadian 
government would adopt with respect to Article I. 

After luncheon, at Mr. Boal’s residence, attended by Dr. Skelton, Mr. 
Read, Mr. Boal, Mr. Bonbright and myself, Dr. Skelton and Mr. Read 
indicated that they felt sure that the Canadian government would not 
be willing to agree to the omission of Article I. Upon inquiry whether 
we were to understand that the retention of Article I was sine qua non 
to the concluding of an agreement, and whether we would be warranted 
in putting the matter up to the Department in that way, Dr. Skelton 

and Mr. Read hesitated and again stated that it would be necessary for 
_them to get instructions from the Prime Minister. It was then under- 
stood that we would not communicate with the Department until we 
heard further from Dr. Skelton and Mr. Read as to the position of the 
Prime Minister in the matter. 

About 3 o’clock p. m., on May 30, Mr. Boal and I again called on 
Mr. Read. Mr. Read informed us that he was preparing drafts of an 
agreement, one draft omitting Article I and the other draft retaining
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Article I, the other provisions being such as he understood from our 
discussions would be acceptable to both sides. In this connection it 
was explained to Mr. Read that the Department was very anxious to 
obtain an agreement which would be satisfactory to the complainants 
in Washington to the extent that their demands were deemed to be 
reasonable, and that they were very positive in their expressions of 
dissatisfaction at accepting the $350,000 and thereby closing the ques- 
tion of damages prior to January 1,1932. Mr. Read was informed that 
the Department felt that it was reasonable to open up the question of 
damages to the beginning, and inasmuch as the complainants insisted 
upon keeping the question of damages open and the Department felt 

that it was reasonable to do so and not unfair to the Canadian interests, 
we were very anxious to have Article I omitted. Mr. Read stated that 
he felt that the Prime Minister would object very strongly to the omis- 
sion of Article I, mainly because of the reflection which the failure to 
accept the $350,000 would entail against the International Joint Com- 
mission. Weagain left Mr. Read with the understanding that we were 
to await word from him as to the views of the Prime Minister. 

Copies of the drafts of agreement referred to above are attached 
hereto, marked Annex B and Annex C.+’ 

On Thursday, May 31, Mr. Boal and I had lunch with Dr. Skelton 
and Mr. Read. After lunch, Dr. Skelton and Mr. Read came to the 
Legation and the matter was again discussed at some length, particu- 
larly Article I, which provides for the payment and acceptance of 

$350,000 for damage to January 1, 1932. Dr. Skelton and Mr. Read 
emphasized the importance of accepting the $350,000 in order to save 
the standing of the International Joint Commission. At this point, 
it was pointed out that if, as then seemed probable, we might be unable 
to reach an agreement to bring about a settlement of this difficult case, 
or if the United States was obliged to accept an unsatisfactory arrange- 
ment, merely to protect the standing of the Commission, it was not at 
all probable that that purpose would be served because it would then 
appear that it had not been possible to obtain a satisfactory arrange- 
ment because the Commission had functioned on the matter. The posi- 

tion then would be that the Commission would have been instrumental 
in preventing a satisfactory solution rather than helpful in attaining 

one. It was pointed out further that if, as is expected on the part of 
United States scientists, a large part of the region affected by sulphur 
dioxide will, in the course of a few years, be devastated, there will then 
be no question as to whether the United States would have been justified 
in accepting the report of the Commission or any part of it. If ex- 
pected developments occur, it will be clearly demonstrated that the 
Commission did not adequately deal with the subject in its report. 

“Neither printed.
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Should such a situation be allowed to develop, obviously it would not 
be complimentary to the Commission. 

Dr. Skelton remarked at this conference that he had sought instruc- 
tions from the Prime Minister and the Prime Minister was unwilling 
to conclude an agreement from which Article I would be omitted. Dr. 
Skelton was then informed that we would report their position to 
Washington and ask instructions as to whether we could accept Article 
I. Accordingly, I then telephoned a message to the Department, copy 
of which is attached hereto, marked Annex D.* 

While waiting for instructions from the Department as to whether 
we could agree to accept Article I, Mr. Read called by telephone and 
asked whether we could see him if he came to the Legation. That was 
about 12 o’clock, Saturday, June 2. When Mr. Read came, he apolo- 
gized for their having given us the impression that they were prepared 
finally to discuss an agreement, and that, because of their action in 
so doing, I had gone to Ottawa only to find that they were not ready 
to discuss final terms, and that they had found it necessary to confer 
further with the management of the Smelter Company. He ex- 
plained that he had sent to the Smelter Company’s attorney at Toronto 
copies of the drafts of agreement herein above referred to and that 
the attorney was unwilling to take the responsibility of advising the 
Company either to accept or to reject the agreement. He was par- 
ticularly concerned about the provisions in the proposed agreement 
which would authorize the tribunal to fix concentrations which could 
be permitted in the State of Washington without causing injury there. 
They feared that a tribunal might impose restrictions which would 
necessitate shutting down the smelter. Mr. Read stated that they had 
called in the General Manager and the attorney for the smelter from 
Trail, British Columbia, and that they would not arrive at Ottawa 
until Thursday, June 7, and that, therefore, they could not discuss 
the matter further until after that date. He wondered whether I 
could stay over to resume discussions after they had conferred with the 

representatives of the Company. 
I stated that I would telephone the last developments to the De- 

partment and would then decide what course I would take. I then 
telephoned to Mr. Hackworth and was informed that a telegram “ 
was on the way to me in which I had been directed to refuse to accept 
Article I unless it could be provided in the agreement that the nuisance 
was immediately to abate. The telegram to which Mr. Hackworth 
referred was not received in the Legation until about 10 o’clock Sun- 

day morning. It was decoded immediately. We learned that Mr. 

Read was at church and Mr. Boal and I went to the church to see Mr. 

*® See memorandum by Miss Anna A. O’Neill, May 31, p. 936. 
“Telegram No. 63, June 2, 2 p. m., to the Minister in Canada, supra.
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Read. We had a brief conversation in which I informed him of the 
instructions which had arrived from Washington and remarked that 
there seemed no longer to be any uncertainty on our part as to 
whether Article I would be accepted. 

Mr. Read remarked that there had been a division of opinion on 
their side, some of the interested parties feeling that it was necessary 
to accept Article I, others feeling that it was undesirable to do so, 
and he indicated that our unwillingness to accept Article I would not 
obstruct the bringing about of an agreement. He said that they were 
much more seriously concerned about the limitation on concentrations 

than they were about Article I. 
Mr. Read stated that, when they had finished their conversations 

with the representatives of the Smelter Company, they would com- 
municate with Mr. Boal and resume discussions with us in that way. 
I then took the first train for Washington, arriving here at 1:15 p. m., 

Monday, June 4. 
The indications are favorable to the early concluding of an agree- 

ment. Jam sure that the Canadians are convinced of the fairness of 

our position. The Canadian authorities, of course, do not desire to 

force any arrangement on the smelter people and they are consulting 

them at every move. Much, of course, depends on the outcome of the 

forthcoming conferences between the Canadian officials and the repre- 

sentatives of the Smelter Company. 

ANNEX A 

Note on Trail Smelter Agreement : 

1. This Note is based on the March draft. 

2. Comments: 
Recitals O. K. 
Article I—This raises a basic question of policy which cannot be de- 

cided now. The U. S. Government insists upon the Article being 

deleted, and the Canadian Government is unable to agree to such a 

course, If it is ultimately decided that the Article is to stay in, its 

form is satisfactory. If it is decided that it should go out, conse- 

quential changes in the numbering of the Articles and in the phrase- 

ology of Article ITI, will follow. 

Article II—“Nine” will be substituted for “three”, in the second 

paragraph. “Or scientists” should be deleted from the third 

paragraph. 
Article IJI—The third question depends upon the settlement of the 

disposition of Article I. If the U. S. position is accepted, it would 

then read : “What indemnity shall be paid for damage which occurred 

prior to the date upon which this convention takes effect, and for 

damage which occurs subsequent to that date.” Otherwise, the 

Article should stand in its present form.
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Article IV—The U. S. desires to have the words “and practice” de- 
leted; but this is strongly objected to by the Canadian Government. 
Subject to reconsideration, it may be tentatively assumed that the 
Article will stand in its present form. 

Article V—O. K. 
Article VI—O. K. 
Article VII—O. K. 
Article VIIT—O. K. 
Article IX—O. K. 
Article X—In the first paragraph there should be inserted between 

“proceeding.” and “Subject”, the following sentence :-— 

“Proceedings shall be deemed to have been concluded when the 
agents of the two Governments jointly inform the tribunal that they 
have nothing additional to present.” 

Article X[—The indemnity, if any, which the tribunal decides, pur- 
suant to the third question as stated in Article III hereof, to be pay- 
able, shall be paid to the Secretary of State of the United States, to 
be deposited to the United States Treasury. 

In the event that Article I is retained in its present form, the same 
arrangement should be made with regard to payment. 

Article XII—O. K. 
Article XITI—O. K. 

711.4215 Air Pollution/5404 

Memorandum by Mr. Jacob A. Metzger of the Office of the 
Legal Adviser to the Legal Adviser 

[Wasuinoton,] July 26, 1934. 

Mr. HackworrH: On June 22, 1934, Mr. Read, Legal Adviser to 
the Department of External Affairs at Ottawa sent me a draft *° of a 
proposed agreement to settle the Trail smelter controversy. This 
draft was formulated after the General Manager and attorney 
for the smelter company visited Ottawa the first week in June. The 
draft represented a substantial departure from the drafts which had 
previously been tentatively formulated in the course of my discussions 
with Mr. Read. 

There are two important features of the new draft which render it 
unsatisfactory from the standpoint of the complainants in the State of 
Washington and from the standpoint of obtaining a fair adjudication. 
The first feature which might be mentioned as being unsatisfactory is 
the Canadian insistence on the payment by the Canadians and the 

°° Not found in department files. Articles I, III, and X are quoted in the memo- 
randum by Mr. Metzger of September 25, infra.
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acceptance on our part of $350,000 in payment of damage which oc- 
curred prior to January 1, 1932. This provision has been very much 
opposed by the complainants. The provision if adopted would create a 
problem of proof which it would be almost impossible to meet, that 
is, it would be difficult, if not impossible, to prove that particular 
damage occurred prior to or subsequent to January 1, 19382. This 
provision for the payment of $350,000 would exclude from consider- 
ation by the tribunal of any question of damage which occurred prior 
to January 1, 1932 and would therefore limit the jurisdiction of the 
tribunal. 

Another feature which is not satisfactory is the proposed provision 
to permit the tribunal to consider only property damage. Complain- 
ants allege other forms of damage and feel that they are entitled to a 
hearing on their entire complaint. The effect of this provision would 
undoubtedly be to exclude from the consideration of the tribunal 

essential elements of the case. 
Upon the receipt of Mr. Read’s proposal, I discussed the matter 

with you and Mr. Moore and was directed to communicate with Mr. 
Read asking him to arrange to resume discussions orally at an early 
date. Accordingly I wrote Mr. Read informing him that I had been so 
directed. He replied to the effect that it would not be convenient for 
him to give during the summer months the attention to the case which 
it ought to have and he suggested that we resume discussions early in 
October. I answered Mr. Read stating that in the circumstances I did 
not desire to insist that he meet me before October particularly as our 
objective was to obtain an agreement before Congress convenes in 
January. There ought to be ample time between October and Decem- 
ber to reach an agreement. I told Mr. Read that I wanted to be free to 
bring up, about September first, the matter of making definite arrange- 
ments for our getting together. He has indicated a willingness to meet 
me at my convenience after the first of October. As the correspondence 
now stands, I will take up with Mr. Read early in September the 
making of definite arrangements to resume discussions in October. 

I believe that if the Canadian Minister were informed that it was 
felt on the part of the United States that we were entitled to an impar- 
tial adjudication of this whole question and that no essential element 
of the case should be excluded from the tribunal, it would have a bene- 
ficial effect on our future negotiations. There is no doubt that if the 
last Canadian proposal were adopted the prospect of obtaining ade- 
quate indemnity would be very much impaired to the prejudice of 
the complainants. A fair adjudication of this matter requires that 
every relevant factor be put before the tribunal on the part of the 
United States and that the Canadians be allowed to set up every proper 
defense. We have been willing that the Canadians be permitted to 

791113—51——66
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use every available defense but the Canadians have not been willing 
to permit some important and relevant factors to be considered by the 
tribunal. If the Canadians could be given to understand that we 
wanted a fair adjudication and that we strongly felt that any arrange- 
ment which would exclude any relevant factor would not be fair, the 
negotiations ought to be advanced thereby. 

711.4215 Air Pollution/5594 

Memorandum by Mr. Jacob A. Meteger of the Office of the 
Legal Adviser *™ 

[ WasHineton,] September 25, 1934. 

I arrived at Spokane, Washington, Monday night, September 17. 
Mr. John T. Raftis, who represents a large number of the complain- 
ants against the Consolidated Mining and Smelting Company, met 
me at Spokane on the 18th. Mr. Raftis and I canvassed various 
phases of the problem which exists in Stevens County by reason of 
the presence of sulphur dioxide from the Smelter at Trail, British 
Columbia. Special discussion was had of the matter of accepting 

’ $350,000 as payment of damages to January 1, 1932. Mr. Raftis 
said that, under no circumstances, could he acquiesce in the acceptance 
of $350,000, thereby closing all question of damage prior to January 
1, 1932. 

Mr. Raftis said that he was aware that, in difficult and complicated 
matters between governments such as the one with which we are deal- 
ing, it was necessary to give and take. He said, however, that, in 
tolerating the nuisance for a period of ten years, the people of Stevens 
County had yielded enough and they should not be expected to make 
concessions in the matter of the remedy. He said that this was 
especially true since the formula now under discussion by representa- 
tives of the two Governments would admit of a tribunal deciding that 
the nuisance which has been maintained by the Smelter should be 
permitted to continue. 

Mr. Raftis summarized his position by saying that he could not 
acquiesce in the acceptance of the $350,000, with the consequences 
which such acceptance entailed, for two reasons: (1) that to do so 
would be grossly unjust to the complainants, and (2) that, if he were 
to acquiesce in such a plan, he would lose his law practice, and he 
felt that he would deserve to lose it. 

* This memorandum bears the following notation in ink initialed by the Legal 
Adviser: “It seems to me that the time has come when we shall have to take a 
rather firm position through our higher officials with the higher officials of 
Canada. G[reen] H. H[ackworth].”
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In closing our conversation, it was understood that Mr. Raftis would 
be available should it be desirable to bring him into the conversations 
with the Canadians. In leaving, Mr. Raftis cautioned me not to 
allow myself to be stampeded into accepting an unfair and unjust ar- 
rangement. 

On the night of the same day that I met Mr. Raftis, September 18, 
I had a short conversation with Mr. Read of the Canadian Depart- 
ment of External Affairs. Mr. Read is the Canadian official with 
whom I have been discussing this matter for several years. Mr. Read 
opened the conversation by saying that the draft of proposed agree- 
ment which he submitted to me under date of June 22 was the first 
draft which had been formulated that his Government was willing 
to adopt. He said that he felt that the suggestions which had eman- 
ated from our side were unfair to Canadian interests; that they had 
not been impressed by some of our statements in regard to the case; 
that the claims of the complainants were exorbitant, and that any- 
way it was their position that the Smelter was no longer causing 
damage in Washington. 

To Mr. Read’s remarks I responded that I thought we had tolerated 
with a great deal of patience the continuance of a nuisance for so many 
years; that we felt that the suggestions which we had made looking 
to a settlement were exceedingly fair and that we had gone as far in 
that direction as we could go without imposing further injustice on 
United States interests; that I felt that, for reasons which I desired 
to state to him, proposals contained in the last Canadian draft were 
unfair to United States interests and that it was quite clear from what 
had already taken place that we would not be able to agree on the 
extent to which damage had occurred in the past or on arrangements 
for the future, and that the only way forward would be to submit 
all relevant questions to an impartial tribunal. 

With special reference to his observation that proposals emanating 
from our side were unfair to Canadian interests, I observed that we 
had tried to make it clear from the beginning that we were willing 
to submit to an impartial tribunal any relevant question that could 
possibly be raised in connection with this case and that I could not 
see how a proposal that the entire matter be submitted for impartial 
determination could possibly be unfair to an admitted wrongdoer. I 
pointed out that the only injustice suffered so far has been that in- 
flicted on United States interests. I observed further that the fairest 
thing that could now be done would be to provide a remedy in which 
every affirmative contention relevant to the matter and every relevant 
defense also could be advanced, considered and decided. I told Mr. 
Read that we sought no advantage over the Canadians. We had no



948 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1934, VOLUME I 

desire to win the case in the agreement, but on the other hand we were 
unwilling to sacrifice the case in the agreement. 

Mr. Read stated that, even if an agreement which would be satis- 
factory to us were concluded, they would have no assurance that we 
on our side would abide by the decision, and he mentioned in support 
of this statement the fact that we had rejected the report of the In- 
ternational Joint Commission. I told him that the assurance which 
they would have that we would accept the decision would be the com- 
mitment to accept it which would be included in the agreement, and 
I emphasized again that the report of the International Joint Com- 
mission was merely advisory and that there was no obligation on the 
part of either side to accept it and that the article of the treaty under 
which the case was referred to the Commission expressly provided 
that the report of the Commission should not have the effect of a 
decision. He agreed that it had no binding effect. 

I explained to Mr. Read that, while I was not prepared to recom- 
mend the acceptance of the $350,000 with the consequences which such 
acceptance entailed, I would like to analyze with him the various 
provisions of the last Canadian proposal in order that I might under- 
stand clearly the significance of some of the provisions and his posi- 
tion in regard to all of them. I told him also that I desired that he 
understand clearly my position and hoped that, by analyzing and 
discussing the provisions of the Canadian draft, we might come to 
an accord on everything but the $350,000, leaving that as the sole 
question for later decision. We separated on the night of the 18th 
with the understanding that we would get together on the morning 
of the 19th and analyze and discuss the provisions of the Canadian 
draft. 
We met on the morning of the 19th, as arranged, and discussed 

Articles I, ITI, and X of the Canadian draft at considerable length. 
These Articles are quoted below: 

“ArticLE I 

“The Government of Canada will cause to be paid to the Secretary 
of State of the United States, to be deposited in the United States 
Treasury, within three months after ratifications of this Convention 
have been exchanged, the sum of three hundred and fifty thousand 
dollars, United States currency, in payment of all damage which 
occurred in the United States, prior to the first day of January, 1932, 
as a result of the operation of the Trail Smelter.” 

“ArticLe III 

“The Tribunal shall finally decide the questions, hereinafter re- 
ferred to as ‘the Questions’, set forth hereunder, namely :— 

“(1) Whether the Trail Smelter has caused damage to property 
in the State of Washington since the first day of January, 1932, 
and, if so, what indemnity should be paid therefor.
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“(2) In the event that the answer to the preceding Question is 
in the affirmative, whether the Trail Smelter should be required 
to refrain from causing damage to property in the State of 
Washington in the future and, if so, to what extent. 

“(3) In the light of the answer to the preceding Question, what 
measures or regime, if any, should be adopted in order to prevent 
the Trail Smelter from causing damage to property in the State 
of Washington in the future, to the extent determined in such 
answer ?” 

“ARTICLE X 

“The Tribunal, in determining the first question and in deciding 
upon the indemnity, if any, which should be paid in respect to the 
years 1932, 1933 and 1934, up to and including the time when in- 
vestigators on behalf of the Government of Canada were permitted 
to examine properties claimed to have been damaged, shall have 
regard to the fact that no complaints were made to the Consolidated 
Mining and Smelting Company in respect to damage claimed to have 
been caused within that period of time and that representatives of the 
Company were not permitted to enter and view the property in respect 

_to which damage is now claimed to have been caused. The Tribunal 
shall not, by reason of such fact, reject such complaints but, in con- 
sidering them, shall give due regard to the results of investigations 
and inquiries made in respect to such properties and others subsequent 
to the time when investigators on behalf of the Government of Canada 
have been permitted to view such properties. 

“Investigators, whether appointed by or on behalf of the Govern- 
ments, either jointly or severally, or the Tribunal, shall be permitted 
at all reasonable times to enter and view and carry on investigations 
upon any of the properties upon which damage is claimed to have 
occurred or to be occurring, and their reports may, either jointly or 
severally, be submitted to and received by the Tribunal for the purpose 
of enabling the Tribunal to decide upon any of the Questions, as well 
as for the purpose of enabling claims to be dealt with for damage oc- 
curring prior to the time when the investigation on behalf of the 
Government of Canada was permitted.” 

Mr. Read stated that the Prime Minister, Doctor Skelton, who is 
Deputy Minister of External Affairs, and the Smelter people were 
very firm in insisting that $350,000 be paid and accepted in accord- 
ance with Article I. I stated to Mr. Read that I understood that the 
reason why the Canadians insisted on this provision was that the 
amount had been recommended by the International Joint Com- 
mission. I asked him if there were any other reasons. He urged no 
consideration in support of the Canadian position on this Article 
except that it carried out the recommendations of the Joint Com- 
mission. 

I explained to Mr. Read that there were two vital objections to the 
first numbered paragraph of Article III. I stated that the three 
paragraphs in Article ITI defined the questions which the tribunal 
was to consider and decide and that the tribunal would be obliged to
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observe the restrictions contained in the language of those three para- 
graphs. The objection to the first numbered paragraph was that the 
tribunal was to consider whether damage had been “caused” since 
January 1, 19382, and whether damage was caused “to property” since 
January 1, 1932. I illustrated the objection to the word “caused” by 
taking the case of a tree which had been exposed to fumigation of sul- 
phur dioxide prior to January 1, 1932, but had been sufficiently vigor- 
ous to keep alive until after January 1, 1932, when, by reason of the 
accumulation of the effect of fumigations prior to that date and sub- 
sequent to that date, the tree would finally die. 

There is no doubt that just such a situation exists not only with 
respect to trees but with respect to other vegetation, especially hay, 
which is the principal crop raised in that region. This illustrates that 
damage was caused prior to January 1, 1932, but occurred subsequent 
to January 1, 1932, and it reveals also that if the word “caused” in its 
present setting were used, it would be necessary to prove what part 
of the damage was caused prior to January 1, 1932, and what part 
was caused subsequent to January 1, 1932, which it would be impos- 
sible to do. I explained that, because of the necessity which would be 
created by the language of the first paragraph of Article III to de- 
termine whether damage was caused prior or subsequent to January 1, 
1932, and because of the impossibility of proving precisely when 
damage was caused, a tribunal might find itself in a position of being 
unable to decide the question submitted to it—therefore, the arbitra- 
tion might fail. 

I pointed out also that the Commission had recommended the pay- 
ment of $350,000 in payment of damage which occurred prior to Janu- 
ary 1, 1932, and that the formula proposed by the Canadians would 
exclude in large measure damage which occurred subsequent to Janu- 
ary 1, 1932, from consideration by the tribunal, leaving that type of 
damage wholly unprovided for. I emphasized that it was unfair to 
exclude from the consideration of the tribunal damage which oc- 
curred subsequent to January 1, 1982, when the proposed payment 
of $350,000 was to cover damage which occurred prior to January 1, 
1932. If the question of damage which occurred prior to January 1, 
1932, were to be completely closed by the payment of $350,000, then 
the question of damage which occurred subsequent to January 1, 1932, 

should be left for consideration by the tribunal. Otherwise, there 
would be a field of damage which was not dealt with in the $350,000 
settlement or in the submission to the tribunal. 

_ I pointed out to Mr. Read also that the effect of the sulphur on a 
large area of land in Stevens County, Washington, has been such that, 
if the presence of sulphur were entirely to disappear today, it would 
be many years before the territory would recover from the effects of
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previous fumigations. I stated that, if the Smelter had entirely 

closed on January 1, 1932, damage would occur for many years after 

that date. If the Canadian formula were adopted, no recovery could 

be had for the damage which occurred subsequent to January 1, 1932, 

from causes which were brought to bear prior to that date. 

With respect to limiting the tribunal to considering only damage to 

property, I observed that the only purpose in establishing that limi- 
tation would be to exclude other types of damage from consideration 
of the tribunal. If there were no other types of damage, there would 
be no occasion to establish such a limitation; if there are other types 

of damage, then the tribunal ought to be authorized to consider them. 

Mr. Read readily agreed to such changes in the phraseology of the 
first numbered paragraph of Article III as were necessary to meet my 

objections to the paragraph. 
We discussed the second and third numbered paragraphs of Article 

III with a view to developing clearly what their meaning would be 
if they were adopted. We had no difficulty in concurring in the view 
that, if paragraphs two and three of Article III were adopted, the 
tribunal would have very broad powers in fixing a régime for the 
future. The tribunal could decide that, in the future, no sulphur 
dioxide should be permitted to enter the State of Washington. It 
could, on the other hand, decide that sulphur dioxide could be dis- 
charged from the Smelter and allowed to enter the State of Washing- 
ton without any restriction whatever; or the tribunal could decide that 
there should be a measure of tolerance in the State of Washington and 
could fix a line beyond which there should be no sulphur dioxide. 

I explained to Mr. Read that paragraphs two and three taken to- 
gether would practically give the tribunal power to condemn land in 
the State of Washington, but that there was nothing in the agree- 
ment which would authorize the tribunal to award indemnity co- 
extensive with the powers conferred on it in the matter of condemn- 
ing the land to the use of the Smelter. I pointed out that the only 
express authority to award damages was that contained in the first 
paragraph of Article III, which it is not believed would authorize 
the awarding of damages in a period subsequent to the decision of 
thetribunal. I felt that this matter was of such large importance that 
there ought to be specific provision on it. Mr. Read assented to this 
view. 

We then took up Article X of the Canadian draft. I pointed out 
that this Article as drafted would entail an admission on our part that 
the complainants had not made complaints to the Smelter in the years 
1932, 1983, and 1934, and an admission that the complainants refused 
to permit representatives of the Company to enter their property. 

It would further entail an admission that these points were relevant.
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I stated to Mr. Read that I felt that the tribunal should be authorized 
to receive and consider evidence on any relevant point and that, with- 
out any special provision, the tribunal would be authorized to receive 

evidence on the questions whether the complainants complained to 
the Smelter and whether they refused to permit them to enter their 
property, if the tribunal considered those points relevant. I stated 
further that, although I believed a special provision on this subject 

unnecessary, I would have no objection to including a provision if it 
were changed in such a way as not to entail an admission of the al- 
legations or the relevancy of them. I told Mr. Read that I felt a pro- 

vision such as that contained in the first paragraph of Article X 
would be unfortunate because it would bring into question the con- 
duct of the complainants and the conduct of the representatives of 
the Smelter, which would introduce an element of bitterness which it 
would be well not to do. I stated that a case of this kind necessarily 

results in bitterness of feeling which it is desirable but difficult to 
keep in the background, and that a provision such as the Canadians 

proposed would bring these bitter phases of the controversy into prom- 

inence. I told him, however, that if they desire to insist on such a 
provision, I would have no objection to it if the language were re- 
vised in such way as to entail no admission of the allegations or of the 
relevancy of them. 

With respect to the second paragraph of Article X, which would 
provide that investigators appointed by the Governments or by the 

tribunal should be permitted to enter the property of complainants to 
carry on investigations, I stated that I felt that the Government of the 
United States ought not to undertake to compel property owners to 
admit to their property persons whom they are unwilling to admit. 
I stated I thought that this would change rights of property which it 
was not necessary to do. Such a provision would doubtless be of- 
fensive to property owners who have already endured trespass for 
many years. Mr. Read indicated that he thought my objections to 
Article X could be met. 

When Mr. Read and I finished our discussions of the objectionable 
provisions of the Canadian draft, Mr. Read said that he would like to 
have Mr. Crowe, attorney for the Smelter, join us and to explain to 
Mr. Crowe the objections which I had made to their draft. Mr. Crowe 
was then invited to join us and Mr. Read explained the objections 
which I had raised and how we had agreed that they might be over- 
come. Mr. Crowe said he would submit the matter to his principals 
and would confer with Mr. Read later as to what their attitude would 
be. It should be stated that Mr. Warren, President of the Consoli- 

dated Mining and Smelting Company, Mr. Blaylock, Vice President 
and General Manager of the Company, Mr. Campbell, Vice President
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and General Manager of the West Kootenay Power and Light Com- 
pany, a subsidiary of the Consolidated, and Mr. Crowe, attorney for 
both Companies, were present at Spokane. 

On the afternoon of September 19 Mr. Read asked me to come to his 
room. He then told me of the attitude of the representatives of the 

Consolidated. He stated that he thought there would be no difficulty 

in having the limitation contained in the first paragraph of Article ITT, 
with reference to damage to property, deleted, and that there would be 
no difficulty about the first paragraph of Article X, which provided 
that the tribunal should consider the failure of the complainants to 
report damage to the Company and their unwillingness to allow repre- 
sentatives of the Company to enter their property. He said, however, 
that the President of the Company was insistent on the retention of 
the word “caused” in the first paragraph of Article III and on the 
retention of the second paragraph of Article X, which would require 
the United States to compel property owners to receive investigators 
designated by the Canadian Government. 

He said further that although the draft had been approved by repre- 
sentatives of the Company before submission, the representatives had 
indicated that they were now unwilling to accept the provisions of 
paragraphs two and three of Article ITI, which would authorize the 
tribunal to impose limitations on the operations of the Company in 
the future. He said that all the Company was now willing to do was 
to have damages for 1932, 19383, and 1934 considered with the restric- 
tions which were contained in the first paragraph of Article ITI, except 
the limitation to property. 

I obtained the impression from Mr. Read’s statement that the repre- 
sentatives of the Company are now inclined to take the view that, prior 
to January 1, 1932, damage had become permanent and total and that, 
therefore, the Company, in consideration of the payment of $350,000, 
should be allowed, without restriction, to permit sulphur dioxide to 
enter the State of Washington. 

Mr. Read indicated that he was disappointed at the attitude of the 
representatives of the Smelter but stated that he could see their view- 
point. He then observed that it would now be necessary for Mr. 
Robbins, the Minister at Ottawa, and Mr. Bennett, Prime Minister 
of Canada, to come to blows on the subject, and that it would be for 
Mr. Bennett to decide whether pressure was to be brought on the Com- 
pany. He indicated that he thought the Government might be with- 
out authority to compel the Company to submit to a satisfactory 
arrangement and that it would probably be necessary to institute 
litigation to compel the Company to submit. I responded that it was 
clearly useless for him and me to continue to go around in circles.
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Upon finishing my conversation with Mr. Read, I telephoned 
Mr. Raftis to come to Spokane. Hecameon the morning of Thursday, 
September 20, and I then conferred with Mr. Raftis and Congressman 
Sam B. Hill, who is in Spokane in the midst of a campaign for re- 
election. I explained to them that the Canadian Government and 
the Company were insistent that $350,000 be accepted in payment of 
damages to January 1, 1932; that the Company was unwilling to have 
a tribunal award damages except with the limitations contained in 
the use of the word “caused” as included in the first paragraph of 
Article IIT; and that the Company was now unwilling to have a tri- 
bunal consider and make any decision with respect to limitations on the 
operation of the Smelter in the future. Mr. Raftis stated that he 

thought that, in the light of developments, the only thing that could 
be done would be for the Government of the United States to demand 
the immediate suppression of the nuisance. Mr. Hill seemed to agree 
and indicated that he would write to the Department to that effect. 

711.4215 Air Pollution/565a 

President Roosevelt to the Prime Minister of Canada (Bennett) 

Wasuineoton, October 25, 1934. 

My Dear Mr. Pre Minister: There are one or two matters which 
I should like to have talked over with you personally, but I realize, 
to my regret, that this is for the moment impracticable. I have ac- 
cordingly asked Mr. William Phillips, our Under Secretary of State, 
to proceed to Ottawa to place my views respecting these matters be- 
fore you in a spirit of full frankness. Will you not talk to Mr. 
Phillips respecting these matters in the same way in which I feel 
that you would talk to me? 

The most pressing of these questions is that of the Trail Smelter 
case which, as you know, has been pending between our countries for 

a number of years and remains unsettled. Iam receiving in increasing 
numbers protests from residents and officials in the State of Wash- 
ington. These communications disturb me greatly and cause me to 
fear that, unless a way is found as soon as possible to reach a settle- 
ment of this case, real harm may be done to the relations of Canada 
and the United States in the Far West. The continued drifting of 
sulphur dioxide into the State of Washington, with its consequent 
injury to the interests of a large number of American citizens, is a 
matter to which I cannot remain indifferent. 

Mr. Phillips will, as I have stated above, express fully my views 

to you. 

I am [etc. | FRANKLIN D. RoosrvELT
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711.4215 Air Pollution/565a 

The Under Secretary of State (Phillips) to President Roosevelt 

Wasuineron, October 31, 1934. 
Dear Mr. Present: I have just returned from Ottawa bringing 

with me Mr. Bennett’s reply to your letter to him, which I enclose 
herewith.” We spent an hour and a half discussing the Trail Smelter 
from all angles and in my presence he arranged for a conference this 
morning with certain individuals from Toronto representing the 
Smelter. I came away feeling that Mr. Bennett was impressed by 
your personal interest in the matter and would do his best to dispose 
of it. The reference in his letter that residents and officials in the 
State of Washington should bear in mind that any injury that they 
may have suffered is due to the operations of a corporation and not to 
the Canadian Government is, I think, only for the purposes of record 
and should not, therefore, be taken too seriously. He took the position 
that willy nilly the Canadian Government was saddled with the prob- 
lem and had definite responsibilities arising therefrom. Since my 
return to the Department this afternoon I have had very good tele- 
phonic news from Ottawa indicating that the Prime Minister has 
taken this morning a strong position in his conference with the smelter 
people and will soon be in a position to renew discussions of the draft 
convention on more favorable lines to us. Therefore, while I never 
like to prophesy I am inclined to think that my trip will bear good 
results in the near future. 

I also gave Mr. Bennett your message with respect to the St. Law- 
rence Waterway and the reasons why you feel it necessary to ask for 
some slight modifications in the treaty.* He explained at length 
how difficult this subject had become for him owing to the fact that 
he was between two provinces, both of which were officially hostile to 
the St. Lawrence Waterway development. While Ontario had al- 
ways been in favor of the Waterway, the new Liberal Prime Minister 
had recently publicly announced his opposition to it and to delivering 
the financial contribution which under the present arrangements On- 
tario has to make to the National Government. However, in the end, 
Mr. Bennett admitted that the relations of the National and Provin- 
cial Governments was a problem for him rather than for us. He as- 
sured me that he would discuss the subject with some of his Cabinet 
and felt that he would be in a position in about a week’s time to instruct 
Herridge to open discussions with me regarding modifications of the 
treaty. 

* Not printed. 
“ For correspondence on this subject, see pp. 967 ff.
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At another conference with Dr. Skelton, Under Secretary of State 
for External Affairs, who has had a great deal to do with the St. Law- 
rence Waterway Treaty, I obtained the same impression, namely, that 
it would probably be advantageous if the Treaty was ratified by the 
Senate as soon as possible. Dr. Skelton’s argument was that since 
our Senate had not a very good reputation in approving treaties and 
conventions signed by the Executive, it would be helpful in this case 
for the United States to dispose of the whole matter before the Ca- 
nadian Government on its part undertook to ratify. 

In the circumstances, I shall be disappointed if I do not receive a 
call from Herridge in about a week. I shall not fail to notify you 
the moment he informs us that he is ready to discuss suggested modi- 
fications. | 

Faithfully yours, Witi1am PurItuires 

711.4215 Air Pollution /5653 

Some Notes Concerning the Interview of the Under Secretary of State 
(Phillips) With the Canadian Prime Minister (Bennett) Concern- 

ing the Trail Smelter Case ** 

Mr. Phillips went lightly into the history of the case, pointing out 
that the peak of the damage was in the years 1924 to 1928, but that 
now four hundred tons of sulphur dioxide were coming over the border 
from Canada into the State of Washington and that no less than 

sixty thousand acres were affected. 
He then pointed out that the damage may be estimated in three 

zones; the first zone in which agriculture is completely destroyed, 
the second zone in which it is nearly destroyed and the third zone which 
is badly destroyed and getting rapidly worse. He then called atten- 
tion to the Joint Commission appointed in 1928 and the decision given 
in 1981 which was not admitted by the State of Washington. He also 
called attention to the appointment of Read of Canada and Metz- 
ger of the State Department to reconsider the case in 1983. 

The Prime Minister then countered with the fact that $350,000 

damages had been paid by Canada for damages up to 19382 and 
observed that this cheque, though made out, had never been accepted. 

Mr. Phillips pointed out that there were two periods: that of the 
damages before 1932 and a later period which represent the damages 
after 1932. He also referred to the old question of the two terms 
caused and occurring. 

The Prime Minister then observed that he was fully aware that 
damage was occurring in the State of Washington from the sulphur 

5 Hinclosure to letter from the Minister in Canada to the Under Secretary of 
State, October 31 (not printed).
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dioxide of the Trail Smelter and that he was very regretful that 
the whole matter had not been settled by being able to purchase the 
property which was now being damaged, but that this was of course 
impossible owing to the fact that no foreign citizen could buy property 
in the United States. He added that they would gladly have made a 
purchase of all the property which has been damaged. 

Mr. Phillips observed, and I think this was one of his strongest 
arguments, that the abatement of damage has not occurred and that 
the market for fertilizer from sulphide gas owing to the existing 
poverty in farming has almost ceased. Mr. Bennett mentioned the 
damage done in Windsor, Ontario, from the factories in Detroit. He 
also commented on the fact that such damages were hard to prevent and 
that frequently the fumes from the Eddy Pulp and Match Factory 
in Hull were causing annoyance to the inhabitants of Ottawa. To 
this Mr. Phillips replied that he understood that fully but that in 
this one case of the Trail Smelter “we know the guilty party”. He 
also added that we have meters that do determine the poison and that 
we have inspectors there continuously to observe these meters and 
make their reports. In other words, our interest which is to point out 
the damage can be satisfied. 

Mr. Phillips then read a letter from Governor Clarence Martin of 
Washington, addressed to the President, and another very strong 
letter from Representative Sam Hill of Washington, in which the 
statement was made that between 60,000 and 70,000 acres of property 
had been utterly ruined by the sulphurous acids coming from the 
Smelter Company. These letters also pointed out that in these 60,- 
000 to 70,000 acres destitution had resulted and that people had suf- 
fered increasingly for the last ten years. In the Governor’s letter 
which he read im toto he quoted one statement which I cannot give 
entirely accurately, but which was to the effect that the Governor of 
the State protested and insisted that the fumes be stopped or that 
some impartial tribunal be appointed to whom the question might 
be submitted. Mr. Phillips pointed out that the people of Washing- 
ton wished a tribunal. Mr. Bennett countered that that would be all 
right but that if an unfavorable decision were given to the people of 
Washington they would as usual say that their rights had been sur- 
rendered. He then went into a historic reminiscence as to how fre- 
quently after the decision of an impartial tribunal has been given the 
stronger country refuses to accept the decision, claiming that it is an 
infringement on their rights and that this is very likely what would 
happen in the case of a decision by an impartial tribunal should it go 
against the United States. 

Mr. Bennett added that he agreed to the appointment of a tribunal 
and to the mode of setting it up. In concluding the conversation
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Mr. Bennett commented that it was obvious, but a pity that the whole 
case must be reopened and settled by a tribunal and that all the work 
done up to now had gone for nothing. 

Mr. Phillips repeated again that an abatement of the damage was 
what we sought but that he could not agree to the statement that 
all the work had gone for nothing, for all reports of damages that oc- 
curred and were occurring had been carefully prepared and were 
available from our experts who were on the ground and reporting 
regularly. 

711.4215 Air Pollution/567 

The Canadian Prime Minister (Bennett) to the Under Secretary 
of State (Phillips) 

| Orrawa, November 17, 1934. 
[Received November 23. ] 

Drar Mr. Putuures: Pending the despatch of a formal communica- 
tion through the usual channels, I should like to bring to your at- 
tention, in an informal manner, certain aspects of the present state of 
the Trail Smelter problem, which was discussed during your recent 
visit to Ottawa. 

At that time there were two phases of this problem which were con- 
sidered, namely the question of the alleged continuance of injury in 
the State of Washington and the question of provision for the de- 
termination of the controversy. 

You will remember the charges made by various authorities in 
the State of Washington, that no effective steps had been taken to 
check the flow of sulphur dioxide across the boundary and that wide- 
spread and serious damage is still being caused in that State. I have, 
accordingly, had inquiry made. This matter has been the subject of 
investigations by scientists under the general direction of the Na- 
tional Research Council of Canada. It is clear that since the com- 
pletion of the remedial works at Trail, late in the year 1931, there has 
been a very great improvement in atmospheric conditions in regard to 
sulphur dioxide, on the southern side of the international boundary- 
line. The following table shows the number of hours when the con- 
centration of sulphur dioxide gas was more than one-half part per 
million; and likewise the number of hours when the concentration 
was more than one part per million, for the last six months of the 
year 1930; for the years 1931, 1932, 1933; and for the year 1934 to 
the end of September; indicating the great reduction that occurred 
after the year 1931, which was the year in which the remedial works 
were completed.
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Over 3 parts per Over 1.0 parts per 

Year —— 

Hrs, Min. Hrs. Min. 

1930 (July to December) --._----------- 104 38 8 0 
1931___.----------------------------- 128 20 10 40 
19382__.------------------------------ 19 6 1 41 
19838__.-----------------~------------ 26 50 50 
1934 (January to October)..---.-------- 33 10 0 40 

In addition to the above figures, the records show that during the 
growing season of 1934, namely the months of April to September in- 
clusive, there was only a total of three hours and forty minutes when 
the concentrations were more than one-half of a part per million, and 
at no time during the growing season did the concentration exceed 
one part per million. 

A similar reduction is indicated in the records of concentrations 
below one-half part per million. 

Apart from these data relating to atmospheric conditions, the in- 
vestigations of the Canadian scientists during the present season, 
namely 1934, establish that no appreciable damage to vegetation in 
the Northport area has been caused by sulphur dioxide from the Trail 
Smelter. There have, it is true, been some instances of markings on 
vegetation, but they have been too scattered and too infrequent to 
constitute appreciable injury. 

In these circumstances, I am sure you will agree that there is no 
foundation for the statements to the effect that the Company was 
continuing to cause sulphur dioxide to drift across the international 
boundary in unabated quantities and concentrations. 

The second aspect of the question is concerned with the establishment 
of some means for the judicial determination of the questions at 
issue. 

At the time of your visit to Ottawa, the President of the Consoli- 
dated Mining and Smelting Company was absent from this Country, 
and the General Manager and Counsel were too far away to make it 
possible to have the matter dealt with before your departure for 
Washington. I did succeed, however, in placing the present position 
and the views of your Government before certain of the Directors, in 
order that it might be possible for the matter to be dealt with at the 
recent meeting of the Board of Directors of the Company. Follow- 
ing this meeting, the President, accompanied by the General Manager 
and Counsel for the Company, who had been summoned for that pur- 
pose from Trail, came to see me and discussed the whole situation. 

You are, of course, aware that the Company is operating under the 
legislative authority of the Province of British Columbia. There are
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constitutional difficulties that would impede interference by the Gov- 
ernment or Parliament of Canada with the operations of a company 
operating under provincial statutory authority or the imposition of a 
monetary award. ‘These difficulties are of the same character as those 
which confront every federation in attempting to deal with the ex- 
ternal aspects of the exercise of sovereign powers by the component 

states. You are, of course, familiar with the difficulties which your 
own country has encountered in dealing with similar problems. 

Accordingly, when the proposal was made by you to my predecessor 
in office to refer the Trail Smelter question to the International Joint 
Commission for report, it was considered advisable to obtain the con- 
sent of the Company in order to insure that there might be an effec- 
tive report, as a result of deliberations of the Commission. The 
Company at that time was persuaded by the Government to forego its 
legal rights and to attorn to the jurisidiction of the Commission, and 
it gave the necessary undertakings which placed the Government of 
Canada in a position to give legal effect to any report that the Com- 
mission might choose to make. After the unanimous report of the 
Commission, notwithstanding that it was regarded both by the Com- 
pany and by the Government as including an unreasonably high as- 
sessment of damages, the Company again indicated its willingness to 
carry out its provisions and, znter alia, to pay the sum awarded, when- 
ever the United States Government might be willing to accept it. 
It is also to be noted that even before the final report of the Com- 
mission, the Company had commenced and was in the process of 
carrying out the remedial measures approved by the Commission, 
which involved an expenditure in excess of ten million dollars. 

It is obvious that there are practical difficulties which would make 
it unjust to re-open the question of damages occurring prior to the 
first day of January, 1932. In a new adjudication of the issue, the 
Company would be prejudiced by the existence of the unanimous award 
of the Commission, and there would be a practical certainty that, ir- 
respective of the evidence, the amount would not be reduced. In deal- 
ing with a fresh adjudication of the issue, the Company would be seri- 
ously hampered by the staleness of its evidence and by the death or 
incapacity of some of the most important witnesses. On the other 
hand, the lapse of time will make it increasingly difficult to check the 
positive assertions of damage made in the claims and will thus be 
disadvantageous to the Company’s position. 

This situation places the Canadian Government in an extremely 
difficult position. The question has been raised as to whether the 
Canadian Government, or even the Parliament of Canada, have any 
legal powers whereby a settlement can be imposed upon the Company 
against its will. The Canadian Government, even if it had undoubted 
powers, would be most reluctant to impose a settlement upon the Com-
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pany involving the re-opening of the question of damage prior to the 

date in question, because such a course would, in view of the considera- 

tions set forth above, be unjust to the Company and would be entirely 

unnecessary, in order to. do justice to the claimants. Such a course 

might involve protracted litigation between the Company on the one 

hand, and the Government on the other, and thus delay the ultimate 

settlement of this problem. Under these circumstances, ratification of 

a treaty would not be feasible until the question of legal right had been 

determined by the Courts, and that would certainly postpone ratifica- 

tion in any case for a number of years. 

In these circumstances, it becomes necessary to reconsider the rela- 
‘tion of the Canadian Government to this question. 

In my note to Mr. Robbins, No. 18, dated the 17th February, 1934, 
and particularly in paragraphs 5 to 18 inclusive, I discussed the nature 
of the position of the Canadian Government and the nature of the 
proceedings that had been undertaken with a view to the provision of 
a solution of this difficult problem which was designed to be fair to all 
parties concerned. This is not a dispute between the two Govern- 
ments, and it does not come within any of the ordinary well-known 
categories of international arbitration. It is a case in which a Ca- 
nadian corporation was alleged to be committing a civil wrong against 

- United States citizens in the State of Washington, for which appro- 
priate remedies are and were, or ought to be, available in the domestic 
tribunals. I have pointed out that it would have been open to the 
Canadian Government to disclaim international responsibility and to 
remit the claimants to their ordinary legal remedies, and that such a 
course could not have been brought into question, because it would have 
been in accordance with the accepted principles of international law. 

On the other hand, recognizing the desirability of utilizing pro- 
cedure under the existing treaties which was available as between these 
two countries, the Governments joined in exploring this matter, with 
a view to obtaining a friendly, neighbourly and fair solution of 
the problem. 

This course having failed through no fault on the part of the 
Canadian Government, it becomes necessary to consider the courses 
that are open at the present time. 

The Canadian Government is still ready to explore the possibility 
of a settlement by means of an:international adjudication along the 
general lines indicated in your note of the 80th January, 1934,°* and 
particularly along the general lines of the third proposal therein con- 
tained. The Canadian Government is ready to concur in the con- 
stitution of the tribunal and in terms of reference which, with neces- 
sary revision, would promise a determination of this problem in a 

8 Based on Department’s instruction No. 194, January 27, p. 874. 
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manner that would be just both to the claimants and to the Company. 
The Canadian Government would be most reluctant to abandon the 
prospect of settlement of this controversy along such lines and to be 
forced to consider the possibility of adopting the strict legalistic atti- 
tude of remitting the injured parties to their remedies in the Courts. 

I fully share your desire to see a speedy settlement of a dispute 
which holds possibilities of irritation and friction, and appreciate the 
action of the President in arranging for you to come to Ottawa for a 
direct discussion. I am, therefore, bringing these matters to your 
personal attention, rather than sending a formal communication. 

In view of your President’s personal interest in this matter, I should 
be grateful if you would bring this letter to his personal attention in 
order that he may understand the difficulties confronting the Canadian 
Government in this matter and in order that he may know that the 
Government is prepared to go to great lengths in order to expedite 
a fair and just solution of this troublesome question. 

Yours faithfully, R. B. Bennett 

711.4215 Air Pollution/5714 

The Under Secretary of State (Phillips) to the Minister in Canada 
(Robbins) 

Wasuineton, November 30, 1934. 

Dear Warren: I enclose a reply * which I am sending to Mr. Ben- 
nett’s letter to me of October [Vovember] 17th and should be very 
glad if you would be so kind as to see that it reaches its destination 
as soon as possible. If you can secure any information as to when he 
expects to send his representative to Washington with a draft, which 
we hope will serve as the basis for discussion of a final settlement of 
the case, please send it along as quickly as possible. Actually there is 
not much time left between now and the meeting of Congress. 

Sincerely yours, Wuuu1am Puitiirs 

711.4215 Air Pollution/567 | 

The Under Secretary of State (Phillips) to the Canadian Prime 
Minister (Bennett) 

WasuHinetTon, November 30, 1934. 

My Dear Mr. Prime Minister: I have received, through your 
Legation here, your letter of November 17, in regard to the Trail 
Smelter problem which we discussed during my recent visit to Ottawa. 

Although there are several statements in your letter in which I 
cannot concur, I am sure you will agree that an extended discussion at 

* Infra.
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this time of the issues raised in your communication will serve no use- 

ful purpose. 
I know that you share fully our earnest desire to reach a prompt 

and fair settlement of this problem. The question is of vital im- 

portance to the communities which are directly concerned and is being 

emphasized, because of the continued delays in its solution, in such a 
way as to affect the general field of relations between our two coun- 
tries. As I told you when I was in Ottawa, the President is keenly 
desirous of having an agreement reached in this matter before the 
opening of Congress. He feels that otherwise matters of greater 
importance to the two countries may be affected. I, therefore, hope 
that you will send your representative to Washington at the earliest 
possible moment with a draft agreement which will serve as a basis for 
discussion for an early and definitive settlement of this case. 

In accordance with your request, I shall gladly place your letter 
before the President. 
With kindest personal regards, I am [etc.] 

Wiiu1aM PHttiirs 

711.4215 Air Pollution/567. 

The Under Secretary of State (Phillips) to President Roosevelt 

Wasuineton, December 3, 1934. 

Dear Mr. Prestpentr: The Canadian Prime Minister has sent me a 

note under date of November 17th, with regard to the Trail Smelter 
case which, as you will recollect, I discussed with him in Ottawa 
following your instructions. While I do not attach very much sig- 
nificance to this communication, I am sending it to you ** because Mr. 
Bennett has requested me to doso. I also enclose a copy of my reply.” 
I am disappointed that Mr. Bennett has not as yet carried out his 
promise to me of sending his representative to Washington to clean 
up this matter. 

Faithfully yours, WILLIAM PHILLIPS 

711.4215 Air Pollution /5714 

The Minister in Canada (Robbins) to the Under Secretary of State 
(Phillips) 

Orrawa, December 4, 1934. 
[Received December 7. | 

My Dear Bix: I received your letter of November 30th yesterday, 
December 8rd, and immediately made an appointment with the Prime 

® Ante, p. 958. 
* Supra.
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Minister whom I saw in the morning. I presented your letter to him 
and after he had read it carefully I expressed to him my anxiety as 
to when he could send a representative to Washington with a draft 
which might serve as a basis for discussion of a final settlement of the 
Trail Smelter case. 

He did not seem particularly willing to comply with this request 
to my surprise, in view of the assurances that he gave to you in his 
library in my presence, and I imagine that some harm was done by 
the visit of Mr. Warren, President of the Trail Smelter, who was sum- 
moned by the Prime Minister and who only arrived in Ottawa after 
your departure. The Prime Minister took the attitude, which I think 
was given to him by Warren, that as the findings of the Joint Com- 
mission, suggested by the representatives of the United States and 
Canada, had not been accepted by the people of the State of Wash- 
ington the issue should no longer be considered international. The 
Prime Minister expressed some doubt as to his being able to urge the 
Smelter people to change their point of view. He did seem willing, 
however, to send Read and possibly Dr. Skelton to Washington. 

I reminded him of the letters from the Governor of the State of 
Washington and Representative Sam Hill, which you will remember 
you read to him. He seemed somewhat irate as to Hill’s letter and 
remarked that Hill had practically accused him personally of blowing 
foul fumes down the valley through the State of Washington. In the 
hope of making him decide at least to send Read and Skelton down to 
Washington at the earliest possible date I made the suggestion, and 
this I told him was without the slightest authority, that it might be a 
good idea to have them confer with someone from the State of Wash- 
ington while they were down there. 

I shall probably write you another letter this afternoon as I have 
been trying to get the Prime Minister all morning in the hopes of 
prodding both him and Bill Herridge who is staying with him. I do 
not feel that I have accomplished very much of late in this matter, 
but as you know it is pretty hard to do anything with them now with 
the political situation going as it is. 

Sincerely yours, Warren D. Ropsins 

DeceMBER 4, 1984. 

The Prime Minister was ill today but I got him on the telephone in 
the late afternoon. I told him that I had had occasion to speak on 
the telephone to Washington and that they were more anxious than 
ever to have Read or Read and Skelton come down as originally 
planned with a draft to discuss the case. 

The Prime Minister again brought up his old argument, which he 
also makes in his letter to you, that the case is not really one for the
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Canadian Government and that itis a civil case between the State of 
Washington and the Trail Smelter Company of British Columbia, 
and took the attitude that the State of Washington could readily sue 
the Trail Smelters. I expressed great doubt as to the effectiveness 
of this action. Oo | 

I will say that he did show willingness to send Read down to Wash- 
ington which I urged a second time, and I suggested that he should 
come on December 10th as I understand you will be back then. 

There will be more information for you I hope tomorrow. 
| | | Warren D. Roperns 

711.4215 Air Pollution/573 

President Roosevelt to the Under Secretary of State (Phillips) 

| -Wasuineton, December 6, 1934. 

I entirely approve your letter to the Canadian Prime Minister in 
regard to the British Columbia Trail Smelter case. If the Canadian 
Government should fail to send a representative to Washington to 
expedite a settlement of this case—what would you think of our ask- 
ing the Canadian Government to refer the whole matter to the World 

Court at the Hague, provided always that we could get not only a 
hearing but a determination from the World Court within a com- 
paratively short space of time, for example, one year? | 
My suggestion is based on the thought that if the World Court 

should give us definite action through a decision, and especially if 
that decision were favorable, it would do much to improve our chances 
of joining the World Court itself in a permanent manner. 

F[RANKLIN] D. R[oosevetr] 

711.4215 Air Pollution/574 . 
Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State (Phillips) 

[Wasuineron,| December 13, 1984. 

Messrs. Skelton and Read, of the Department of External Affairs, 
arrived in Washington on December 10th and during the afternoon, 
together with Mr. Metzger, we discussed the Trail Smelter case. It 
developed that the Canadians did not come with any new draft as a 
basis for further discussion nor had they any suggestions to offer. I 
expressed disappointment and said that inasmuch as we were no 
further along it would seem necessary for the experts to get together 
and start from scratch. Before separating we did discuss the case 
along general lines. Messrs. Metzger and Read then retired ‘to the
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former’s office, where they were joined later by Skelton. Later Mr. 
Metzger advised me that satisfactory progress had been made towards 
a solution of the problem after January 1, 1932. The Canadians, 
however, were insistent that damages up to January 1, 1932, should be 
settled by the amount, recommended by the Joint Commission, of 
$350,000. 

During luncheon on the following day I again emphasized as 
strongly as possible the importance of reaching a decision with re- 
gard to procedure before the opening of Congress. Skelton said that 
he believed he would be able to submit a new draft within ten days. 
Before parting I asked him whether he had ever thought of utilizing 
the World Court in case the procedure envisaged in the arbitration 
did not develop. Skelton replied that he had not thought of utilizing 
the Court in this connection, but that it was an interesting suggestion. 
He did not appear to react to it favorably. 

I put forward the above suggestion with respect to the World Court 
only as a personal one. I had an opportunity to speak to the Pres- 
ident during the morning with regard to this matter and he approved 
of my mentioning the World Court in this informal and personal 
manner. 

WILLIAM PHILLIPS 

711.4215 Air Pollution /582 

The Canadian Secretary of State for External Affairs (Bennett) to 
the American Minister in Canada (Robbins) * 

Orrawa, December 31, 1934. 

Sir: I have the honour to refer to recent discussions regarding 
claims against the Trail Smelter and to state that the Canadian Gov- 
ernment has been giving careful consideration to the possibility of a 
solution on the lines discussed between officers of our government 
and representatives of the Department of State and yourself at 
Washington. 

In the hope of reaching a speedy settlement of this issue, the Cana- 
dian Government is prepared to accept the draft as revised on that 
occasion with the following verbal changes in Article III, which it is 
believed will clarify the questions without changing the intent; 

Article III—Question 2 

The first clause to read “In the event of the answer to the first part 
of the preceding question being in the affirmative, etc”. 

** Copy transmitted to the Department by the Minister in Canada in his despatch 
No. 989, January 1, 1935; received January 3, 1935.
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Vuestion 3 

All words after “maintained” to be struck out and the words “by 
the Trail Smelter” to be substituted. 

I enclose two copies of the draft which was under discussion in 
, Washington, amended to include the two changes indicated above. 

I should be glad to learn whether the Government of the United 
States are prepared to enter into an agreement on this basis.” 

Accept [etc. | R. B. BenNeETT 

PROJECT FOR IMPROVEMENT OF THE ST. LAWRENCE WATERWAY BY 

JOINT ACTION OF THE UNITED STATES AND CANADA” 

711.42157SA29/1316 

Memorandum by the Chief of the Division of Current Information 
(McDermott) 

[Wasnineron,] January 10, 1934. 

At the press conference at the White House this morning the Pres- 
ident said that he has called off all appointments so that he can devote 
himself to writing a message on the St. Lawrence Waterways Treaty. 

He hasn’t written it yet, but he hopes to get it up by this afternoon. 
A correspondent enquired whether the President will take a position 
on the diversion at Chicago. The President answered, yes. The cor- 
respondent asked whether the President could tell him what it is. 
Everybody laughed, but the President astonished them by saying, yes. 
The President said that the following should be only used as back- 
ground and should be held confidential until his message goes up. 
The War Department and everybody else who has studied it feels that 
the Treaty in its existing form provides for enough water to maintain 
the flow of Chicago’s sewage and also such navigation as is desirable 
between Chicago and Mississippi. There is a certain amount of what 
might be called local opposition in the southern part of Mississippi 
and around St. Louis. It is an equitable affair that we should divert 
the water out of the Great Lakes. It can be done only by agreement 
with Canada. The water isn’t ours; it belongs to Canada and us. 

In telegram No. 20, March 20, 1935, 6 p. m., the Minister in Canada was 
authorized ‘‘to sign convention conforming to Canadian draft that accompanied 
your despatch.” The Canadian draft (not printed) was, with purely verhal 
changes in the preamble, identical with the treaty signed at Ottawa, April 15, 
1935: Treaty Series No. 898, or 49 Stat. 3245. 
For previous correspondence relating to the unperfected treaty for a Great 

Lakes-St. Lawrence Deep Waterway, signed July 18, 1932, see Foreign Relations, 
1932, vol. 11, pp. 68 ff. 

“For text of the President’s message, see Department of State, Press Releases, 
January 13, 1934, p. 14; also Congressional Record, vol. 78, pt. 1, p. 338.
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You can’t get around that fact. You can’t go ahead blithely and take 

all the water out of the Great Lakes and divert it to another water 

shed. It isn’t fair to a neighbor country. Whatever is done must be 

by agreement with Canada, Chicago to the contrary notwithstanding. 

The President said there is the general problem of Mississippi navi- 

gation, a different water shed. We believe that through a program 

of national planning that problem can be solved by the control of 

water, flood prevention, storage reservoirs, etc., which would provide 

an even natural flow of water down the Mississippi to provide enough 

water for adequate navigation purposes. When it comes to com- 

merce in the Middle West and Northwest, it is very largely a question 

of mileage. Suppose you wanted to ship a piano from St. Louis to 

London, what is the straight line? Through the Great Lakes to the 

Atlantic and across the Atlantic. The President supposes it would 

help New Orleans if the piano went around three sides of a square, 

but it is against nature. The same thing is true of wheat in Montana. 

The logical outlet is a straight line. It is against nature to have it 

shipped via Galveston and Houston. That is one of the principal 

answers to objectors to the treaty. It is a rule of common sense. 

A correspondent enquired whether that means the treaty ratification 

will be on the basis of its present form and no reservations suggested. 

The President said he does not know of any reservations. 

A correspondent said that the War Department report showed that 
all the engineers felt that it should be left to the Chief of Engineers 

to increase the diversion at Chicago if necessary, but the Chief of 
Engineers disagreed with the subordinates. The President said that 
he thought that is provided for in the treaty. There were several 

objections by the engineers and the chief of them was that there 

might be necessity to take a very large flow of water for a short period 

in order to flush out Chicago’s sewage system. Another correspond- 

ent suggested that that would take quite a lot of water. Off the record, 

the President said he thinks the Canadians will take that into con- 

sideration. They know Chicago too. 
[The remainder of this memorandum deals with other matters. ] 

M. J. McDrermorr 

711.42157SA29/12738 

Extract From President Roosevelt's Press Conference 

[Wasuineron,| March 14, 1934. 

At the press conference at the White House this morning a corre- 
spondent said that the St. Lawrence Treaty will come to a vote this
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afternoon and it looks as though the vote will be against the Pres- 
ident. A correspondent asked if the President could give the press 
any comment on that. 

For background use only, the President said there are two phases 
of it: one is perfectly simple; the other, more difficult. The first is 
that whether the Treaty goes through this afternoon or not makes no 
difference at all. The St. Lawrence seaway will be built. That is 
perfectly obvious. If one can visualize the whole navigation prob- 
lem, it is obvious that man is going to follow the lead of nature, 
whether it goes through today or next week makes little difference, 
it is going through. We have today a seaway practically from the 
top end of Lake Superior down through the Sault Locks, Lake Michi- 
gan, down through the Windsor Locks, through Lake Ontario down 
to where the St. Lawrence begins. In the St. Lawrence there are 
three rapids. One has already been circumvented near Cornwall. 
They have practically completed the power development and as a 
part of that power development for just a very small sum they can 
add locks: The lowest point is at La Chine. There is already a 
Canal. The Canadians can dig it from 12 feet to 30 feet without 
building a dam. That leaves only the top, the waterfall known as 
the International Rapids. Canada already has a 12 foot canal around 
the International Rapids. It isn’t the least bit necessary to develop 
power, which of course calls for a dam. It would be a perfectly 
proper thing and perfectly feasible thing for Canada to enlarge the 
international section of the Canal on the Canadian side of the river 
without ever building a dam. Canada doesn’t need the water power. 
It has a lot of it. If Canada were to do that on the Canadian side of 
the river, it would be a Canadian seaway. Mind you, the amount 
necessary to do that would be less than $100,000,000. It would be . 
a Canadian seaway from the mouth of the St. Lawrence to the Great 
Lakes. That seaway would be 100 per cent under the control of 
Canada, and if Canada wanted to be mean—and lots of governments 
and people are mean to their neighbors—so far as treaties go Canada 
has an absolute legal right—not a moral right—to let Canadian and 
British ships use that seaway free, but charge a toll to American 
citizens. If you look at it purely from a national point of view, not 
a commercial or humane point of view, if we don’t go along with 
Canada in the development of this seaway, there is no question of the 
Canadian right to build a Canadian seaway and discriminate against 
all American vessels. If Canada were to do that, British and 
Canadian ships could use that seaway free of charge and it would be 

@ See Congressional Record, vol. 78, pt. 4, pp. 4474-4475.
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prohibitive for American ships to use it. That is a distinct and 
definite legal right, if we do not go along and join her in building it. 
There is another phase of this: A certain Senator said he was going to 
vote against the treaty because of the Mississippi and the taking of 
water out of Lake Michigan. The President asked him if he thought 
we had any right to divert water over und above the needs for drinking 
and health purposes from one watershed into another, and the Presi- 
dent told him a story of an old case in up state New York. A fellow 
had a very nice property on level ground through which ran a river. 
People down the stream had grist mills and he didn’t have any water 
power. He had a bright idea that by cutting a little ditch through a 
little hill on his property he could run this water over into the water- 
shed of another little river and get a fifty foot drop. He thought 
he could take water out of this river through his ditch, drop it on a 
wheel, and put it in another river. Unfortunately, he ran up against 
what is known in common law as the old right of the man farther 
down the stream. The owners of the mills down the stream brought 
suit, pointing out that since 1450 it has been the English rule on water- 
sheds that you have the right to take water out of the stream, but have 

to put it back into the river. You can’t divert it into some other 
watershed. The Senator was a lawyer. He admitted it, but said 
international law is different. The President said there is no case show- 

ing international law different. Then the Senator said, “Never mind 
whether international law is different or not, we are going to try to 
take all the water we want out of Lake Michigan and put it in the 
Mississippi, no matter what anybody else says.” The President 
pointed out to the correspondents this is perfectly clear cut. The 
Government does believe in the common law and believes we have 
no right to injure our neighbor, Canada, by diverting water from the 
Great Lakes into another watershed, as the fellow in up state New 
York wanted to do. Chicago is entitled to all the water it wants for 
drinking and for health purposes and Canada has gone farther and 
given them enough water by treaty to give them pretty decent navi- 
gation to the Mississippi—not for ocean going vessels, but a nine 
foot draft. The thing is going through. There is going to be a 
seaway just as sure as God made little apples and the President would 
like to see it done by joint action of Canada and the United States. 
If we don’t go along with that, Canada has a perfect right to build 
an all-Canadian seaway and discriminate against us, if she so desires. 

A correspondent then enquired whether in other words the Presi- 
dent will not send the treaty back to Congress. The President said it 
will go back in some form.
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711.421578A29/12714 

President Roosevelt to the Secretary of State 

[Wasuineton, March 21, 1934. | 

C. H.: Will you talk with Frank Walsh ® about the next steps on 
the St. Lawrence Treaty? & then talk with me? 

F[ranxuin] D. R[oostvett | 

[Enclosure—Memorandum] 

[ Wasuineton,| March 21, 1934. 

Power and rail interests will use the interval before next session to 
organize opposition against the project itself rather than against 
alleged weaknesses in the Treaty. Evidences of activity include: 

(1) Security Owners’ Association propaganda against government 
in business, especially against public competition in power field. 

(2) Mine workers organization against government development of 
hydro-electric power as tending to reduce demand for coal. 

(8) Continued lining up of rail workers against waterway com- 
pletion. 

The situation outlined can be met by prompt steps along the follow- 

ing lines: 

(1) Quick action through the State Department to begin confer- 
ences and negotiations on possible revision of certain provisions of 
the treaty. a 

(2) Federal Trade Commission investigation of Power Trust 
propaganda and lobby against treaty and project. The fact that such 
an investigation was in progress would put damper on propaganda 
activities. Judge Healy favors the treaty. . 

(3) Emphasis upon value of St. Lawrence project, particularly in 
terms of reduced electric rates. Inspection trip to the St. Lawrence 
in May or June would dramatize the issue, inform public opinion, 
keep project alive and offset hostile propaganda. A later date would 
conflict with the campaign and run into cold weather. 

711.42157SA29/12753 

The Assistant Chief of the Division of Western European Affairs 
(Hickerson) to the Secretary of State 

[ Wasuineton,] March 23, 1934. 

Mr. Secrerary: In the vote on the St. Lawrence Treaty in the 
Senate on March 14, 1934, there were 46 votes in the affirmative and 
42 in the negative. In addition there were two votes (Senators Mur- 

® Chairman of the New York State Authority.
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phy and Norbeck) paired for the Treaty and one (Senator Glass) 
against. The 46 votes in favor of the Treaty were made up of 31 
Democrats, 14 Republicans and 1 Farm Labor; against the Treaty 
were 22 Democrats, and 20 Republicans. Senators Fletcher, King, 
Caraway, Trammell and Thomas (Oklahoma) all Democrats, did not 

vote and were not paired. ‘The major portion of the vote against the 
Treaty came from the Eastern States. From Maine to Florida east 
of the Allegheny Mountains, there were only four votes (2 from South 
Carolina, one from Vermont, and one from New Hampshire) in favor 
of the Treaty, as opposed to 24 adverse votes, and no vote at all either 
way from the State of Florida. The second most important source 
of opposition was in the Mississippi Valley where there were 8 adverse 
votes, one abstention (Mrs. Caraway) and two adverse votes (McGill 
of Kansas and Connally of Texas) from adjoining states understood 
to have been influenced by considerations affecting the Mississippi 
Valley. 

From the foregoing it seems clear that if a St. Lawrence Treaty is 
to receive a 24 majority in the Senate, a considerable number of votes 
must be picked up from the Atlantic Seaboard and adjacent States 
where sectional antagonism to the project is strong or the Mississippi 
Valley States must be brought into line. It seems probable that it 
would be easier to bring the Mississippi Valley States into line than 
to influence any large number of votes along the Atlantic Seaboard, 
but even if all of the votes of the Mississippi Valley were obtained it 
would still be necessary to get a few additional votes to put the Treaty 
through. 

I do not believe that there is much chance of obtaining a 24 majority 
for the existing Treaty in its present form. The arguments which 
were made against the present Treaty in the debate really boiled down 
to two points: | 

(1) The Chicago diversion matter (Article 8 (a) of the Treaty 
incorporating the substance of the Supreme Court decree of April 
21, 1930,%* limiting the diversion at Chicago after December 31, 1938 
to 1500 cubic second feet plus domestic pumpage, with provision for 
emergency diversions). | 

(2) The provision in Article 3 (6) of the Treaty for the expenditure 
of American funds on Canadian labor and materials for those parts 
of the works in the International Rapids Section of the river which 
lie within Canadian territory; the amount of American money to 
be expended for Canadian labor and materials under this provision 
would amount to approximately $54,000,000. 

There were other arguments made against the Treaty, as for ex- 
ample that of Senator Lewis, that the British Government desired 
the construction of the St. Lawrence waterway as “an avenue of 

“281 U. S. 696.
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approach for their warships”, but the two foregoing are the principal 
serious arguments made against the Treaty per se. Senators Walsh, 
Wagner and Copeland argued against the general project rather than 
against the Treaty specifically. 

If it be correct that the Treaty in its present form cannot obtain a 
22 majority in the Senate, the question arises as to the means by which 
the Treaty could or should be altered. This could be done in either 
of two ways: (1) to draft several amendments to the Treaty which 
would be discussed with the Canadian Government with the view 
to obtaining their acquiescence; (2) to write and sign another treaty 
(assuming of course that the Canadian Government would be agree- 
able; on this point we have no information whatever at this time). 
It is my belief that the second of these methods, that is, drafting a 
new treaty would be more desirable for the following reasons: (a) 
it would be simpler and the final result would be a clearer, more 
coherent document. We have already exchanged notes with the 
Canadian Government clearing up a status of the Aluminum Com- 
pany’s diversion at Massena; * additional reservations would tend 
to make the final product even more complicated. (6) It is believed 
that a new Treaty would give additional prestige to the project be- 
cause of the fact that it would be a work of the present Administra- 
tion. I do not believe that we would run the risk of losing one of 

the Republican votes if a new Treaty were to be submitted. (c) 
There are several purely minor unimportant matters of drafting in 
the present Treaty which could be improved in a new draft. 

I wish to make it clear in connection with the foregoing that we 
have no information as to the attitude of the Canadian Government 
in this matter. Public sentiment for the St. Lawrence project has 
never been strong in Canada, and I suspect that there was a con- 
siderable feeling of relief in the Dominion at the result of the vote 
in the Senate last week. Premier Bennett’s Government faces the cer- 
tainty of a general election not later than August 1935 and their 
political position is by no means good. On this account, it would be 
difficult for Mr. Bennett to acquiesce in changes in the Treaty which 
might appear to be more advantageous to the United States than the 

pending Treaty. JoHN Hickrerson 

711.42157SA29/1291 | 

Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State (Phillips) 

: [Wasuineron,] July 11, 1934. 

I lunched with the Canadian Minister today and discussed various 
matters of mutual interest with him. I said that, before the President 

* See Foreign Relations, 1933, vol. u, pp. 98 ff. |
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left Washington, he had asked me to inquire of Mr. Herridge whether 
he would be disposed to discuss informally this summer ways and 
means either to amend the St. Lawrence Waterway Treaty or to re- 
write a new one so that the President could present it in the Senate on 
the reconvening of Congress. I added that the President had asked 
me, in particular, to say that he did not wish to do anything in this 
matter which might prove to be of embarrassment to the Canadian 
Prime Minister and that the reason, therefore, of my reference to the 
St. Lawrence Waterway Treaty today was merely to ascertain how 
Mr. Bennett felt about it. Mr. Herridge replied that the Prime Min- 
ister was at present in the west of Canada and would not return to 
Ottawa for about ten days, that he (Herridge) would then go to 
Ottawa to meet him and would bring back a definite answer to my 

inquiry. 
Speaking for himself Mr. Herridge felt that the present was not 

an opportune time to renew these discussions; he reminded me that 
the failure of the treaty in the Senate was received by all the mem- 
bers of the Canadian Government with evident relief; he did not 
think that anything had happened since then to alter their feelings 
on the subject and he was certain that if the fact of conversations 
looking towards a modified treaty was given publicity through the 
press, it might be exceedingly awkward for Mr. Bennett and the 
members of his Government. Mr. Herridge went on to point out that 
the economic situation in Canada was improving rapidly and that, if 
by November the upward turn was so definite as to bring about a na- 
tion wide feeling of hopefulness, then Mr. Bennett might be able to 
tackle the subject of a new treaty; the new Public Works Program was 
only just going into effect and by November it might be possible to 
add the St. Lawrence Waterway project to the now generally accepted 
program of public works. 

Mr. Herridge gave me the above as merely an expression of his 
personal views, but I gathered that more than likely they represent 

the views of his Chief. 
[The remainder of this memorandum deals with other matters. ] 

Wiii1am PxHiItiirs 

711.42157SA29/12914 

The Minister in Canada (Robbins) to the Under Secretary of 
State (Phillips) 

Orrawa, July 17, 1984. 
[Received July 23. ] 

My Dear Buu: Pierre Boal ® has talked with me regarding your 

conversation in connection with your desire to effect certain changes 

“ Pierre de L. Boal, First Secretary of Legation in Canada.
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in the St. Lawrence treaty, provided it is practicable to do so, before 
it 1s re-submitted to the Senate. I would like to report to you the 
situation as we see it with regard to the agreement between the 
Province of Ontario and the Dominion government. This agreement 
was concluded on July 11, 1932, but to be effective it has to be ratified 
both by the Dominion government and by the Legislature of Ontario. 
Neither of these bodies have approved the agreement, in fact it has 
never been submitted to either of them, so that from the standpoint 
both of the Dominion and of the Province it is not now binding. In 
the course of the provincial election campaign, Hepburn, recently 
elected Premier of Ontario, expressed the belief that (1) the Ontario 
Hydro-Electric System now had 1,000,000 excess horsepower over 
actual needs, due to the several purchases of power sites by the Henry 
administration; (2) the Hudson Bay route had been developed at 
much expense as an alternative trade route, although it was evidently 
a failure; (3) the Canadian government was operating the Canadian 
National Railway at a weekly deficit of $1,000,000, borne by the tax- 

payers; (4) the Canadian government had recently guaranteed a 
loan of $60,000,000 to the Canadian Pacific Railway to keep it out of 
bankruptcy; (5) the present is no time to add the heavy cost of the 
St. Lawrence waterway development. His principal criticism of the 
treaty, therefore, is, by inference in (1), (2), (8), and (4), and 
specifically in (5), that it is not timely. As will be seen from the 
enclosed editorial from the Montreal Gazette,” those newspapers 
which are opposed to the treaty have attempted to show that this 
meant that Hepburn is unalterably opposed to the treaty in principle. 
I do not believe that this is the case. 

I think that Hepburn will be disposed to follow his national Liberal 
leader in regard to policy toward the treaty if it should become neces- 
sary for the Liberal party to take a position. I do not think that 
Hepburn will take any steps to ratify the Ontario-Dominion agree- 
ment, and anticipate that if he were asked to do so by the Dominion 
government he would probably either refuse outright on the ground of 
timeliness, or insist on changes being made which would be to the ad- 

vantage of the Provincial government. If it appeared that favorable 
action on his part would result in any political advantage to the Con- 

servative Dominion government, it is probable that he would endeavor 
to delay the treaty by not allowing his Legislature to ratify the Pro- 
vincial agreement until too late for the Conservatives to get any 
credit from it. At the same time, he might be reluctant to appear 
to block a potential source of large employment. On the whole, I am 
inclined to think that he would be guided in his actions largely by 
the policy of the Liberal party. It might be convenient to Mr. King, 
however, to have him so block or retard matters that the ultimate 

® Not attached to file copy of this letter.
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decision and credit for any treaty that was arrived at would fall 
to the lot of a Liberal government next year. In either case, the 
Liberal party has been favorable to the seaway project in the past 
and I think it likely that they would hesitate to turn it down after 
we had ratified. It might be wise to sound Mr. King on his attitude 
toward the treaty before making any final decision as to whether to 
press for changes to the treaty with Mr. Bennett. We have not ven- 
tured to do this lest some rumor reach Conservative circles, and if 
it were to be done it would best be done by someone not connected 
with our Government, such as Mr. Craig ® or Professor Shotwell. 

Finlayson ” recently told me that he thought many of the Govern- 
ment supporters here were rather relieved that we had not ratified the 
treaty, since they felt that support for the waterway from the west 
and central west had considerably died down as a result of the depres- 
sion, whereas the Opposition remained as strong asever. The Prime 

Minister could have forced the treaty through, he felt, had we ratified 
at the time the matter was before the Senate, and he would have done 
so. While I believe that the Conservative party as a whole has never 
been more than lukewarm toward the treaty, some allowance must be 
made for the tendency to “make the best” of our failure to ratify. I 
am inclined to think that if we ratified the treaty without any changes 
which would be deemed significant here, the interest of the west and 
central west would revive sufficiently to make ratification here pos- 
sible. The difficulties which would result here from any important 
changes would be as real for Mackenzie King, were he in power, as 
for Mr. Bennett. 

I gather from everything I hear that with the Ontario situation as 
it 1s, there is every likelihood at the moment that even if we re- 
negotiate the treaty, the local arrangements of the Prime Minister 
with Ontario would have to be revised, perhaps extensively, but Fin- 
layson remarked that he felt that the Dominion had driven rather a 
hard bargain with Ontario so that some revision would be fair. The 
Prime Minister could hardly put a treaty through that was not based 
on some local arrangements with Ontario. He may feel, however, 
that just before elections next year it would be convenient to have a 
treaty ratified by us to present which could be represented as favor- 
able to Canada. If this was blocked by the Liberals they would have 
to explain to the west. He may feel that at that time the Liberals 
will not consider it advisable to block the treaty. 
From our point of view I suppose that it would be advisable to 

proceed in such a way that there would be no call for the Liberals to 

* Charles Patton Craig, Executive Director, Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Tide 
Water Association. 

® James Thomson Shotwell, Professor of History at Columbia University. 
William Finlayson, K. C., Minister, Department of Lands and Forests, Provy- 

ince of Ontario.
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oppose the treaty, either provincially or nationally. I would say that 

it would probably be best to wait until the excitement surrounding 

Hepburn’s election has died down somewhat and until some. of his 

election utterances have passed into the background before having the 

matter of revision of the treaty openly discussed here. I would 

imagine that if anything can be done with the treaty by the Conserva- 

tives, it could best be done this autumn or early in the winter. In the 

meantime, of course, I see no harm at all in discussing the matter with 

Herridge on a confidential basis with a view to discovering possible 

grounds for an agreement on new terms. 
Yesterday I saw Finlayson and sounded him on the matter of the 

Prime Minister’s possible visit to Niagara. The Prime Minister 1s 
still out of town but I believe Finlayson will endeavor to get some 

information for me on the subject as soon as he returns, which should 

be toward the end of this week. 
With best wishes and sincere regards [etc. ] 

Warren D. Rogsins 

711.421578A29/1302% 

President Roosevelt to the Secretary of State 

Hyps Park, N. Y., September 5, 1934. 

Dear Corpeti: Will you see Frank Walsh on St. Lawrence Treaty? 

I think he should participate in any further plans for negotiations 

with Canada. | 

He is as you know Chairman of the N. Y. State Authority—& the 
State owns the bed of the River! 

I want to put the Treaty through. 
As ever F[ranxurn |] D. R[oosrverr] 

711.421578A29/1305 

Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State (Phillips) 

[Wasuincton,| October 10, 1984. 

Messrs. Frank P. Walsh and R. G. Sucher ™ called this afternoon to 

talk over the situation surrounding the St. Lawrence Waterway 

Treaty. Mr. Walsh said that he had discussed the matter with the 

President about three weeks ago and that the President had asked him 

to take it up with me. 
I asked Mr. Walsh whether he had any suggestions to make as to 

procedure and he admitted that he had not any. I told him of my 

™ Ralph Gunn Sucher, Washington counsel, Power Authority of the State of 
New York, in negotiations with Federal Government on St. Lawrence public 

power project. 

791118—51——68
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talk with Herridge early in the summer; that I had expressed the 
hope that the Canadian Government would agree to utilize the summer 
months by an informal exchange of views with regard to any possible 
changes in the Treaty which would make it more acceptable to our 
Senate: that Herridge had not received this suggestion with any 
enthusiasm, but had agreed to communicate it to the Prime Minister ; 
that he had, however, expressed the thought that possibly in Novem- 
ber he might be ready to go into the subject with me, but that he did 
not believe Mr. Bennett would care to open up conversations before 
November; that subsequently Mr. Herridge had again mentioned to 
Mr. Hickerson of this Department the month of November as the 
time that we might together approach the problem. I told Mr. Walsh 
that we had no reliable information as to the attitude of Mr. Hepburn, 
the new Premier of Ontario, but that my impression was that, being 
a Liberal leader in opposition to the Conservative Government, he was 
not enthusiastic about making the payments to the National Govern- 
ment as contemplated by the arrangement between Ontario and the 

Dominion Government. 
I told Mr. Walsh that he could rest assured that the Department was 

eager to see the Treaty put into effect and would do everything possible 
along these lines. Mr. Walsh said that he was glad to hear it and 
that he would get in touch with me again after elections. He added 
that the President had told him that he would like, if possible, to 
have the Treaty slightly amended, in order to facilitate its passage 
through the Senate, but that if that was impossible he would feel dis- 
posed to send the Treaty back to the Senate in its original form. 

Wi14mM Puiirs 

711.42157SA29/1323a 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in Canada (fobbins) 

No. 551 [Wasuincton,| November 19, 1984. 

Sir: For your confidential information there is enclosed a copy of 
that portion of a memorandum of a press conference at the White 
House on November 9, 1934, which pertains to a discussion of the 
Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Deep Waterway Treaty. 

Very truly yours, For the Secretary of State: 
Witi1am PHILiirs 

[Enclosure] 

Memorandum by the Acting Chief of the Dwision of Current 
Information (Key) 

[Wasuineton,| November 9, 1934. 

At the press conference at the White House this afternoon, the Pres- 
ident was asked whether there were any changes contemplated in the
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Great Lakes—St. Lawrence Waterway. The President informed the 
correspondents that when Mr. Phillips was in Ottawa last week he 
had spoken informally with the Canadian Prime Minister in regard 
to one or two minor changes which it was hoped might be made in the 
treaty.” The President added that this was literally all that Mr. 
Phillips had discussed with the Prime Minister on the Waterway 
Treaty. 

A correspondent enquired whether these changes related to Article 
8 of the Treaty governing diversion of water. The President replied 
that the Chicago papers might as well get it into their heads for once 
and all that there would be no changes regarding the diversion of water 

from Lake Michigan. He stated that ever since common law had 
first started it had been a principle that a person living on a stream 
or river could use the water for drinking purposes, for watering stock 

or for running a mill, but that the water used had to be returned to 
the stream in order that the rights of other persons living further 
down the stream should not be prejudiced. What was a fundamental 
principle in common law applied equally to international law. It was 
clear, therefore, that the United States had no right to divert water 
from one country to another. The President added that furthermore 
the Supreme Court had decided that the United States had no right 
to divert water from the Great Lakes and, finally, the War Department, 
which had thoroughly investigated the situation had likewise decided 
that Chicago had ample supplies of water to meet its needs. 

The President concluded by saying, “They’ve got enough water. 
They’ve had enough water and they won’t get any more water.” 

[The remainder of this memorandum deals with other matters. | 

Davip McK. Kry 

711.42157SA29/1826a 

The Secretary of State to President Roosevelt 

Wasuineton, December 14, 1934. 

My Dear Mr. Presipenr: Today you spoke to me about recent 
developments in connection with the St. Lawrence Waterway Treaty. 

You recall that in October Mr. Phillips went up to Ottawa to discuss 
the ‘Trail Smelter question * with Prime Minister Bennett and while 
there he also raised the question of the St. Lawrence Treaty in accord- 
ance with your instructions. He pointed out to Prime Minister Ben- 
nett that you are keenly desirous of resubmitting the Treaty to the 

Senate at the forthcoming session of Congress, but that you desired 

“ See letter from Mr. Phillips to President Roosevelt, October 31, p. 955. 
® See pp. 874 ff.
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that we discuss with the Canadian authorities several proposed changes 
in the Treaty, and he asked that the Prime Minister authorize Mr. 
Herridge, the Canadian Minister here, to discuss these proposed 
changes with us. The Prime Minister promised to give consideration 
to this matter and to authorize Mr. Herridge to talk to us about these 
changes. 

On December 4 an officer of this Department called Mr. Robbins, our 
Minister at Ottawa, on the telephone and suggested that he speak to the 
Prime Minister about this matter since we have heard nothing from 
Mr. Herridge on the subject. Mr. Robbins went to see Prime Minis- 
ter Bennett and also spoke to Mr. Herridge, who was in Ottawa, about 
it. Later in the day, Mr. Herridge called Mr. Hickerson of this 
Department on the telephone and told him that upon his return to 
Washington he would be glad to discuss the whole question with us. 
Mr. Herridge added that, in view of the political situation in Canada, 
he felt that it would be exceedingly difficult for the Canadian Govern- 
ment to agree to any changes of importance in the present Treaty, 
but he went on to say that he would be glad to discuss with us any 
proposals which you have in mind. 

On Monday and Tuesday of this week Doctor O. D. Skelton, the 
Canadian Under Secretary of State for External Affairs was in Wash- 
ington in connection with the Trail Smelter matter, and while he was 
here, Mr. Phillips and Mr. Hickerson discussed the St. Lawrence 
Treaty with him. Doctor Skelton said that the announcement of Mr. 
Hepburn, Premier of Ontario, that he would not seek legislation to 
approve the power agreement between the Dominion Government and 
the Province of Ontario had placed Prime Minister Bennett in an 
exceedingly difficult position in respect to the St. Lawrence Treaty. 
He said that he did not believe anyone had been able to determine 
whether Mr. Hepburn’s announcement signifies a real opposition to 
the project, or whether it is merely a step in building up a bargaining 
position for a better agreement between the Province of Ontario and 
the Dominion Government. At all events, he said, Prime Minister 
Bennett would unquestionably run a serious risk if he sought to have 
the Dominion Parliament approve a St. Lawrence Treaty in advance 
of an agreement with the Province of Ontario which is acceptable to 
Mr. Hepburn. He continued that to approve the Treaty and start the 
construction work prior to reaching such an agreement would effec- 
tively deliver the Dominion Government into the hands of the Province 
of Ontario, the only possible purchaser of Canada’s share of the power 
which will be developed in the International Rapids Section of the St. 
Lawrence River. Doctor Skelton stated that in all the circumstances 
he felt that it would be very difficult for the Canadian Government 
to agree to any changes of importance in the present Treaty, adding
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that it was by no means certain that Canada could ratify even the 
present Treaty. 
We understand that Mr. Herridge will return to Washington in a 

few days at which time we shall begin conversations with him respect- 
ing the Treaty. I believe that it would be desirable for us to have a 
brief conference with you in the early part of the coming week, 
respecting the proposals which you desire us to discuss with Mr. 
Herridge. 

I am [etc. | Cornett Huu 

711.421578A29/1328% 

President Roosevelt to the Secretary of State 

Wasuineton, December 29, 1934. 

What has happened in regard to the old proposed Treaty with 
Canada” in regard to the use of additional water at Niagara Falls? 
I think it was sent to the Senate by President Hoover but died there. 
Will you speak to me about this when we take up the St. Lawrence 
Treaty ¢ 

F[Ranxuin] D. R[ooseverr] 

711.421578A29/1326b 

The Secretary of State to President Roosevelt 

Wasuineton, December 31, 1934. 

Dear Mr. Present: Thank you for letting us see this letter from 
Robbins.* As you know, on December 2ist Mr. Phillips discussed 
with the Canadian Minister a number of slight changes in the St. 
Lawrence Treaty and handed him copies of these alterations. None 
of them is particularly important, but in spite of that fact Mr. Her- 
ridge did not appear optimistic that the Prime Minister would give 
his approval of them, nor, in fact, that he would be in a position this 
winter to press for the ratification of the original treaty by Parliament. 
Mr. Herridge added, however, that should our Senate approve of the 
treaty in its amended form, the Prime Minister might find it possible 
to introduce it in Parliament in its new form, explaining at the 
same time that the changes which have been made in the original 
text were wholly insignificant and did not in any way alter the funda- 
mental principles involved. Mr. Herridge felt that this might be an 
easier approach for the Prime Minister than to approve in advance 

“ Foreign Relations, 1929, vol. 1, p. 94. 
thts Letter from the Minister in Canada was returned to the President with
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of the suggested changes. We are awaiting Mr. Herridge’s reply in 
this connection. 

Mr. Frank Walsh called at the Department on Saturday and seemed 
entirely satisfied with the steps which the Department has already 
taken. Our view is that even though Mr. Bennett cannot guarantee 
to present the treaty to Parliament in January, it would probably 
be best for us to secure the Senate’s approval at the earliest practical 

moment. 

Accordingly, should you approve, I shall be happy to prepare a 
brief message for you, asking for a reconsideration of the treaty now 

before the Senate, and at the same time I would send to Senator Pitt- 
man “ the texts of the various amendments” which we are discussing 
with the Canadian Government. 

Faithfuliy yours, CorpELL Hui 

711,421578A29/18283 

The Assistant Chief of the Dwision of Western European Affairs 
(Hickerson) to the Secretary of State 

[Wasuineron,| January 2, 1935. 

Mr. Secrerary : The proposed treaty with Canada respecting Niag- 
ara Falls about which the President inquires is still before the Senate. 
The Treaty was signed on January 2, 1929, and approved that same 
year by the Canadian Parliament. In February 1931 the Foreign 
Relations Committee of the United States Senate held hearings on 
this Treaty and voted against reporting it favorably to the Senate. 
It is my understanding that the vote was 13 to nothing, in the Com- 
mittee against a favorable report on the Treaty. It is understood 
that the basis of the Senate’s objection to this Treaty was that it 
would confer unusual and unwarranted advantages upon a private 
American power company which was to receive the benefit of the 
additional diversion in return for defraying the American share of 
the costs of the contemplated works to preserve the scenic beauty of 
the Falls. 

On December 17 you signed a letter to the Secretary of War ® re- 
viewing the situation with respect to this Treaty and asking the 
advice of the Secretary of War concerning the advisability of our now 
seeking to arrange for the construction of the proposed compensating 
works independently of additional diversions of water for power pur- 
poses. We have just received Secretary Dern’s reply, dated December 

* Key Pittman, Chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. 
_ “Texts of prepared amendments not found in Department files. 

* Not printed.
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98,” in which he states that he is “disposed to favor a reopening of | 
the question with the Canadian Government in the manner you suggest 
if American participation in the project is in harmony with the 
financial policy of the President”. This procedure which we have in 
mind would involve an expenditure on the part of the United States 
of about $975,000. We are now preparing a letter to the President 
with a view to obtaining his approval of reopening this question with 
the Canadian Government. Joun Hickerson 

REPRESENTATIONS REGARDING DREDGING OPERATIONS IN THE 

ST. CLAIR RIVER” 

711.42157 Detroit/67 

The Secretary of War (Dern) to the Secretary of State 

WasHineton, March 9, 1934. 

Dear Mr. Secrerary: Reference is made to your letter of February 

8, 1984 (WE 711.42147 Detroit/60), forwarding a further note dated 
February 2, 1934, from the Department of External Affairs of 

Canada,* concerning dredging operations which the War Department 
is conducting in the St. Clair River. 

By letter addressed to you under date of September 12, 1982,” this 
Department asked that the sanction and approval of the Canadian 
Government be obtained for dredging shoal areas and spoiling waste 
on the Canadian side of the boundary in St. Clair River. In a note 
dated March 21, 1933,° copy of which was furnished this Department 
with your letter of March 27 [23], 1933,” the Department of External 

Affairs advised that the Canadian Government had granted the neces- 
sary permission subject to certain conditions enumerated therein. In 
compliance with these conditions the War Department engineers sub- 
mitted to the Canadian engineers the final plans for the dredging and 
spoiling of material in that section of the St. Clair River from the 
head of the St. Clair Flats Canal upstream as far as Algonac, Mich. 
In a note dated June 10, 1933,” the Department of External Affairs 

advised that the work “may be proceeded with according to the scheme 
submitted, in so far as the section of the river improvement under 
this portion of the proposal is concerned.” In a note dated January 
10, 1934,* that Department also advised that the plans submitted 

* Not printed. 
® For previous correspondence, see Foreign Relations, 1983, vol. 11, pp. 92 ff. 
* Neither printed. 
@ Foreign Relations, 1933, vol. 11, p. 98. 
8 Tbid., p. 96. 
* Tbid., p. 97.
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by the United States Government engineers for the section from 
Algonac to the vicinity of Marysville had been examined by the 

Canadian Government engineers, and stated that the work in this 
section may be proceeded with in accordance with the scheme 
submitted. 

In its note of February 2, 1934, the Department of External Affairs 
sets forth three additional conditions which the Canadian Government 
engineers now wish to have followed in carrying out this work. The 
first two of these additional conditions are in accord with the general 
terms upon which the consent of the Canadian Government was sought, 
and are unobjectionable. 

The third condition which the Canadian engineers now desire to 
impose reads as follows: 

“That none of the material deposited in the north channel 
(so-called), during the improvement to the navigation channel in the 
vicinity of Algonac, shall be removed without the prior consent of the 
Engineers of the Dominion Department of Public Works.” 

The north channel (so-called), specified in the foregoing condition, 
lies entirely within the territory of the United States. This Depart- 
ment is of the opinion that supervision by the Dominion of Canada 
over the use and development of this waterway by the removal of 
material therefrom is inadmissible except as a part of a reciprocal 
agreement for the joint control of the removal of material from the 
St. Clair River and its outlets. 

The enlargement of the St. Clair River by the dredging of gravel for 
commercial purposes tends to lower the level of Lake Huron. The 
two countries acting independently now exercise control over the 
removal of this material on their respective sides of the border with 
a view to preventing any enlargement which will have deleterious 
effects on lake levels. Joint control by a suitable control board, while 
not of pressing importance, has certain obvious advantages and merits 
consideration, but until such joint control is agreed upon the Depart- 
ment is of the opinion that this Government should not consent to the 
control by the engineers of the Dominion Department of Public Works 
of the removal of material from the north channel of the St. Clair 
River. 

Sincerely yours, Grorcrt H. Dern 

711.42157 Detroit/67 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in Canada (Robbins) 

No. 257 WasuinerTon, March 13, 1934. 

Sir: Reference is made to your despatch No. 372 dated February 2, 
1984, File No. 715.5, transmitting a copy of note No. 9 dated Febru- 

ary 2, 1934, from the Canadian Under-Secretary of State for External
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Affairs * regarding dredging operations which the War Department 
of the United States is carrying on in the St. Clair River. 

Copies of the Canadian note were brought to the attention of the 
Secretary of War. In his reply thereto, copy of which is enclosed, 
Mr. Dern raises no objection to the first two of the additional con- 
ditions given by the Canadian Government in the note of Febru- 
ary 2, 1934, but, with regard to condition number three, providing 
for the consent of the engineers of the Dominion Department of Pub- 
lic Works for the removal of certain material in a section of the north 
channel, it is pointed out that this area lies entirely within the United 
States and that supervision by Canada over the use and development 
of this waterway by the removal of material therefrom is inad- 
missible except as a part of a reciprocal agreement for the joint con- 
trol of the removal of material from the St. Clair River and its outlets. 

You may communicate with the Canadian authorities in the sense 
of Mr. Dern’s letter. 

Very truly yours, For the Secretary of State: 
Witi1aAM PHILiies 

711.42157 Detroit/76 

The Minister in Canada (Robbins) to the Secretary of State 

No. 518 Orrawa, April 11, 1934. 
: [Received April 13.] 

Sm: I have the honor to refer to my telegram No. 30 of April 11, 
12 noon,” and to transmit herewith copy of a note received this morn- 
ing from the Secretary of State for External Affairs approving, under 
certain conditions, the proposed changes in dredging the down-bound 
channels of the Detroit River. Copy of note No. 35 of March 24, 
1932,” referred to by Mr. Bennett, was transmitted with the Lega- 
tion’s despatch No. 734 of March 24, 1932.” 

Respectfully yours, : Warren D. Rogsrns 

[Enclosure] 

The Canadian Secretary of State for External Affairs (Bennett) to 
_ the American Minister (Robbins) | 

No. 25 Orrawa, April 10, 1934. 

Siz: I have the honour to refer to your note No. 142, dated the 
5th December, 1933, concerning the deepening of the down-bound 
channels in the Detroit River. 

* Neither printed. 
*® Supra. 
*° Not printed.
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It is observed that your Secretary of War is proposing changes in 
the original project, by his letter and accompanying plan enclosed 
with your note, and that the changes will involve dredging in Ca- 
nadian waters and, for the most economic execution of the work, the 
utilization of disposal areas in Canadian waters east of the channel. 

These proposals have been examined by an inter-departmental com- 
mittee, consisting of representatives of the departments of the Ca- 
nadian Government which are primarily concerned, and it is possible 
now to express the views of the Canadian Government with regard 
to this matter. 

The proposals generally have received the approval of the Canadian 

Government, in so far as that approval is necessary. Accordingly, the 
authorities charged with the execution of this work are authorized to 
dispose spoil material in Canadian waters east of the channel, in the 
location outlined in red on the copy of Plan D. D. R. 17/185, attached 
hereto,*! the spoil area not to extend southerly below the Detroit River 
Light, and to have not less than twelve feet of water over it at Lake 
Erie elevation 570.5 M. T. A. Approval is also given to the dredging 
in Canadian waters, consisting of the widening of the existing down- 
bound channel from its present width of 800 feet to 1,200 feet, and 
the widening also, on the east side, by cutting off a sector just above 
the Junction of the up-bound and down-bound channel, the whole to 
be given a depth of 26 feet below elevation 570.5 M. T. A. 

There is one aspect of the proposals which requires special con- 
sideration. The Canadian Government is strongly of the opinion that 
it would be inadvisable to use as a disposal area the bottom of the Lake 
between the existing up-bound and down-bound channels. The reason 
for this view is that the technical advisers of the Canadian Govern- 
ment are of the opinion that a menace might thus be created to naviga- 
tion seeking the entrance to the Detroit River in thick weather and 
quite possibly over-running the channel and its marks. The technical 
advisers are of the opinion that such a situation could readily be over- 
come at comparatively little, if any, extra expense by disposing of 
the material resulting from dipper or hopper dredge operations to 
the westwards of the existing down-bound channel. This matter has 
been discussed with the United States Engineer Officer who has ex- 
pressed the opinion that the disposal of spoil material between the 

: up-bound and down-bound channels will be of minor importance, 
and that the material will not be deposited in a manner to constitute 
a menace to navigation. He has also observed that it is not certain 
that material will be disposed between the two channels and that, in 
that event, the disposal area will be west of the Livingstone Channel. 

The area between the two channels is entirely within United States 
waters but, nevertheless, the Canadian Government ventures to express 

* Not reproduced.
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the hope that it will not be used as a disposal area and that, in the 
event that it becomes necessary to dispose spoil material in that area, 
the work will be so executed that even the possibility of a menace to 
navigation will be avoided. 

The question of the possible effect of this work upon the material 
level or flow of the Detroit River or Lake Erie, has been considered, 
and it is the view of the technical advisers of the Government, that 
the level or flow of these waters will not be affected. Consequently, 
the matter is not one requiring reference to the International Joint 
Commission under the Boundary Waters Treaty.” 

In expressing the consent of the Canadian Government to the pro- 
posed changes in the original plans for the deepening of the down- 
bound channels in the Detroit River, and in making the foregoing 
observations, it 1s desired that the approval thus given should be sub- 
ject, generally, to the conditions set forth in my note No. 35, dated 
the 24th March 1932, in so far as they are applicable, and also to the 
following conditions :— 

(a) Whatever works are carried out in Canadian territorial waters 
shall be carried out without prejudice to the sovereign or territorial 
rights of the Dominion of Canada. 

(6) Authorized representatives of the Canadian Government shall 
be free at all times to inspect the work during progress, and shall also 
be permitted to make whatever check surveys, with soundings, meter- 
ings and gaugings as may be considered desirable at any time. 

(c) The Canadian Government shall be informed in advance of 
the method to be followed in carrying out the work and shall be 
provided with a programme of operations and with copies of the 
plans and specifications governing the work. 

(d) On completion of the work the Engineer Officer in charge for 
the United States Government to furnish to the District Engineer 
of the Department of Public Works at London a statement with any 
necessary illustrative plans indicating the condition in which the 
work was found on completion. 

(¢) That all necessary steps shall be taken to safeguard the inter- 
ests of navigation during the progress of the work. 

Accept [ete. ] R. B. Bennet? 

711.42157 Detroit/80 

The Minister in Canada (Robbins) to the Secretary of State 

No. 548 Orrawa, April 21, 1984. 

[Received April 380. ] 

Sir: I have the honor to refer to the Department’s instruction No. 
257 of March 13, 1934, (file No. 711.42157 Detroit/67) relative to 
the objection of the Secretary of War to the third condition set forth 

” Signed at Washington, January 11, 1909, Foreign Relations, 1910, p. 532. 
* Not printed.
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in the Canadian Government’s note of February 2, 1934,% with respect 
to dredging operations being carried on by the United States in the 
St. Clair River. 

I am transmitting herewith copy of a note on this subject received 
from the Secretary of State for External Affairs this morning, setting 
forth the reasons which prompted the Canadian Government to in- 
clude the condition in question and concluding with the hope that 
our Government will be disposed to reconsider its objection. 

Respectfully yours, Warren D. Ropsrns 

[Enclosure] 

The Canadian Secretary of State for External Affairs (Bennett) to 
the American Minister (Robbins) 

No. 33 Orrawa, April 20, 1934. 

Sir: I have the honour to refer to your note No. 193, dated the 15th 
March, 1934, in which you discuss the three conditions which the 
Canadian Government engineers desired to have followed with respect 
to the proposed dredging of certain shoal areas in the St. Clair River, 
by the United States War Department. These conditions were com- 
municated to you, in my note No. 9, dated the 2nd February, 1934, 

which dealt with the second part of the project. 
You have stated that no objections are raised to the first two con- 

ditions mentioned in my note. With regard to the third condition, 
however, the Secretary of War has pointed out that, since the area 
involved lies entirely within United States territory, supervision by 
engineers of the Canadian Department of Public Works over the use 
and development of the waterway, by the removal of material there- 
from, is inadmissible, except as a part of a reciprocal agreement for the 
joint control of the removal of material in the St. Clair River and its 
outlets. In the letter from the Secretary of War, dated the 9th 
March, 1934, which was enclosed in your note, it was stated that joint 
control by a suitable Control Board, while not of pressing importance, 
has certain obvious advantages, and merits consideration, but that, 
until such joint control is agreed upon, the Department is of the 
opinion that your Government should not consent to the control by 
the engineers of the Canadian Department of Public Works, of the 
removal of material from the north channel of the St. Clair River. 

This matter has been reconsidered by the Department of Public 
Works. The Department’s action, in proposing the third condition, 
was based upon the belief that the maintenance of this fill was _de- 
sirable, as compensation for the removal of material in the deepening, 

* Not printed.
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by your Government, both on its own side and on the Canadian side, 
in the channel of the St. Clair River. It was thought that the corres- 
pondence which was exchanged in 1926 and 1927 ** between the Secre- 
tary of State of the United States and the British Ambassador, and 
later the Canadian Minister at Washington, concerning the further 
removal of material for commercial purposes in the vicinity of Point 
Edward waterfront, had recognized that each Government had an 
interest in the removal of material from the bed of the River on the 
other side of the international boundary-line, by reason of the possible 
effect of such removal on the general level, particularly of Lake Huron. 
The understanding established in this correspondence was intended 
to be the basis of the condition as formulated. The Department did 
not have in mind the obtaining of any new extraterritorial rights or 
privileges, but merely the recognition and re-affirmation of the re- 
ciprocal understanding which had already been established. 

The attitude taken by your Government with regard to the Point 
Edward situation has enabled the Department to resist demands for 
permission to remove material from the bed of the river in quantities 
exceeding those limited by the exchange of correspondence in 1926. 
In the present year, as a result of conversations between the Canadian 

engineers and the United States War Department engineer at Detroit, 
the Department has taken the stand that no further licenses in that 
area would be granted for the removal of material, without the joint 
consent of the engineers of the Department of Public Works and of 
the United States War Department engineer. In asking for the ac- 
ceptance of the third condition, it was thought that the hands of the 
United States War Department engineer would be strengthened in 
corresponding cases in which he might be importuned to remove, or 
permit the removal of, material from the north channel. 

The Department of Public Works agrees with the view that joint 
control of the removal of material for commercial purposes, on the 
St. Clair River, by a suitable Control Board, while not of pressing 
importance, would have certain obvious advantages, and the Depart- 
ment considers that, when the matter comes to be of more pressing 
importance, it may well be desirable that an agreement for such joint 
control should be concluded with your Government. 

In view of these circumstances, I venture to suggest that your 
Government might reconsider the question of the acceptance of the 
third condition, or, at any rate, that it might be agreed that this matter 
should continue to be governed by the general understanding which 
was embodied in the exchange of correspondence in 1926 and 1927, to 
which reference has already been made. 

Accept [etc. ] R. B. Bennerr 

* Not printed. |
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711.42157 Detroit/79 

The Minister in Canada (fobbins) to the Secretary of State 

No. 544 Ortawa, April 21, 1934. 
[Received April 30. ] 

Srr: I have the honor to refer to the Department’s instruction No. 
257 of March 138, 1934, (file No. 711.42157 Detroit/67) and to my 
despatch No. 543 of today’s date, and to enclose herewith copy of a 
note received this morning from the Secretary of State for External 
Affairs setting forth certain observations with regard to the dredging 
operations being carried out by the United States Government in the 
St. Clair River. 

Respectfully yours, Warren D. Rossins 

[Enclosure] 

The Canadian Secretary of State for External Affairs (Bennett) to 
the American Minister (Robbins) 

No. 34 Orrawa, April 20, 1984. 

Sir: I have the honour to refer to your note No. 193, dated the 15th 
March, 1934, and to make further reference to my note No. 27, dated the 
21st March, 1933,°°* concerning the operations which the War Depart- 
ment is conducting in Canadian waters, in connection with the 
dredging of certain shoal areas in the St. Clair River. 

The first two conditions set forth in my note, to which reference 
has been made, required that your Government, having decided upon 
the extent of the proposed improvement, should, before proceeding 
with the dredging and disposal of spoil material, submit the results of 
their further studies to the engineers of the Department of Public 
Works, and secure the concurrence of the Canadian Government 
engineers therein, in order that the maximum beneficial effect from 
the disposal of the waste material should be obtained. They also 
provided that the Canadian Government should be informed, in ad- 
vance, of the method to be followed in carrying out the work, and 
should be provided with a programme of operations. 

This course has been followed with respect to the proposed methods 
submitted for the improvement of that section of the St. Clair River 

Channel from the head of St. Clair Flats Canal up-stream as far as 
Algonac, Michigan, which was approved by my note No. 68, dated the 
10th June, 1933. The section of the improvement from Algonac, 

Michigan to Marysville, Michigan, was dealt with in the same manner, 

** Foreign Relations, 1933, vol. 11, p. 98. 
=> Toid., p. 96.
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and was approved by my notes No. 4 of the 10th January, 1934, and 
No. 9 of the 2nd February, 1934.%° 

I understand that, pursuant to the conditions in the first of my 
notes, to which reference has been made, the United States Govern- 
ment engineers have submitted to District Engineer Harcourt of the 
Canadian Department of Public Works, the method and plans which 
are to be followed in carrying out the third section of the work, which 
will be the final section in so far as dredging improvements are con- 
cerned. This is the section from up-stream of Marysville to opposite 
Port Huron, Michigan and Sarnia, Ontario. 

These methods and plans have been examined by Canadian engineers, 
who have brought to the attention of the Government two points that 
require special consideration. The Canadian engineers have reported 

that the disposition of the material to be dredged within the limits of 
the River, will fill the only remaining deep holes, and they point out 
that the Canadian Department of Public Works has on its programme 
for the coming year the restoration of depth in the channel in Sarnia 
Bay leading to the Sarnia Salt Company’s plant. It is estimated that 
the removal of 55,000 cubic yards, scow measurement, of material is 
involved in this improvement, and it is suggested that a reservation be 
made of sufficient space in the proposed disposal area, on the Canadian 
side of the boundary, to receive this quantity of material. 

The Canadian engineers have also reported that, on the Canadian 
side of the River, opposite Monument No. 50—where the River Road 
turns, as indicated on Plan D. S. C. 17/69—there is a shoal water area 
projecting into the channel beyond the general trend of the river 
bank, and that the scheme of improvement which has been submitted 
by the United States engineers does not contemplate the entire re- 
moval of this projection. A similar case occurs further up-stream, 
in front of the Imperial Oil Company’s plant, and immediately 
above the upper disposal area, shown on Plan D. S. C. 17/69. The 
Canadian engineers consider that it is essential that the scheme of 
improvement should be extended to include the removal of these sub- 
merged points. 

Accordingly, I have been requested by the Minister of Public Works 
to ask you to notify the United States authorities that the work may 
be proceeded with in accordance with the scheme submitted in Major 
Crawford’s letter to Mr. Harcourt, dated the 15th January, 1934, in 
so far as the section of the river improvement under this portion of 
the proposal is concerned, and in accordance with the conditions in my 
first note, to which reference has been made; provided, however, that a 
reservation be made to provide for the disposition of the 55,000 cubic 

*° Foreign Relations, 1933, vol. 11, p. 97. 
* Not printed. .
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yards of material proposed to be excavated this season at Sarnia, and 
provided, also, that the work be extended by the slight amount which 
is necessary further to improve the channel at the two points specifi- 
cally mentioned above. It is understood, of course, that, on comple- 
tion of the work, the United States Engineer Officer in charge will 
furnish to the District Engineers of the Department of Public Works, 
at London, a statement with any necessary illustrative plans indicat- 
ing the condition of the work on completion. 

Accept [etce. | R. B. BENNETT 

711.42157 Detroit/84 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Minister in Canada (Robbins) 

No. 362 [ WASHINGTON, | June 4, 1934. 

Sir: Reference is made to your despatch No. 543 dated April 21, 
1934, file number 715.5, transmitting a copy of a note dated April 20, 
1934, from the Canadian Department of External Affairs, relative to 
the dredging of certain shoal areas of the St. Clair River by the United 

States. 
There is enclosed a copy of a letter dated May 29, 1934, from the Sec- 

retary of War,” indicating that he still regards the third condition 
desired by the Canadian Government as inadmissible, for the reasons 
given in his letter of March 9, transmitted to you under cover of in- 
struction No. 257 dated March 18, 1984. Mr. Dern, however, perceives 

no objection to acceding to the present suggestion, that the removal of 
dredged material from the areas in the St. Clair River where deposited 
after dredging operations be governed by the general understand- 
ing which was embodied in the exchange of correspondence in 1926 
and 1927. 

You are requested to inform the appropriate Canadian authorities 
in this regard. 

Very truly yours, Witiiam PHiniies 

711.42157 Detroit/85 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in Canada (Robbins) 

No. 396 WaAsHINGTON, June 27, 1934. 

The Secretary of State refers to the Minister’s despatch No. 543 
[544] dated April 21, 1934, file number 715.5, enclosing a copy of note 
No. 34 dated April 20, 1934, from the Canadian Secretary of State 
for External Affairs, outlining certain specifications concerning pro- 
posed dredging operations in the St. Clair River. 

* Not printed.
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The matter was referred to the Secretary of War and a copy of 
his reply dated June 22, 1934, in this regard is enclosed,®* indicating 
that there is no objection to the two conditions cited by the Canadian 
Government and that these will be adhered to in the execution of 
the proposed work. 

711.42157 Detroit/89 

The Minister in Canada (Robbins) to the Secretary of State 

No. 829 Orrawa, October 6, 1934. 
[Received October 8.] 

Sir: I have the honor to refer to the Legation’s despatches No. 
734 of March 24, 1932,°8 and No. 518 of April 11, 1934, relative to 
the dredging operations being carried on in the channel of the lower 
Detroit River, and to transmit herewith copies of a further note from 
the Acting Secretary of State for External Affairs on this subject. 

Respectfully yours, Warren D. Rossrns 

[Enclosure] . 

The Canadian Acting Secretary of State for External Affairs (Perley) 
to the American Minister (Robbins) 

No. 124 Orrawa, October 3, 1934. 

Sir: I have the honour to refer to my note No. 35, dated the 24th 
March, 1982,°° and to the subsequent correspondence concerning the 
deepening of the channels in the Detroit River, and particularly to 
my note No. 25, dated the 10th April, 1934.” 

I understand that Major R. C. Crawford, District Engineer to the 
War Department, Detroit, in a letter dated the 8th August, 1934, 
transmitted to District Engineer Harcourt of the Canadian Depart- 
ment of Public Works, a letter dated the 16th August [szc], from the 
R. C. Huffman Construction Company, contractors employed on the 
deepening of the channel in the lower Detroit River. In the Com- 
pany’s letter application was made for permission to leave a minimum 
depth of 9 feet instead of 12 feet, as also to increase the area of the 
spoil ground already approved and located in Canadian waters to 
the east of and immediately north of what is known as Detroit River 
Light in the lower Detroit River, Michigan. The area over which the 
contractors wish to widen the spoil ground has a width of 1,000 

** Not printed. 
*” Ante, p. 985. 
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feet and a length extending opposite station 4500 to the south end 

of the disposal area as already approved by my note No. 25, to which 

reference has already been made. 
The disposal [proposal?] thus transmitted by Major Crawford has 

been considered by an inter-departmental Committee, consisting of 

Canadian Government engineers, who have reported that there is no 

objection to leaving a depth of 9 feet below low water datum over the 
spoil area in question, instead of 12 feet, as already approved; but 
that, in their opinion, the easterly limit of the proposed additional 

spoil area should extend from the south-east corner of the proposed 

additional area to the north-east corner of the adjoining spoil area 
already approved. The main reason for this proposed change in the 
easterly limit is that such easterly limit would eliminate any jogs or 
undesirable angles, and such line would be approximately parallel 

to the line of the deep water prevailing to the east of this spoil area. 
I have the honour, therefore, to convey to you the concurrence of 

the Canadian Government in the proposal thus transmitted by Major 

Crawford, provided that there is compliance with the suggestion made 
by the Committee, set forth above, and subject to the general condi- 
tions¢contained in the correspondence to which reference has been 

made. With regard to the suggestion of the Committee as to the 
easterly limit of the proposed additional spoil area, I understand 
that the matter has been considered at a conference between the 
Canadian Government engineers and the United States Government 
engineers, and that there is no objection to complying with this 

suggestion. 
Accept [etce. ] Grorcrt H. Preriry



IRISH FREE STATE 

PRELIMINARY DISCUSSIONS RESPECTING A TRADE AGREEMENT 

BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES AND THE IRISH FREE STATE 

611.41D31/16 

The Chargé in the Irish Free State (Denby) to the Secretary of State 

No. 79 Dustin, August 6, 1934. 
[Received August 15. ] 

Srr: I have the honor to inform the Department that in the nego- 
tiation of reciprocal trade agreements no country could be more 

willing to meet the United States half way than the Irish Free State, 
under its present Government headed by Mr. Eamon de Valera, Presi- 
dent of the Executive Council. 

The Free State, with the raising of cattle as its main sustaining 
industry, heretofore has been dependent on one external market. 
The Free State’s large surplus of cattle, (together with other agri- 
cultural products) has been going to Great Britain and the Free 

State has been importing British manufactured goods in return. 
It is Mr. de Valera’s aim, as far as possible, to free his country from 
this state of dependence and specialization. 

By encouraging the establishment of industries in the Free State 
a better balance between agriculture and industry is to be brought 
about. Convinced of the social advantages of decentralization which 
would avoid great concentrations of wealth and poverty in large indus- 
trial centers, Mr. de Valera desires to see established a large number 
of relatively small industrial units scattered throughout the country. 

In addition to a better balance between agriculture and industry, 
a better balance, within the field of agriculture, is to be brought about 
between grazing and tillage. Heretofore, cereals have been imported 

into the Free State in important quantities but the de Valera Govern- 
inent is taking various means to encourage their local production 
as well as to reduce the number of acres of land given over to the 
raising of cattle. 

These plans fundamentally to change the country’s economy, along 
the lines of increasing separatism and isolation from Great Britain 
and hence of increasing national self-sufficiency, do not preclude the 
negotiation of reciprocal trade agreements with various foreign pow- 
ers whose present small trade with the Free State it might be mutually 
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advantageous to increase and, as suggested above, there is no country 
with which the Free State would rather conclude an agreement aimed 
to foster mutual trade than the United States. 

Mr. de Valera himself informed me that he hoped the foundation 
of a trade agreement between the Free State and the United States 
would be laid in the near future and, to come to the point of this 
despatch, he said that when the agreement was ready for signature 
he would be glad, as a gesture of good will, to go to Washington to 
sign it. 

For a brief statement of recent industrial progress in the Free State, 
I beg to refer to my despatch No. 77, of July 30, 1934.1 

A Report No. 30, mailed on March 19, 1934,!* from the American 
Consulate General in Dublin, deals with direct trade between the 
Free State and the United States. 

Respectfully yours, James Orr Denpy 

611.41D81/17 

Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State (Phillips) to the 
Assistant Secretary of State (Sayre) 

[WasHineron,| September 10, 1934. 

Mr. Sayre: The Irish Minister called, under instructions, to remind 
me that his Government was ready to discuss trade matters and would 
very much like to have information as to the necessary procedure. 
He asked me whether, in my opinion, it would be desirable to put 
his request in the form of a note, to which I replied that, in my opin- 
ion, there would be no advantage in doing so, that I would make of 
record the purpose of his call this afternoon, which would be sufficient. 
I enumerated the countries with which we are about to negotiate and 
said that I did not believe we would be able to get to his Government 
for some little time, that for the present, at least, our negotiators would 
seem to have a very full slate. 

The Minister said he understood, but made his request under instruc- 
tions. 

Witi1am PHInutes 

611.41D81/18 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (Sayre) 

[ Wasuineton,] October 15, 1934. 
Mr. Doyle, of 1500 Girard Building, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, a 

member of the American Committee in Geneva, came to see me with 

* Not printed. 
* Not found in Department files.
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respect to a conversation which he had recently had with Mr. de Valera 
of Ireland. Mr. Doyle said that he is a very close intimate friend 
of Mr. de Valera and that when Mr. de Valera was in Geneva he and 
Mr. Doyle talked together about the negotiation of a trade agreement 
between the two countries. Mr. de Valera said that he was so anxious 
to secure a trade agreement that he would be willing to come to the 
United States himself, if it were necessary, to secure the agreement. 
I explained to Mr. Doyle that our hands were already so filled with 
other trade agreements which we have undertaken and are now in 
the process of negotiating, or just about to negotiate, that it would 
be humanly impossible to enter into additional negotiations. I said 
to Mr. Doyle, however, that we would give most sympathetic consid- 
eration to the matter of a possible Irish trade agreement later on. I 
asked Mr. Doyle whether he had questioned Mr. de Valera as to what 
commodities he was desirous of covering in the trade agreement. Mr. 
Doyle replied that Mr. de Valera had mentioned the four following 
export commodities: (1) agricultural products; (2) bacon; (8) liq- 
uors, wine and beer; (4) linens and flax products. 

F[rancis| B. S[ayre] 

ELIMINATION IN THE IRISH FREE STATE OF PAYMENT OF ROAD 

MOTOR TAX BY AMERICAN CONSULAR OFFICERS ON BASIS OF 

RECIPROCITY 

702.0641D/10 

The Secretary of State to the Chargé in the Irish Free State (Denby) 

No, 278 Wasuineton, March 20, 1934. 

Sir: The Department encloses a copy of a despatch dated Febru- 
ary 20, 1984, received from the American Consul General at Dublin? 
concerning the payment of road motor tax by consular officers sta- 
tioned in the Irish Free State. The Consul General states that the 
Belgian Consul General has refused to pay the tax for the past two 
years on the ground that no such tax is levied in Belgium and that the 
French Minister has obtained full exemption for the French Consul 
and the French Commercial Agent from the payment of the road motor 
tax and the drivers’ license tax. 

No Federal tax similar to the road motor tax is imposed upon con- 
sular officers of the Irish Free State stationed in the United States. 
The laws of some of the states in which consular officers of the Irish 
Free State reside impose similar charges for issuing automobile tags 
to foreign consular officers usually on the basis of reciprocity. The 
grounds upon which the French Minister obtained exemption for 

*Not printed.
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French consular officers are not set forth. The granting of such 
exemption may be a discrimination against American consular officers 
who are held by the Irish Free State to be responsible for the tax. 

Under the circumstances you are requested to take up this matter 
with the appropriate authorities of the Irish Free State and to use 
your best endeavors to obtain an exemption for American consular 
officers from the road motor tax. Please submit a report, setting forth 
the action taken by you pursuant to this instruction. 

Very truly yours, For the Secretary of State: 
: Wiper J. Carr 

702.0641D/11 

The Chargé in the Irish Free State (Denby) to the Secretary of State 

No. 10 Dustin, April 17, 1934. 
[Received May 2. ] 

Sir: I have the honor to refer to the Department’s instruction No. 
278 of March 20, 1934, regarding the payment, by consular officers 
stationed in the Irish Free State, of the road tax for motor vehicles 
and the drivers’ license tax. 

Diplomatic officers stationed in the Irish Free State are exempt from 

the payment of the above taxes but the Department of External 
Affairs has consistently refused to extend the same privilege to con- 
sular officers. The position taken by the Department of External 
Affairs is that the privileges extended consular officers here already 
are more extensive than those extended in most other countries. The 
Department of External Affairs points out, for instance, that foreign 
consular officers stationed in the Free State are accorded the privilege 
of importing duty free anything they desire for their own use not only 
on their first arrival but throughout their period of duty. This in- 
cludes the privilege of importing gasoline without payment of the 
high current duty of approximately sixteen cents per gallon. 

The road tax for motor vehicles here, as in Great Britain, amounts 
to one pound sterling per horse power per year which undoubtedly 

adds greatly, for consular officers and others who pay the tax, to the 
cost of maintaining automobiles in the Free State. On a 24 horse 
power Ford car, for example, the tax would be £24 a year. The 

Legation is informed that Consul B. M. Hulley of the American 
Consulate General in Dublin has had to put his car into dead storage 
as a measure of economy and that Mr. Leslie Woods, the American 
Consul in Cork, for the time being is without any at all, for reasons 
of economy. 

On receipt of the Department’s instruction, the Legation, on April 
7, 1934, again took up the question with the appropriate official of
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the Department of External Affairs and pressed for relief for Ameri- 
can consular officers from this heavy tax—which has no equivalent in 
the United States. The Legation was informed however that there 
had been no change in the matter since it was broached before; that 
President de Valera himself had decided that it did not seem feasible 
to afford relief for the calendar year 1934; and that the whole question 
of diplomatic and consular immunities was being intensively ex- 
amined by the competent Free State authorities with a view to seeing 
what adjustments could be made and what relief could be granted— 
on the basis of reciprocity and in harmony with tax conditions in 
other countries. This statement, of course, may have been made in 
good faith with a sincere desire to help foreign consular officers in 
the Free State and on the other hand it may be a way of gaining 
time and postponing a final reply in the negative. . 

As to the French Consul in Dublin the situation is as follows: A 
French Consul is attached to the French Legation here. He is granted 
exemption from the tax on the ground of his diplomatic status as a 
member of the staff of the French Minister. There was a French 
Consulate in Dublin until the French Legation was established and 
the Consulate was thereupon abolished. . 

The other consuls either pay the tax or do not own cars. 
The Legation believes that the French solution of the difficulty, as 

outlined above, is not without merit. If the Department were to find 
it possible to attach American Consular Officers in Dublin to the 
staff of the Chief of the Mission and so make them a part of the 
diplomatic mission here there should be no trouble in obtaining from 
the Free State Government the immunities desired. 

Respectfully yours, JAMES Orr Denby 

702.0641D/11 

The Secretary of State to the Chargé in the Irish Free State (Denby) 

No. 293 WasuHiIncton, May 14, 1984. 

Sir: There has been received your despatch No. 10 of April 17, 
1934, with regard to the payment by consular officers stationed in 
the Irish Free State of the road tax for motor vehicles and the 
drivers’ license tax. _ | 

The comments contained in the despatch under acknowledgment 
have carefully been noted. With reference to your suggestion that 

the American consular officers at Dublin be attached to the staff of 

the chief of mission in order that, by reason of their diplomatic 
status thus acquired, they might enjoy immunity from the taxes in
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question, I regret to inform you that such action is not considered 
feasible. 

Very truly yours, For the Secretary of State: 
Wixpor J. Carr 

702.0641D/18 

The Chargé in the Irish Free State (Denby) to the Secretary of State 

No. 110 Dusiin, September 26, 1934. 
[Received October 5.] 

Sir: I have the honor to refer to the Department’s Instruction of 
May 8, 1934, Diplomatic Serial No. 2428, File No. 702.06/279 [278a], 
entitled : “Free Registration of Motor Vehicles.” ® 

On the receipt of the above Instruction I informed the Department 
of External Affairs of the Irish Free State Government that the 
legislature of the State of New York had enacted a measure which 
eranted foreign consular officers reciprocal free registration of motor 
vehicles and I inquired whether, in these circumstances, the Irish 
Free State Government would be in a position to accord similar treat- 
ment to American consular officers here. 

I beg to transmit enclosed herewith, for the Department’s informa- 
tion and records in this relation, a copy of a letter of September 24, 
1934,3 addressed to me by Mr. Sean Murphy, Assistant Secretary of 
the Department of External Affairs, stating, in part, as follows: 

“IT have pleasure in informing you that after consulting the De- 
partments concerned it has now been agreed that as from the Ist 
January, 1935, American consular officers of career of the rank of 
Consul General, Consul and Vice-Consul resident in the city and 
county of Dublin, will be exempt from the payment of road tax on 
their motor cars.” 

Mr. Murphy informed me orally that he regretted to be unable at 
this time to accede to my request that American consular officers in 
Cork also be granted exemption from the road tax—which tax, as 
the Department is aware from my despatch No. 10, of April 17, 1934 
and from other related correspondence, is a very heavy one, being 
calculated on the basis of a pound sterling per horse power per 

annum. 
Mr. Murphy stated that his Government felt it to be right, in view 

of the action taken by the State of New York, to grant a correspond- 
ing exemption in what might be considered a corresponding area in 
the Irish Free State, that is to say to grant exemption from the motor 
road tax to American consular officers resident in the city and county 

* Not printed. |
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of Dublin. He added that the Free State Government would be 

pleased to grant American consular officers in Cork, on the basis of 

reciprocity, all privileges and exemptions corresponding to those which 

might be granted to the Irish Free State consular officers stationed, 

in the United States, in Boston, Chicago, or San Francisco. 

Respectfully yours, JAMES Orr DENBY 

702.0641D/14 | 

The Chargé in the Irish Free State (Denby) to the Secretary of State 

No. 118 Dus.in, October 5, 1934. 
[Received October 17.] 

Str: I have the honor to refer.to my despatch No. 110, of September 
26, 1934, apprizing the Department of the fact that, inasmuch as the 
state of New York had granted foreign consular officers within its 

borders free registration of their motor vehicles, the Irish Free State 
Government, by way of reciprocity, had granted to American consular 
officers stationed in the city and county of Dublin exemption from 
the payment of the Irish Free State road tax on motor cars. 

This is agreeable to American consular officers in Dublin but does 
not benefit those in Cork. American consular officers in the city and 
county of Cork (the only other district in the Free State in which 

American consular officers are stationed) will have to continue to pay 
the road tax on their motor vehicles. They could, however, secure 
exemption from this tax if a corresponding exemption were granted 
Irish Free State consular officers stationed, in the United States, in 
some other State than in New York. In other words, I am (orally) 
informed by the competent official of the Free State Department of 
External Affairs that American consular officers in Cork will be 
granted exemptions corresponding to those granted Free State con- 
sular officers in any one of the three cities of Boston, Chicago, or 

San Francisco. 
Acting on behalf of the American consular officers now stationed 

in Cork and those who may in the future be stationed there, and with 
the concurrence of the American Consul General in Dublin, I there- 
fore venture hereby to request the Department to inform me whether 
any one of the three States of Massachusetts, Illinois, or California 
grant to foreign consular officers stationed within their borders an 
exemption of any kind from motor vehicle registration taxes or other 
motor vehicle taxes in order that, on the basis of reciprocity, the 
Legation may be in a position to press for the exemption of American 
consular officers stationed in Cork from the Free State road tax on 
their motor cars. The tax is a heavy one being calculated, generally 
speaking, at a pound sterling per horsepower per annum. 

Respectfully yours, JamES Orr DENBY 

791118—51——70
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702.0641D/15 

The Chargé in the Irish Free State (Denby) to the Secretary of State 

No. 172 Dustin, January 9, 1935. 
| [Received January 24.] 

Sir: I have the honor to refer to the Department’s Instruction 
No. 315, of October 17, 1934,° dealing with the exemption of American 

consular officers in the city and county of Dublin from the payment 
of the road tax on their motor vehicles. : 

I beg to report hereby that on the basis of data furnished the Lega- 

tion by the Department, the Government of the Irish Free State has 
also accorded exemption from this tax, as from January 1, 1935, to 
American consular officers stationed in the city and county of Cork. 
As set forth in a letter of January 7, 1935, addressed to me by Mr. Sean 

Murphy, the Assistant Secretary of the Department of External 
Affairs, the exemption is accorded to the American Consul and Amer- 
ican Vice-Consul resident in the city and county of Cork “in respect 
of one motor car each, used in connection with their official duties.” 

The privilege is accorded, on the basis of reciprocity, because of the 
exemption enjoyed by foreign consular officers in the State of Illinois 
from the payment of registration fees on their motor cars. 

There are no American consular officers stationed elsewhere, in the 
Irish Free State, than in Dublin and Cork. 

Respectfully yours, JAMES Orr DENBY 

ARRANGEMENT BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES AND THE IRISH 

FREE STATE FOR RELIEF FROM DOUBLE INCOME TAX ON 
SHIPPING PROFITS, EFFECTED BY EXCHANGE OF NOTES, SIGNED 
AUGUST 24, 1933, AND JANUARY 9, 1934 

[For text of arrangement, see Department of State Executive 
Agreement Series No. 56, or 48 Stat. 1842. ] 

*Not printed. This instruction enclosed data regarding treatment of foreign 
consular officers in Massachusetts, Illinois, and California with respect to 
automobile fees,



NEW ZEALAND 

REPRESENTATIONS REGARDING DISCRIMINATION AGAINST AMERI- 

CAN COMMERCE IN THE NEW ZEALAND MANDATE OF WESTERN 

SAMOA * 

611.62M31/80a 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain 
(Bingham) | 

No. 506 WasuHineton, August 3, 1984. 

Sir: Reference is made to the Embassy’s despatch No. 537 of July 
2, 1924.2 with which was enclosed a note from the Foreign Office dated 
June 80, 1924, and numbered A 3920/2287/45. 

These communications dealt with the action of New Zealand in deny- 
ing to American commerce in Western Samoa “privileges and condi- 
tions equal to those enjoyed by the sovereign Power”, as required by 
Article III of the convention of December 2, 1899, between the 
United States, Great Britain and Germany.® 

The position of New Zealand, as mandatory under the League of 
Nations of the former German Samoa, was substantially that, inas- 
much as the United States, as a result of Section 21 of the Merchant 
Marine Act, 1920, was denying to British commercial vessels “privi- 
leges and conditions equal to those enjoyed by the sovereign power” 
in American Samoa, the action of New Zealand did not constitute a 
greater violation of the convention than did the action of the United 
States. 

By Section 21 of the Merchant Marine Act of 1920 the coastwise 
shipping laws of the United States were extended to the island terri- 
tories and possessions of the United States not at that time covered 
thereby, which included American Samoa, and thus British ships were 
excluded from participating in the trade among the American ports 
of the islands and the trade of these ports with other American ports. 
Ever since the time of the above-mentioned correspondence with the 
British Foreign Office, it has been the policy and earnest effort of the 
Department to obtain the amendment of the provisions of law by 

“For previous correspondence, see Foreign Relations, 1924, vol. 1, pp. 241 ff., 
and ibid., 1927, vol. 0, pp. 760 ff. 

* Tbid., 1924, vol. m, p. 248. 
* Tbid., 1899, p. 667. 
“41 Stat. 988. 
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which the coastwise laws were extended to American Samoa. Finally, 
by a joint resolution approved June 14, 1934, an amendment was 
effected. ‘Two copies of the joint resolution are enclosed.® 

The note of the British Foreign Office, already referred to, after 
discussing various phases of the situation, contains the following 
statement : 

“In the circumstances the Government of New Zealand would be 
willing to consider the request of the United States Government for 
national treatment for their commerce and commercial vessels in 
Western Samoa, provided the United States Government on their part 
are willing to give a specific assurance of the understanding that 
article 3 of the Convention of 1899 ensures to British commerce and 
commercial vessels national treatment in that part of Samoa under 
United States administration.” 

In view of the joint resolution of June 14, 1934, this Government 
is now in a position to give a specific assurance of its understanding 
that Article III of the convention of 1899 assures to British com- 
merce and commercial vessels national treatment in that part of the 

Samoan Islands which is under the administration of the United 
States. 

Accordingly, it is desired that you approach the British Government 
and request that, under the circumstances, New Zealand should give 
similar assurances that, henceforth, the commerce and commercial 
vessels of the United States will receive national treatment throughout 
the mandated territory of Western Samoa. 

You may wish to address a note to, or leave a memorandum with, 
the Foreign Office, substantially as follows: 

“The Government of the United States recalls Mr. Warner’s note of 
June 80, 1924 (A 3920/2287/45) , in regard to the tariff regime in opera- 
tion in the mandated territory of Western Samoa. This note was in 
response to representations made by the Government of the United 
States concerning particularly the application of the tariff laws of 
New Zealand in Western Samoa, which resulted in the denial, so far 
as the commerce and commercial vessels of the United States were con- 
cerned, of privileges and conditions equal to those enjoyed by New 
Zealand, as contemplated by Article III of the convention of December 
2, 1899, between the United States, Great Britain and Germany, 
which has continued in force, and governs the relations between the 
United States and the mandated area. From the note under reference, 
it 1s understood that the Government of New Zealand takes the posi- 
tion that if the Government of the United States will accord to the 
ships and commerce of the British Commonwealth of Nations the 
treatment in American Samoa which is applicable to the commerce 
and vessels of the United States, that is to say, the treatment which 
British vessels enjoyed prior to the enactment of the Merchant Marine 
Act, 1920, Section 21 of which effected the extension of the coastwise 

°48 Stat. 963.
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shipping laws of the United States to American Samoa, American 
vessels and American commerce will be permitted to enjoy national 
treatment throughout the mandated territory of Western Samoa. 

“The Government of the United States is now in a position to inform 
the Government of New Zealand that the provisions of law referred to 
have been amended so that they are no longer applicable to commerce 
between the islands of American Samoa or between those islands and 
other ports under the jurisdiction of the United States; and also to 
give specific assurance of its understanding that Article III of the 
convention of 1899 ensures to British commerce and commercial ves- 
sels national treatment in that part of Samoa under the administration 
of the United States. 

“Tt is hoped that this situation may be brought to the attention of 
the appropriate New Zealand authorities so that the regime of the 
Open Door, contemplated by the convention of 1899, may be restored in 
Western Samoa.” 

The Department considers this matter to be one of importance and 
requests that you give particular attention to arranging, with such 
promptness as may be practicable, for the necessary action on the part 
of the British and New Zealand Governments. For your information, 
it should be added that the Department considers agreement in regard 
to this matter as the essential first step toward a convention between 
the United States and New Zealand which will provide recognition of 
the mandate by the United States and guaranties to the United States 
such as have been accorded in treaties with the mandatory powers con- 
trolling other areas mandated under the League of Nations. It is also 
hoped that this matter may be successfully arranged prior to the 
negotiations which may possibly take place for a trade agreement 
between the United States and New Zealand under the provisions of 
the Tariff Reciprocity Act of June 12, 1934.° 

A copy of this instruction is being sent to the American Consul 
General at Wellington for his information and for a report in regard 
to the situation there. 

Very truly yours, Yor the Secretary of State: 
R. Wauron Moors 

611.62M31/81 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Bingham) to the Secretary of State 

No. 895 Lonpon, August 16, 1934. 
[Received August 24. ] 

Sir: I have the honor to refer to the Department’s instruction No. . 
506 of August 3, 1934, and to previous correspondence dealing with the 
action of New Zealand in denying to American commerce in the New 

* 48 Stat. 943.
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Zealand mandate of Western Samoa “privileges and conditions equal 
to those enjoyed by the Sovereign Power”, as required by Article II1 
of the Convention of December 2, 1899, between the United States, 
Great Britain and Germany. A third person note in the sense of the 
Department’s instruction was delivered yesterday to the Foreign 
Office, and at the same time a representative of the Embassy endeav- 
ored to make clear orally that the United States Government was now 
in a position to meet the views of New Zealand with respect to the 
point at issue. The Foreign Office has promised to expedite action 
on the part of the New Zealand Government with as much expedition 
as possible. 

Respectfully yours, For the Ambassador: 
Ray ATHERTON 

Counselor of Embassy 

611.62M31/82 : 

The Vice Consul at Wellington (Hoffmann) to the Secretary of State 

No. 15 WELLINGTON, September 13, 1934. 
[Received October 10.] 

Sir: I have the honor to refer to the Department’s unsigned Instruc- 
tion of August 3rd, 1934,’7 no file number, in which this Consulate 
General is requested to report on the present situation with reference 
to discrimination against American commerce in Western Samoa, and 
to inform the Department confidentially the probable reception by 
the New Zealand Government of the Department’s request through 
the American Embassy in London, that discriminatory measures at 
present in force be removed. This action is requested in view of the 
removal of American Samoa from the application of the American 
coastwise shipping laws in accordance with a joint resolution of Con- 
gress approved on June 14th of this year. 

There is no discrimination against American commerce as such at 
present in effect in Western Samoa, and the only violation on the part 
of New Zealand of the Convention of December 2nd, 1899, is the ap- 
plication of preferential rates to British goods entering that territory. 
Under the customs tariff applicable to Western Samoa, duties are 
charged at the rate of 1712% ad valorem on goods of British origin, 
and at the rate of 25% ad valorem on all other goods. There are, 
however, certain exceptions to this, namely, cigars, cigarettes and to- 
bacco, timber, kerosene and benzine, upon which specific rates are 
charged which are the same for all goods, whether British or other- 
wise. During the year 1933, total imports from the United States, 
Hawaii and Tutuila, were valued at £12,283. Of these, goods to the 

" Not printed. | |
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value of £6,079 were charged the specific rates above mentioned, and 
accordingly were at no disadvantage as compared to similar articles 
of British origin. Thus slightly more than one-half of the total trade, 
namely £6,204 worth, was subject to rates higher than those charged 
to competitive British goods, in violation of the Convention of 1899. 

With respect to the possibility of the admission of American goods 
at parity with British, it is difficult to state what the attitude of the 
New Zealand Government will be. So far no word has been received 
here from the British Foreign Office, and the Government of New 
Zealand was quite unaware that the restrictions against British ship- 
ping had been removed from American Samoa. The official charged 
with Samoan matters in the Ministry of External Affairs here stated 
that, in view of declining revenues, any lowering of the present tariff 
would be unwelcome. Moreover, were American goods to be granted 
preferred treatment over those from other foreign nations, a serious 
question would arise as to whether or not the other nations would not 
be justified in demanding like treatment for their goods. Although 
it was pointed out to him that the 1899 Convention established cer- 
tain rights to American goods not enjoyed by those of non-signatory 
powers, some doubt remained in his mind, nevertheless, and he ap- 
peared to consider it a matter that would have to be carefully 
looked into. 

' The Right Honorable G. W. Forbes, who is Prime Minister and 
also Minister of External Affairs, was interviewed in this matter, but 
he was unwilling to commit himself, and stated that no action could 
be taken or contemplated, by the New Zealand Government until 
official word of the change in the situation had been received from 
London. Mr. Forbes also expressed a doubt as to the possibility of 
granting American goods treatment not granted to those of other 
nations, although it is believed this question does not offer serious 
difficulties. Mr. Forbes stated that as the whole matter was one of 
more concern to Great Britain than to New Zealand, in that Great 
Britain was the signatory to the Convention and British rather than 
New Zealand shipping would be more likely to be affected, the New 

Zealand Government undoubtedly would be guided in its action by 

the wishes of the British Government. Should it be decided to place 
the entry of American goods upon parity with those of British origin, 
this would be a very easy matter to effect, in that all that would be 
necessary would be an Order-in-Council issued by this Government. 
From what I have gathered in the conversations above referred to, 

I do not believe that New Zealand will be at all anxious to lower the 
tariff on the entry of American goods, and that, if left to itself, no 
such action will be taken. However, if the British Government de- 
cides that it is advisable and recommends it to this Dominion, it is 
believed that the wishes of the Foreign Office will be complied with.
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That opinion is based upon a review of the case solely upon its merits. 
Naturally no mention was made of the other factors entering into 
it, namely those mentioned in the next to the last paragraph of the 
Department’s Instruction No. 506, of August 3, to the American 
Ambassador in London, that the settlement of this question is the 
first step towards recognition by the United States of the Mandate, 
and that it is a preliminary to a possible trade agreement with New 
Zealand. Were these other considerations to be made known, it is 

quite possible and even probable that the Government of this Do- 
minion would be more inclined to abide by the terms of the 1899 

Convention. 
Respectfully yours, Waurer W. Horrmann 

611.62M31/81 | 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain 
(Bingham) 

No. 584 WasHineron, October 17, 1934. 

Sir: The Department refers to the Embassy’s despatch No. 895 
of August 16, 1934, in reply to its instruction No. 506 of August 3, 
1934, dealing with the New Zealand mandated territory of Western 
Samoa and the Tripartite Treaty of 1899. There is enclosed here- 
with, for the information of the Embassy, a copy of despatch No. 15, 
of September 13, 1934, from the American Consulate General at 
Wellington, New Zealand, on the same subject.® 
The Department desires to call your particular attention to the 

passages on page 3 to the effect that the Prime Minister of New 
Zealand, Mr. Forbes, has stated that the whole matter is one of more 
concern to Great Britain than to New Zealand and that the New 
Zealand Government will be guided by the wishes of the British 
Government. 

For obvious reasons, the Department is anxious that the Treaty of 
1899 be restored to its full integrity prior to the opening of the next 
session of Congress. As the economic interests involved, whether 
shipping or commerce, are exceedingly small, it is hoped that the 
British and New Zealand Governments will view the matter primarily 

as one of fulfilling their treaty obligations and that you may be able 
to obtain a prompt and satisfactory answer to the note which you 
delivered at the Foreign Office on August 15, 1934. 

Please keep the Department informed. 
Very truly yours, For the Secretary of State: 

| Wiii1am PHILiies 

® Supra.
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611.62M31/82 

The Secretary of State to the Consul General at Wellington (Bucklin) 

WasuineTon, October 18, 1934. 

Sir: In acknowledging the Consulate General’s despatch No. 15 

of September 18, 1934, on the subject of discrimination against Amer- 

ican commerce in Western Samoa, which despatch has proven very 

helpful, and a copy of which has been transmitted to the American 

Embassy at London, the Department desires to ask two additional 

questions. 

(1) Is the Department correct in understanding that the preference 
in Western Samoa to British goods applies to goods from all portions 
of the British Empire? | 

(2) Is the Department correct in understanding, from the absence 
of mention of the Ottawa Agreements,® that New Zealand does not 
enforce in Western Samoa preferential rates arising from them? 

Very truly yours, For the Secretary of State: 

, WILLIAM PHILLIPS 

611.62M31/84 

The Consul General at Wellington (Bucklin) to the Secretary of State 

No. 40 WELLINGTON, December 4, 1934. 

[Received January 2, 1935. | 

Sm: I have the honor to refer to the Department’s Instruction of 

October 18, 1934, File No. 611.62M31/82, in which additional informa- 

tion is requested regarding the discrimination against American com- 

merce in Western Samoa. 

In reply to the Department’s questions, it is informed that the 

preference to British goods accorded by the Samoan Customs applies 

equally to goods from all portions of the British Empire. Also the 

Ottawa Agreements have not in any way affected the Samoan tariff, 

as this latter has not been altered subsequent to the Ottawa Conference, 

and the rates now in force, both preferential and general, were those 

applicable before the Agreements negotiated at Ottawa came into 

effect. 
Respectfully yours, Gro. A. Buck1in 

° British and Foreign State Papers, vol. cxxxv, pp. 161-231.
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611.62M31/85 

The Chargé in Great Britain (Atherton) to the Secretary of State 

No. 1151 Lonpon, January 7, 1935. 
So [Received January 16. | 

Sir: Ihave the honor to refer to my despatch No. 1026 of November 
6, 1934, and to previous correspondence with respect to American 
commerce in the New Zealand mandated territory of Western Samoa. 
This matter has since been mentioned on several occasions to appro- 
priate officials of the Foreign Office, and the desire of the Department 
for an early satisfactory solution has been urged. The Foreign Office 
has continually promised to do everything possible to expedite formal 
action, but apparently nothing has yet been received in London from 
the Government of New Zealand. 

“The Embassy will continue to press the matter, as may be feasible, 
with the Foreign Office and will keep the Department informed.™ 

Respectfully yours, Ray ATHERTON 

REPRESENTATIONS BY THE BRITISH GOVERNMENT ON BEHALF OF 

NEW ZEALAND WITH RESPECT TO SOVEREIGNTY OVER THE ROSS 
DEPENDENCY IN CONNECTION WITH ADMIRAL BYRD’S EXPEDI- 
TION TO THE ANTARCTIC 

081 Byrd South Polar Expedition/142 

Lhe British Ambassador (Lindsay) to the Secretary of State 

No..38 | | WASHINGTON, January 29, 1934. 

_ Sir: In accordance with instructions received from His Majesty’s 
Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs I have the honour to make to 
you, on behalf of His Majesty’s Government in New Zealand, the fol- 
lowing communication. 

The United States Government will doubtless be aware that an 
expedition to the Antarctic led by Admiral Byrd left New Zealand on 
December 12th for a base in Ross dependency which was established 

on his previous expedition in 1928-1929.% His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment in New Zealand were glad to welcome Admiral Byrd again to 
the Dominion and are following the progress of his expedition with 
interest. As the United States Government may have heard, they 
sent him on his departure a message of good will in his endeavour 
coupled with an offer of all necessary facilities for the expedition 
while in the territory under their administration. 

* Not printed. | 
™ Despite repeated representations in London and Wellington, no definite reply 

was obtained prior to a British Foreign Office note of June 8, 1936, transmitted by 
the Ambassador in Great Britain to the Secretary of State, with despatch No. 2242, 
June 5, 1936 (611.62M31/96). 

2 See Foreign Relations, 1928, vol. 0, pp. 1001 ff.
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His Majesty’s Government in New Zealand understand that the 
expedition has the official backing of the United States Government 
and in these circumstances they feel it necessary to state that their 
attention has been drawn to articles in certain newspapers reporting 
that it is intended to establish a post office at Admiral Byrd’s base in 
Ross dependency and that certain members of the expedition were 

before leaving the United States formally sworn in before the Post- 
master General of the United States with the object of acting as 
postmasters at this post office. It is also understood that special 
stamps in connection with the expedition have been issued by the 
United States Government, and it has been reported that these will 

be used to frank letters posted at the expedition’s base. While His 
Majesty’s Government in New Zealand recognise that some allowance 
must be made for the absence of ordinary postal facilities in Ross 
dependency, they would point out that if a United States post office 
were to be officially established in the dependency, or if the United 
States Government were to sanction the use of United States postage 
stamps there without permission from the sovereign Power, such acts 

could not be regarded otherwise than as infringing the British sov- 
ereignty and New Zealand administrative rights in the dependency 

as well as the laws there in force. 
Although it is understood that the expedition 1s operating a wire- 

less station in Ross dependency, no licence for such a station was ap- 
plied for, and similarly although it is understood that United States 
aircraft are being imported into the dependency for the purpose of 
making flights in or over its territory, the competent authorities re- 
ceived no application for permission for such flights. Since on his 
previous expedition Admiral Byrd established a wireless station at 
his base and carried aircraft to the dependency, and was not then 
required to obtain a licence or formal permission he may have thought 
it unnecessary to do so on this occasion. His Majesty’s Government 
in New Zealand are indeed willing to regard their offer of facilities 
as covering now, as on the previous expedition, permission both for 
the wireless station and for the flights over the dependency, but they 
would nevertheless point out that they would have preferred prior 
application to have been made to the competent authority by or on 
behalf of the expedition in accordance with the relevant legislation 
applicable. 

His Majesty’s Government in New Zealand are not aware whether 
the expedition to the Ross dependency led by Mr. Lincoln Ellsworth 1* 

is proceeding under the auspices of the United States Government, but 

*% Lincoln Ellsworth, Antarctic explorer and leader of the Hllsworth Trans. 
Atlantic Flight Expedition which left Dunedin, N. Z., on December 4, 1983. The 
abortive expedition was abandoned in the Bay of Whales and left the Ross Sea 
for Dunedin, N. Z., on January 15, 1934.
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should this be the case they would wish to draw the attention of the 
United States Government to the same points in connection with the 

operation of a wireless station and aeroplane flights. 
His Majesty’s Government in New Zealand trust that the United 

States Government will bear the above mentioned points in mind in 
the case of any United States expeditions under official auspices which 
may proceed in the future to territory under New Zealand 

administration. 
I have [etce. | | R. C. Linpsay 

031 Byrd South Polar Expedition/144 

The Secretary of State to the British Ambassador (Lindsay) 

WasHineton, February 24, 1934. 

Excrettency: I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of your 

note No. 33 dated January 29, 1934, in which, on behalf of His Majes- 

ty’s Government in New Zealand, you refer to activities carried on by 
the expedition to the Antarctic led by Admiral Byrd. 

I desire to assure you that any facilities given to the expedition by 

the New Zealand authorities are greatly appreciated. It does not 

seem necessary at this time to enter into a discussion of the interesting 

questions which are set forth in your note. However, I reserve all 

rights which the United States or its citizens may have with respect 

to this matter. 
Accept [etc. ] For the Secretary of State: 

R. Wauron Moore 

031 Byrd South Polar Expedition/161 

The Secretary of State to the British Ambassador (Lindsay) 

Wasuineton, November 14, 1934. 

My Dear Sir Ronan: Referring to your recent inquiry, I beg to 

inform you that so far as I am advised the only action taken by my 

Government relative to the Byrd Expedition to the Antarctic since 

your note of January 29, 1934, and my reply thereto of February 

94. 1934, consists in the Postmaster General of my Government having 

instructed a representative of his Department to proceed to Little 

America, Admiral Byrd’s base, “for the purpose of assuming charge 

of the handling of the mail at that place.” 

It is understood that His Majesty’s Government in New Zealand 

bases its claim of sovereignty on the discovery of a portion of the 

region in question. While it is unnecessary to enter into any detailed 

discussion of the subject at this time, nevertheless, in order to avoid
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misapprehension, it is proper for me to say, in the light of long es- 
tablished principles of international law, that I can not admit that 
sovereignty accrues from mere discovery unaccompanied by oc- 

cupancy and use. 
I am [etc. | CorDELL Hui 

031 Byrd South Polar Expedition/166 

The British Ambassador (Lindsay) to the Secretary of State 

No. 402 Wasuineron, December 27, 1984. 

Sir: With reference to the letter which you were so good as to 
address to me on November 14th last, I have the honour, under in- 
structions from His Majesty’s Principal Secretary of State for For- 
eign Affairs, at the instance of His Majesty’s Government in New 
Zealand to inform you that the supposition that the British claim to 
sovereignty over the Ross Dependency is based on discovery alone, 
und, moreover, on the discovery of only a portion of the region, is 
based on a misapprehension of the facts of the situation. 

2. The Dependency was established and placed under New Zealand 
Administration by an Order in Council of 1923 ™ in which the De- 
pendency’s geographical limits were precisely defined. Regulations 
have been made by the Governor General of New Zealand in respect 
of the Dependency and the British title has been kept up by the exer- 
cise in respect of the Dependency of administrative and governmental 
powers, e. g. as regards the issue of whaling licences and the appoint- 
ment of a special officer to act as magistrate for the Dependency. 

8. As I had the honour to state in my Note No. 33 of January 29th 
last, His Majesty’s Government in New Zealand recognize the absence 
of ordinary postal facilities in the Dependency and desire therefore to 
facilitate as far as possible the carriage of mail by United States 
authorities to and from the Byrd Expedition. As regards Mr. An- 
derson’s present mission, they understand that he is carrying letters 
to which are, or will be, affixed special stamps printed in the United 
States and that these stamps are to be cancelled and date-stamped on 
board the Expedition’s vessel. They also understand that these 
stamps are intended to be commemorative of the Byrd Expedition 
and have been issued as a matter of philatelic interest. 

4, In the above circumstances His Majesty’s Government in New 
Zealand have no objection to the proposed visit of Mr. Anderson. 
They must, however, place it on record that, had his mission appeared 
to them to be designed as an assertion of United States sovereignty 

*The New Zealand Oficial Year-Book, 1924 (Wellington, N. Z.: W. A. G. 
Skinner, Government Printer 19238), pp. 724—725.
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over any part of the Ross Dependency or as a challenge to British 
sovereignty therein, they would have been compelled to make a protest. 

I have [etc. | R. C. Linpsay 

031 Byrd South Polar Expedition/177 

The Secretary of State to the British Ambassador (Lindsay) 

Wasuineron, February 7, 1935. 

Excettency : I have received your note No. 402 dated December 27, 
1934, concerning the British claim to sovereignty over the Ross De- 
pendency. Itis noted that His Majesty’s Government in New Zealand 
have no objection to the proposed visit of Mr. Anderson. 

The Government of the United States considers that no useful pur- 
pose would be served by a discussion at this time of the questions raised 
in your note. In the circumstances, I consider it desirable merely to 
reafliirm the statement contained in my note of February 24, 1934, to 
the effect that the United States reserves all rights which this country 
or its citizens may have with respect to the matter. 

Accept [etc.]. CorDELL Huy
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50-51 manent Disarmament Com- 

Status quo limitation as opposed to mission, analysis and text, 
reduction, 21-22, 24, 25, 34, 35, 155-166 ; preparation of draft . 
40-41, 49, 50 treaty, 186, 191-204, 211-215 ; 

Strong, Lt. Col. George V., memo- presentation to Bureau, and 
randa on trade in arms, 129-133, attitude of other delegations, 
202-204 187-188 | 

Supervision and control (see also In- Preliminary approach to problem 
spection, supra), 7, 36, 41 of a separate treaty, and at- 

Sweden: Five-power memorandum, titude of other powers, 67-69, 
49, 50-51; trade in and manufac- 75, 88, 102-104, 109, 111, 148, 
ture of arms, views, 187 149-152, 166, 168; counter- 

Switzerland, five-power memorandum, proposal of League official 
49, 50-51 for three protocols, 166-167, 

Trade in and manufacture of arms: 169 
Draft articles submitted by U. S. Procedure for initiating action 

delegation for incorporation in on treaty, 168-170, 173-175, 
' a General Convention: 176-177, 178-179, 180, 180- 
Adoption by Committee on Manu- 181, 182, 183-185 

facture of and Trade in Treaty of limited objectives (see also 
Arms, 127 Trade in and manufacture of 

Analytical discussions between arms: Treaty: Preliminary ap- 
delegation and State Depart- proach, supra), 150, 153, 166-167 
ment, 128-136, 148-144, 146- Treaty on the manufacture of and 
147, 152; between State and trade in arms. See under Trade 
War Departments, 139-141, in and manufacture of arms, 
141-148 supra. 

Basis of articles, delegation’s Venezuela, views on trade in and man- 
memorandum of June 10, ufacture of arms, 127 
120-121 War Department, U.8., comments and 

Preliminary consideration of ques- suggestions relative to trade in 
tion by United States: Speech and manufacture of arms, 189- 
by Norman Davis at General 141, 191-193. 
Commission, May 29, 69-70, 73- 
74, 81-82; U.S. willingness for | ‘Eastern Locarno” pact of mutual guar- 
a separate treaty if necessary, antee (see also under Disarmament 
67-69, 75, 88, 102-104, 109, 111 Conference), negotiations looking 

Separate treaty relative to, ques- toward, 489-524 
tion of. See Treaty: Prelimi- French-Soviet proposal, information 
nary approach, infra. concerning, 489-490, 493-495; 

Subjects of special consideration: text of French draft, 499-500 
Budgetary publicity, 149-150, Hitler-Mussolini conversations at 

167, 169, 175, 179, 180, 181, Venice, 490, 491-493 
184-185, 197-198, 215 Position of— 

Categories of arms, 131-136, 146, Baltic states, 494, 497, 498, 504-505, 
' 198-196, 202, 211-214 505-508, 518-519 

Inspection, 88, 189-141, 142-148, Czechoslovakia, 494, 497, 516 
155-157, 161, 161-162, 165, Hstonia. See Baltic states, supra. 
192-198, 199-201 Finland, 494, 502, 518 

Permanent Disarmament Com- Germany (see also Hitler-Musso- 
mission, 143, 149-150, 155- lini conversations, supra), 494, 
166, 167, 168, 175, 177, 178, 497, 498-499, 501-502, 508, 509- 
180-181, 182, 187, 198-199 516
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“Bastern Locarno”’—Continued France—Continued 

Position of—Continued London naval conversations : 

Great Britain, 495, 500, 502-503, Discussions with U. S. and with 

509-510, 516 British representatives, 278, 

Italy (see also Hitler-Mussolini | 292-294 

conversations, supra), 496, 497, Japanese denunciation of Washing- 

516 ton Naval Treaty of 1922: De- 

Latvia. See Baltic states, supra. sire of Japan for France to join 

Lithuania. See Baltic states, su- in denunciation, and French 

pra. . refusal, 362, 372, 406-407, 411; 

Poland, 494, 497, 498, 503-504, 506- views with respect to Japanese 

507, 508, 517-519, 521-523 note of denunciation, 421-423, 

Press comments in Soviet Union, 502- 424-426 

504 NRA Shipping Code, proposed, French 

Protocol of Dec. 5 between Soviet protest against, 708-709, 720 

Union and France: Information Soviet Union, relations with. See 

concerning, 519-521, 523; text, “Hastern Locarno” pact. 

523-524 Treaties with United States: Double 

Status of negotiations as of July, taxation treaty, question of rati- 

496-498 ; Sept.—Oct., 509-510, 516- fication, 581,. 584-585; supple- 
517 mentary extradition treaty, 795 

Texts of— U. S. Congressional bills for the de- 
French draft of proposed pact, 499- portation of certain alien seamen. 

500; British counterproposals French representations against, 
accepted by the French, 500 762 

Soviet-French protocol of Dec. 5, U. S. legislation (Johnson Act) pro- 
523-524 hibiting loans to debtor govern- 

Ecuador, press comment relative to ments in default to United States, 
U.S. Senate Committee investiga- French inquiries concerning, 532- 
tion of munitions industry, 444 533, 5383-535 

Estonia (see also “Eastern Locarno” | Freedom of navigation, 685, 687, 689 
pact: Position of Baltic states) : 
Supplementary extradition treaty | Germany (see also “Eastern Locarno” 
with United States, 794; war debt pact: Position of Germany; and 
to United States, 559 under Disarmament Conference) : 

European situation, relation to Dis- Attitude relative to U.S. Senate 
armament Conference, 88-94, 122- | Committee investigation of muni- 
125 tions industry, 442-448; blood 

Extradition treaties, supplementary, be- purge, 572-573; commercial treaty 
tween United States and certain of 1928 with United States, cited, 
European countries, citations to 722; desire to participate in London 

. texts, 794-795 naval conversations, 257; protest 
against proposed NRA Shipping 

Far Hastern situation. See under Lon- Code, 722; treaty of Dec. 2, 1899, 
don naval conversations. U.S.-Germany-Great Britain, cited, 

Finland (see also under War debt pay- 1003, 1004, 1006, 1007 
ments: Negotiations) : Position on | Gold Bloc countries (see also Clearing 
“Eastern Locarno” pact, 494, 502, and compensation agreements) : 
518; supplementary extradition Brussels Conference: Information 

_ treaty with United States, 794 concerning, 611; protocol signed 
Foreign Bondholders Protective Coun- Oct. 20, text, 609-610 

cil, 525, 586 Geneva meetings, texts of communi- 
Four Power Treaty relating to insular qué issued following meetings, 

possessions in the Pacific (1922), 599-600 
344, 369 Great Britain (see also London naval 

France (see also Gold Bloc countries; conversations; Rubber Producers’ 
and under Disarmament Confer- Agreement: Negotiations; and 
ence and War debt payments: Ne- under Disarmament Conference), 
gotiations) : 797-830 

Arms Traffic Convention of 1925, Arms Traffic Convention of 1925, Brit- 
French attitude toward U. S. ish attitude toward U. S. Senate 
Senate reservation, 464-465, 469, reservation, 463-464, 467-468, 
477-478 AUT
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Great Britain—Continued India, rejection of U. S. proposal for 
Aviation: Arrangement with United agreement relative to amateur ra- 

States for reciprocal recognition dio stations, 778” 
of airworthiness of imported air-| Industrial property, convention between 
craft, citation to text, 827; per- United States and other powers for 
mission for airplane of Califor- the protection of, signed June 2, ci- 
nia-Arabian Standard Oil Co. to tation to text, 796 
make emergency flights to Bah- | Intellectual Cooperation, International 
rein, 828-830 Institute of, 788-789, 790 

Claim of American shareholders of | International Labor Conference, 733- 
the Cie Armes Automatiques 735, 738 . 
Lewis, U.S. desire to submit to | International Labor Organization, U. 8. 

arbitration, 802-806, 823-825. acceptance of invitation to join, 

826; British refusal, 806-823, 7338-742; financial arrangements, 

825-826, 827 736-7137, 739-740 
“Bastern Locarno” pact, proposed,| Irish Free State, 995-1002 

British position, 495, 500, 502- Arrangement with United States for 

508, 509-510, 516 relief from double income tax on 

Lewis gun case. See Claim, supra. shipping profits, citation to text, 
Radio broadeasting, British rejection 1002 

of U.S. proposal for an agreement Radio broadcasting, attitude toward 

relative to amateur radio sta- proposed agreement with United 
tions, 776-778 States relative to amateur radio 

Shipping situation and proposed In- stations, 778. 
ternational Shipping Conference,| Road motor tax, elimination of pay- 
British views, 721, 723-727 ment by American consular offi- 

Soviet Union, relations with, 502-503, cers on basis of reciprocity, 997—- 
505 1002 

Sugar conference, preliminary, Brit- Trade agreement with United States, 

ish attitude toward suggestions preliminary discussions, 995-997 
for, 666-667 Italy (see also “Eastern Locarno” pact: 

Trade agreement with United States, Position of Italy; Gold Bloc coun- 
preliminary discussions. 797-802 tries ; and under Disarmament Con- 

Treaty of Dec. 2, 1899, U.S—Ger- ference) : Attitude toward Japanese 
many—Great Britain, cited, 1003. denunciation of Washington Naval 
1004, 1006, 1007 Treaty of 1922, 362, 372, 406, 407- 

U.S. legislation (Johnson Act) pro- 408; representations against U. 5S. 
hibiting loans to debtor govern- Congressional bills for the deporta- 

ments in default to United States, tion of certain alien seamen, 753- 
British attitude, 527, 535-536. 755; war debt to United States, 587 

541 Japan (see also London naval conver- 
U.S. measures pertaining to alien sea- sations), attitude concerning trade 

men, British representations in and manufacture of arms, 151 
against, 748-749, 761, 764 Johnson Act prohibiting loans to debtor 

U. S. Senate Committee investigation governments in default to United 
of munitions industry, British States, 525-542 
representations, 429-430 British attitude, 527, 585-536, 541 

War debt to United States (see also Interpretations : 
U.S. legislation, supra), 587, 800— Attorney General’s opinion of May 
801 5, cited, 534, 537, 540-541, 542 

Greece, protest against proposed NRA Inquiries of foreign governments 
Shipping Code, 718 concerning: France, 532-533, 

533-535; Great Britain, 535- 

Haight, Charles S., views on proposed 536; Rumania, 533 
International Shipping Conference, Memoranda by Legal Adviser of 
693-699 State Department on— 

Henderson, Arthur. See under Disarm- General questions raised, 528-532 
ament Conference. German scrip or bonds in pay- 

Hitler-Mussolini conversations at Ven- ment of certain debts, 536- 
ice, 490, 491-493 “roken” payments, 540-541 

Hoover Moratorium, 562, 585-586 Phraseology relative to debts owed to 
Hull, Cordell (Secretary of State), state- U. 8. citizens, elimination of, 525- 

ment to the press, Sept. 11, relative 526 

to Senate Committee investigation “Token” payments on war debts, 

of munitions industry, 437-488 problem arising from, 532-533, 

Hungary, war debt to United States, 587 535, 540-541
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Krock, Arthur, 362, 368, 368 London naval conversations—Con. 
Denunciation of Washington Naval 

Labor: International Conference, 733- Treaty by Japan. See Washing- 
735, 738; International Organiza- ton Naval Treaty of 1922, infra. 
tion, U. S. acceptance of invitation Disarmament Conference, relation, 
to join, 783-742 16, 35, 37, 62, 224-225, 242, 247- 

Latvia (see also “Eastern Locarno” 248, 249, 273, 305 
pact: Position of Baltic states): Far Eastern situation, relation, 270, 
Supplementary extradition treaty 279, 318, 315, 328, 329, 333, 338, 
with United States, 794; war debt 340-342, 354, 355, 365-367, 391- 
to United States, 587-589 392, 408, 410, 425 

Laval-Litvinov protocol of Dec. 5. See First session (Anglo-American), June 

“Hastern Locarno” pact: Protocol. 18—July 19: 
League of Nations (see also Clearing British program, proposed, and im- 

and compensation agreements; and passe in discussions. See Pro- 
under Disarmament Conference) : gram of objectives and 
Membership of Soviet Union, ques- Suspension of conversations, 
tion of, 572; Persian statements as infra, 
to League position on revision of Collateral discussions: Anglo- 
Arms Traffic Convention of 1925,. French, 292-294; Anglo-Japa- 

454455, 472-473, 474, 479-480, 483 nese and U.S.-Japanese, 265, 
Levinson, S. O., suggestion for handling 270-271, 275-276, 290-291, 295 ; 

war debts due the United States, U.S.-French, 278 

D09 Meetings, reports on, 259-261, 266- 
Lewis gun case. See Great Britain: 267, 267-268, 281-282 

Claim of American shareholders. Program of objectives (see also 
Lithuania (see also “Hastern Locarno” Suspension of conversations, 

pact: Position of Baltic states): infra): Exploratory discus- 
Supplementary extradition treaty sions, 262-264, 266-267; tech- 
with United States, 794; war debt nical program, British propo- 
to United States, 590 sals and U.S. objections, 267- 

London naval conversations prelimi- 268, 269, 272-274, 276-278, 279- 
nary to Conference of 1935, 217-426 280, 281-284, 286-287 

Arrangements and plans for (Anglo- Publicity, 268-269, 271-272, 274- 

American), Jan. 22—June 19: 275, 284, 288, 289-290, 294-298 
Japanese naval aims and attitude Soviet desire to participate in con- 

toward Conference: British eds versations, 276, 278, 280-281, 
concern over, 222-228, 226-228, 285 

B20, 232288 oan of Us Suspension of conversations tem- 
233-934, 255-257 , ’ porarily, 285-286, 287-291, 294- 

Procedure and scope of conversa- 208 nr ee sagen talation of 
tions, question of, 220-221, 223-| 4... DOSILLON, “00 . 
226, 228-232, 234-238, 239-240, our Power Treaty (1922), relation, 

240-241, 242-247, 249-250, 257- 344, 369 . . 
259: British invitations to Germany’s desire to participate in 

United States and Japan, and conversations, 207 . 
acceptances, 235-237, 239-240, London Naval Treaty of 1930: Atti- 
240-241, 242-244 tude of Japanese naval officers, 

Status of Norman Davis, and ques- 217-218; increase in limits of the 

tion of joint responsibility with Treaty, question of, 267, 272; 
U.S. Embassy in London, 236, provisions regarding cruisers, 
247-255 300-303; renewal, question of, 

Categories of ships, discussions: 225-226, 228, 273, 277, 282-283, 
Battleships and aircraft carriers, 286, 287, 289, 296, 382 

88, 227-228, 229, 257, 262, 263, Netherlands, interest in conversa- 

266, 267, 268, 270, 278, 283, 293, tions, 365-367 
314, 322, 348, 404, 405 Non-aggression pact for the Pacific 

Cruisers, 227, 257, 266, 267, 268, and Far Hast, 328, 331, 333 
273, 274, 281-282, 283, 293, 300— Non-fortification of bases in the Far 
3038, 305, 314, 317, 337-839, 342- Hast, 340, 342, 352, 359, 368 
348, 360; British memorandum Press reports (see also First session: 
on cruiser tonnage, 300-303 Publicity, supra): 

Destroyers, 227, 268, 404 Hditorial comment in Japanese pa- 
Submarines, 227, 268, 293, 314, 343, pers, 410; in Netherlands pa- 

404 per, 367
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London naval conversations—Con. London naval conversations—Con. 
Press reports—Continued Second session—Continued 

Excerpts from New York Times Japanese basic policy and pro- 
despatches, 394, 399 posals—Continued 

Impressions created by, 257, 306, Denunciation by Japan of Wash- 
307, 316, 8321-3822, 324-325, 357, ington Naval Treaty—Con. 
370-3871, 375, 877-878, 424 titude, 325-326, 327-328, 

Krock incident, 362, 368, 368 335, 339-350, 351-352, 355-— 
U. S. policy in giving comments for 359, 361-363, 364-365, 368- 

guidance of the press, 277, 322, 370; further British sug: 
324-325, 375-377 gestions to the Japanese, 

Qualitative and quantitative limita- and U.S. attitude, 393-397, 
tion (see also Categories of ships, _ 898-399 
supra), 335-838, 342-346, 348, Discontinuance of conversa- 

851, 352 tions with Japan, question 

Rapprochement between Great Brit- of, 328-331, 331-332, 333- 
ain and Japan, alleged, 238-239, 334, 350, 352-354, 357, 359— 
240, 241-242, 250 360, on ; Ue. policy in 

Ratio system, Japanese opposition to, event of discontinuance of 
and position of United States and B50. aaa ae0. 333-334, 
Great Britain (see also Second ooR 359-360, 390-391, 392, 
session: Japanese basic policy, Pp 6 . 
infra), 218-219, 220, 222-293, ree aeta arter Toast of de- 
225-228, 230, 231, 2383, 237-238, ’ estion Of, 
245, 246, 260, 262, 264, 265, 270, __ 377-390, 391-392, 397-398 
278, 288 Desire of Japan for “common 

Roosevelt, Franklin D., views: Con- Dens ion far US. and 
siderations in event of break-up Him 1S position avoring Con- 
of conversations, 333-334; Japa- f uance on eatin sven 
nese denunciation of Washington 317, 818-99 y BO aan 3 LL 
Naval Treaty, 390-391; naval ar- | 339° 368-369 , 1-828, 
mament limitation, 237-238, 262- , : 

. Minutes of meetings between U.S. 
263, 277-278, 287, 304-805, 348; oye . | , and British delegations, 334— 
status of Norman Davis, 253-254 350, 368-374. 381 ’ 

: wy ’ —o (4, —388 ; between 
Second session (Great Britain, Japan, U.S. British, and J 

. , Ss, , apanese 
United States), Oct. 17-Dec. 19: delegations, 402-403 

Arrangements for U.S. special mis- Netherlands, interest in conversa- 
sion to London, 304-305, 308- tions, 365-367 
309 Termination of conversations, 399 

Deadlock between Japanese dele- ae . wo _ 
gation and U.S. and British me 402.408 of tripartite meet- 
delegations over fundamentals S Bs ee _.. 
of future naval limitation. See ecrecy of preliminary negotiations, 
Japanese basic policy and pro- desirability of, 223, 228, 261-262, 

posals, infra. 264 
Japanese basic policy and pro- Soviet desire to participate in con- 

- posals: versations, 257, 276, 278, 280-281, 
Data and information from U.S. 285 

- EXmbassy in Japan, 303-304, Washington Naval Treaty of 1922, 
306-307, 309-3811, 322-323; denunciation by Japan (see also 

| outline of basic policy, 303- under Second session: Japanese 
304 basic policy and _ proposals, 

Denunciation by Japan of Wash- supra): 

| ington Noval Treaty ceplora: Information as to Japanese inten- 
: itish- ra- ‘ . . 

tion of possible courses of te oF ae te 
. action in view of impending B pan, . 

denunciation : Japanese attempts to gain support 

Announcement by Japan of in- of France and Italy, 362, 372, 
tention to denounce 406; attitude of France and 

Treaty, 303, 317-318, 319 Italy, 406-408, 411 
British proposal of “face-sav- Note of denunciation and accom- 

ing” formula and “middle panying statements, 415-419; 
course”, U.S.-British dis- attitude of France, Great Brit- 

: cussions and Japanese at- ain, and United States, 421-426
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London naval conversations—Con. Narcotic drugs, U. S. disinclination to 
Washington Naval Treaty—Con. participate in a draft convention 

U.S. statement following denuncia- for suppression of traffic in, 743- 
tion: 746 

Draft text, 411-418; suggestions } National Recovery Administration. See 
of Norman Davis relative to, Shipping: NRA Shipping Code. 
413-415 Netherlands (see also Gold Bloc coun- 

Statement issued to the press, tries; Rubber Producers’ Agree- 
Dec. 29, 420-421 ment: Negotiations): Interest in 

London Naval Treaty of 1930. See un- London naval conversations, 365- 
der London naval conversations. 367; representations against U. S. 

Luxemburg (see also Gold Bloc coun- Congressional bills for the deporta- 
tries), supplementary extradition tion of certain alien seamen, 755- 
treaty with United States, 795 756 

; ; New Zealand, 1003-1014 
Manton, J udge Martin T., suggestion for Discrimination against American 

Rang war debts due the United commerce in New Zealand man- 

Moditervanean Pact, 496 date of Western Samoa, U. S. 
Merchant Marine Act of 1920, cited, 688, representations regarding, 1003- 

703, 1003, 1004-1005 1010 — 
Mexico: Attitude toward proposed| Radio broadcasting, rejection of U.S. 

agreement with United States rela- proposal for agreement relative 
tive to amateur radio stations, 778— to amateur radio stations, 778” 

779; representations concerning| Sovereignty over Ross Dependency, 
U. 8S. Senate Committee investiga- British representations to United 
tion of munitions industry, 433-434, States on behalf of New Zealand 

Monetary and Economic Conference in connecnon | wre fora 
(1933), resolutions and reports Byrd's expedition to the Antarc- 
cited, 616, 621, 622, 623, 627, 673,|_ _‘tic, 1010-1014 . 
850-851 Niagara Falls, U. S.-Canadian treaty 

Morgan, Shepherd, suggestion for han- relative to (1929), 981, 982-983 
dling war debts due the United | Nine Power Treaty relating to China, 

States, 558 270, 331, 344, 415 
Morris, Dave H., suggestion for han-}| Norway: Commercial treaty of June 5, 

dling war debts due the United 1928, with United States, cited, 687, 
Munitions’ industry investigation by 689, 705 ; Disarmament Conference, 

2 : articipation in five-power memo- 

Poe) Gonads ee (Nye Commit: randum, 49, 50-51; protest against 
Effect on American business interests, proposed NRA Shipping Code, 685- 

| 434, 485, 436, 447 687, 690n, 706-707, 716-717; repre- 

Message of President Roosevelt to the sentations against U. 8S. measures 
Senate relative to, 427-428 pertaining to alien seamen, 749- 

Representations and inquiries by for- 750; supplementary extradition 

eign governments, and U. 5S. re- treaty with United States, 795 
DIES - Nye Committee. See Munitions indus- 
ee dO, 443, 14d 438, 439-441, try, investigation by Senate Com- 

Brazil, 431-482, 438, 434, 447-448 mittee. 
Chile, 484-436, 436n . 
China, 488-439, 445, 448 Ottawa agreements, cited, 856 

Colombia, 445-446, 447 . . os 
Ecuador (press comment), 444 Peace, use of broadcasting in interest 

Germany, 442-443 of, 785-793 
Great Britain, 429-480 Persia. See Arms Traffic Convention 

Mexico, 433-434, 486-438 of 1925. 
Peru, 482-483, 441, 446-447 Peru: Agreement with United States 

Turkey, 4380-431 relative to amateur radio stations, 

Venezuela, 436n text, 779-781; representations con- 

U. S. position as set forth in— cerning U. 8S. Senate Committee 

Letter from Chairman of Commit- investigation of munitions indus- 

tee to Secretary of State, Sept. try, 432-433, 441, 446-447 

11, 437 Philippine Islands, production and mar- 

Statement to the press by Secretary keting of sugar, 674-675, 675-676, 

of State, Sept. 11, 487-438 617
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Poland (see also under Disarmament, Ross Dependency. See New Zealand: 
Conference): Position regarding Sovereignty over Ross Dependency. 
“Eastern Locarno” pact, 494, 497, | Rovensky, J. G., suggestion for handling 
498, 503-504, 506-507, 508, 517-519, war debts due the United States, 
521-523 ; supplementary extradition 559 
treaty with United States, 795; war | Rubber Producers’ Agreement, interna- 
debt to United States, 590-591 tional, 615-663 

Portugal, rejection of U.S. proposal for Intergovernmental agreement to give 
agreement relative to amateur ra- effect to (signed May 7), infor- 
dio stations, 781-782 mation concerning, 651, 652, 658— 

662 
Radio broadcasting, 765-793 International Regulation Committee, 
Amateur radio stations, U. 8. proposal function and constitution, 648, 

that certain other governments 644, 648, 654, 655, 657, 660-662, 
agree to relax certain restric- 662-663 
tions on: Negotiations of producers’ groups, and 

Acceptance by— collateral intergovernmental dis- 
Canada, text of agreement, 771— cussions: 

T7138 Consumer representation, question 
Chile, text of agreement, 773-775 of. See U.S. interest in, infra. 
Peru, text of agreement, 779-781 Exemption for manufacturer-grow- 

Attitude of— ers of special types, question 
Cuba, 776 of, 631, 632-633, 636 
Irish Free State, 778 Export quotas, 642, 646, 648, 654 
Mexico, 778-779 Price questions. See U.S. interest 

Rejection by— in, infra. 
Argentina, 768-771 Progress of negotiations, 615, 617- 
Australia, India, and New Zea- 618, 619-620, 623, 625, 628-629, 

land, %778n 631-632, 634-636, 637 
China, 775 U.S. interest in (see also Progress, 
Great Britain, 776-778 supra): 
Portugal, 781-782 Desire for information on pro- 
Spain, 782-783 posed plan, 616-617, 618-619, 
Union of South Africa, 783 620 

Soviet Union, U. S. decision not to Efforts to obtain certain assur- 
submit proposal to, 784 ances from British and Neth- 

Text of proposal, 766-768 erlands Governments, 620—- 
Views of Federal Radio Commis- 623, 624-627, 629-630, 632- 

sion, 765-766 633, 640-648, 645-647, 649- 
Preliminary draft international con- 650, 656-657, 659; position of 

vention for the use of broadcast- ' Great Britain and Nether- 
ing in the cause of peace, U. S. lands, 623, 627-628, 630-631, 
decision not to sign, 785—795 633, 637-640, 643-645, 647- 

‘Telecommunication Convention of 649, 652, 652-656, 660-661, 
Madrid (1932), proposed agree- 662-663 
ments under art. 8 of annexed Provisions, 657-658 
regulations. See Amateur radio Signature, Apr. 28, 650, 657 
stations, supra. Success of operation during first six 

Roosevelt, Franklin D. (see also under months, 662-663 
Disarmament Conference and Lon- U.S. attitude. See Negotiations: U.S. 
don naval conversations) : interest in, supra. 

Canada: St. Lawrence Waterway } Rumania: Inquiry concerning U.S. leg- 
project, views concerning, 967— islation (Johnson Act) prohibiting 
970, 977, 978-979; Trail Smelter loans to debtor governments in de- 
case, interest in negotiations for fault to United States, 533; supple- 
Settlement of, 954-955, 963, 965 mentary extradition treaty with 

Munitions industry investigation by United States, 795; war debt to 
Senate Committee, message to the United States, 591-592 
Senate relative to, 427-428 Russia. See Soviet Union. 

War debts due the United States: 
Message to Congress, June 1, ex-| Saar problem, 8, 17, 94, 123, 204, 578 
cerpt, 556-557; position on] Samoa, U. S. representations regarding 
agreement with Finland for re- discrimination by New Zealand 
arrangement of debt, 559-560, against American commerce in, 
563-565 1003-1010



INDEX 1029 

San Marino, supplementary extradition | Stra meeting of Hitler and Mussolini, 
treaty with United States, 795 490, 491-493 

Shipping, 681-732 Straus, Jesse Isidor, suggestion for han- 
General situation, British memoran-}| . dling war debts due the United 

dum concerning, 723-727 States, 558 

International Shipping Conference, | Strong, Lt. Col. George V., memoranda 
proposed : on trade in arms, 129-133, 202-204 

Preliminary meeting, 732 Sugar conference, preliminary (London, 
Progress in consideration of, 723 Mar. 5-10), 664-680 

Suggestions for, 692-693, 721, 726-| International Sugar Council, proposal 

Views Oe American Steamship Own- for exploratory discussions : 
ers’ Association, 729-732; of Ce en concerning: no h 
British Government, 721, 727- Oo eae. BOR: athibiie of Go ne 
728; of Charles S. Haight, 693-— a? ? wes " 
699; of foreign shipping inter- 587 and of Great Britain, 666— 

ests, 703, 711-716 ; of U. S. Sec- 
retary of Commerce, 701-703 Post-conference developments, sum- 

Joint Resolution of Congress, Mar. 26: mary of, 679-680 
Opinion of Attorney General, 722 ; U.S. participation : 
opposition of foreign govern- Invitation and acceptance, 668-670 

ments and of State Department Representative: Instructions, 670— 

based on treaty provisions, 704- Oe eng eee reports, 675, 676, 
706, 710, 712-716; text, 706 

NRA Shipping Code, proposed : Sweden : 
Arrangements for public hearing on Disarmament Conference: Participa- 

code, G81—683 tion in five-power memorandum, 
Protests by foreign governments, 49, 50-51; views on trade in and 

and U. S. replies: Denmark, manufacture of arms, 187 

683-685, 689-690, 700-701, 704, Representations against U.S. meas- 
723; France, 708-709, 720; ures pertaining to alien seamen, 
Germany, 722; Greece, 718; 750, 756-757, 761 
Norway, 685-687, 690n, 706-| Supplementary extradition treaty 

_ 100, T16-T17 with United States, 795 
Shipping conference as alternative, | Switzerland (see also Gold Bloc coun- 

proposed. See International tries): Disarmament Conference, 
Shipping Conference, supra. participation in five-power memo- 

U.S. position: Consideration by randum, 49, 50-51; supplementary 

State Department of problems extradition treaty with United 
arising from proposed code, States. 795 
690-693, 699, 717-718; NRA ex- , 
planation of Scope and appli- 1 oo, 

. de, 689, 699- axation : . 

700, 718 TOL. & GBT-68, 6 Double income tax on shipping Pros 

Soviet Union (see also under Disarma- States sand I h Wy St ie f 
ment Conference) : Desire to par- ates and irish #ree state Lor : . ea. | relief from, 1002; treaty between 
ticipate in London naval conversa United States and France. 581 

; tions, 257, 276, 278, 280-281, 285; ’ ’ 
membership in League of Nations, 584-585 -o. . . . 
question of, 572; repudiation of in- FO ne tee f oayment by Amer 
debtedness to United States in- | he: 
curred by Kerensky government of cat Drovtty, BO7_1002 on basis of 
Russia, 529, 530-531; U. S. decision ’ aN . 
not to submit proposal for radio ‘Trade agreements, preliminary discus- 
agreement to Soviet Union, 784 sions between United States and— 

Spain: Disarmament Conference, par- Canada, S85 873 

ticipation in five-power memoran- Great Britain, 7 ee 907 
dum, 49, 50-51; rejection of U. S. Irish Free State, 995- 
proposal for agreement relative to Trail Smelter case. See under Canada. 

amateur radio stations, 782-783 | Treaties, conventions, etc.: 
St. Lawrence Waterway. See under Arms Traffic Convention or 1925. See 

Canada. Arms Traffic Convention. 

Stevenson rubber restriction plan, cited, Aviation arrangement, U.S—Great 
637, 688, 641, 660 Britain, citation to text, 827
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Treaties, conventions, etc.—Continued | Vatican, 492-493 
Extradition, supplementary treaties Venezuela : Disarmament onterence, 

between United States and cer- views on trade in and manufacture 
tain European countries, citations of arms, 127; a eons con- 
to texts, 794-795 cerning U. 8. Senate Romamitt ee in- 

Four Power Treaty relating to in- vestigation of munitions industry, 
< sgular possessions in the Pacific 436n 

' (1922), 344, 369 . _ Industrial property, convention pe | ee nd atnamonte ee Salk. 61. 8 tween United States and other 77, 88-89, 91, 98, 94, 123, 125, 154 - powers for the protection of, ci- 577 578 yy TO, Ty , , , tation to text, 796 aI _ 2 , War debt payments due the United London Naval Treaty of 1930. See ~ .- under London naval conversa- Syates (see also Johnson Act), 543 
. tions. . . i i ]- Nine Povier Treaty relating to China,| tentative courss of ation for dea 270, 331, oe Ae ated 856 of State memorandum, 543-556 ; Ottawa agreements, , suggestions from various individ- 

rer ts between United States uals, 557-559 | Agreemens da, 771-773: Chile,| Message of President Roosevelt to and vanada, , Congress, June 1, excerpt, 556- 773-775 ; Peru, 779-781 97 557 

inane gam or Arias Sear aed Negotiations with debtor countries: 772 , , , , Citations to correspondence with oa. . i : h kia, Telecommunication Convention of AAO” evooee ; BBO Geen 
Madrid (1932), cited, 765-784 ain, 587; Hungary, 587: Lith- 
n See Rubber Producers’ uania, 590 ee on eat Finland, acceptance of plan for re- 

Washington Naval Treaty of 1922. Prectiset et sevelt’a pot 
See under London naval conver- ponement of presentation to 
sations. . eernin Congress, 564—565 Turkey, representations eee France: Conversations of U. §. U.S. Senate Committee investiga- Ambassador in France with tion of munitions industry, 430- French officials concerning 431 debts and related matters, 570- 

. or cUSs 586 ; nonpayment of June 15 in- Union of South Africa, rejection of U.S. stallment, 569-570: partial or proposal for agreement relative to token payments, question of, amateur radio stations, 783 565-569 Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. Italy, question of payment on ac- See Soviet Union. . count, 587 | U.S. Attorney General, opinion of May Latvia, suspension of payments 5 concerning the Johnson Act, cited, pending negotiation of final set- 534, 5387, 540-541, 542 fie C tlement, 587-589 U.S. Congress. See Arms Traffic Con- Poland, question of negotiating a vention of 1925; Munitions indus- Settlement of Polish debt, 590- try; Shipping: Joint Resolution; 591 
and under Alien seamen. _ Rumania, question of token pay- U.S. Secretary of Commerce, views on ment and possible re-discussion proposed International Shipping of entire problem, 591-592 
Conference, 701-703 Yugoslavia, U. 8. Treasury state- U.S. Secretary of Labor, correspondence ment of amounts due, 593 
with Acting Secretary of State, Status of war debts and June 19384 740-742 t t to payments, tabulation, 545 U.S. Secretary of State, statemen Treasury statements of amounts due, the press, Sept. 11, with respect to citation to texts, 543 
U. 8. Senate Committee investiga- Washington Naval Treaty of 1922. See tion of munitions industry, 437-438 under London naval conversations, U.S. War Department, comments and World Court, 965, 966 
suggestions relative to trade in and 
manufacture of arms, 139-141, 191— Yugoslavia, war debt to United States, 193
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