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INTRODUCTIOR

Immediately after the outbreak of the World wWar, Grasat
Brivain, France and Japan cut the German submarine cables
which were situated in the different oceans of the world,
Germany desperately needed the cable facilitles which the
Allies had eliminated. she could no longer communicate with
her ifricsn oplonies or the countries of South America,

Japan seised all of the Germsn cables which had been used

to communicate with the East Indies and the ¥Yar Lest. The
Germans lost their vital cables crossing the Atlantic te

the United Stetes, Cutting and diverting ef the communicatien

fagilities gave the impression that the asetion was & slmple o

part of the oversall Allied milltsry strategy; but the cutting
of the German esbles was not aimed sclely at a military
vigtory.

When Cyrus Fleld had successfully laid the transe
Atlantic cable in 1866, most of the nations of the world
immedistely realized the full lmplication snd importance of
& worldewide cable system, 3y the time of the wWorld War,
Great Britain and her interests possessed cables in all the
strategic areas of the world. Germany and the United States
had not entered the rage for cable development as carly as
Great Britaln. But when the war erupted, Germany possessed
& considerable amount of cables. Although the United itates
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had developed sxtensively the cables of the Caribbean area
and possessed one cable to the Far East, her cormunication
with the continent of Europe depended upon cables which
American companies had leased {rom the Britieh concerns and
the cables of France and Germany. The strategic islands
required as relay stations for the long trans~oceanic cables
were all occupled by the other Powers., Because radic was
still in its infancy e&nd had yet to challenge seriously the
clder submarine cables, the business interests of the United
States had to use the cable systems of foreign nations and
companies if they desired to communicate with most foreign
areas,

Almost immediately after the wax begean in 191k, the
Americans witnessed the elimination of the German cables,
The United States entered the war only in 1917, long after
Englend, France and Japan had cut the German cables, Those
nations, it seemed, had no inteantion of returning the cables
%o Germany when the hostilities ended.

The delegates whe represented America st the subsequent
Feace Conference at Paris were determined that Great Britasin,
France and Japen should not retsin the German cables they
had seiged. Nationgl interests, not principles and idealiem,
dictated the American position at Paris. The delegates
based their arguments directed towards mdvancing theisr
national interests on principles; they claimed that the cute
ting of the cables had been & clear violation of internstiocnal
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iaw, The cables, therefore, should be returned to Germany.
But a definite viclation of international law had not been
committed,. Few clear precedents and treaties existed, and
the other Powers refused to return the cables to Germany
under a&ny circumstances.

, ‘When the argument based in legal principles failed,
the Americen delegates claimed that the interests of the
world would be served more equitably if the Cerman cables
were internationalised, The United States alsc would bene-
fit by the adoption of this procedurs. The delegates of
the other Powers asgreed--provided that the guestion of inter-
ngt&ugml econtrol would be discussed after Germany had
ratified the Peace Treaty, |

The United Stetes, in its turn, agreed that Crest
Britian, France and Japan could retain the cables during
the intermediate periocd, and this loophole destroyed all
hope of any international control. Nevertheless, the United
States refused to admit defest and continued the negotise
tione for the internationalisation of the cables. V¥hen the
Americane finally became convinced thst their endeavors
were hopeless, they decided thet a title to & part of the
German cables would best serve their interests.

The problem of the Island of Yap in the Northern
Pacific was an issue of vital concern t¢ the Americans., The
German cable system in this areas rediated from the island;
moreover, it was an indispensable relay station for a
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posgible trans~-Pacific cable., The Japanese had occupied Yap
durding the war, and the United States, after the failure of
the proposal for international control, entered into bi-
lateral negotiations with Japan in order to secure landing
rights on that island and the German cable from Yap to Guam.
The guccess of these negotiaticns was a pale glimmer which
makes the fallure of the other American efforts even more
noticeable by contrast.

The study of the submarine cables during the World War
and its aftermeth is a complex problem, To understand the
postswar negotiations, previous international agreements,
treaties and the ownership, operation and financing of the
cables must be understood. Many important facts and decisions
undoubtedly remain unavailable to historians in the archives
of the private companies. The proceedings of the Parie
Peace Conference are rocorded--at least in part. Unfortuw
nately, none of the prineipal figures at the Paris Peace
Conforence bothersd to record for posterity the reasons and
basis of his arguments. Historians have alsc avolded this
topic. It is important to note that such possible sources
ag the British press hardly concerned themselves with the
problem, Great Britsin had an adequate cable development.
The United States raisged an outery; the American Governw~
ment and its interests had nothing to lose and everything
to gain,



CHAPTER 1
SUBHARIVE CABLESw-1914

The 300,000 nautical miles of submarine cables which
crossed the oveans of the world in 1914 were not distributed
equitably among the various natiens.’ Every govermment was
vitally interested in these commedities, but no nation pos-
sessed as many cables as it needed and desived. Not avery
nation had participated in the early development of cable
facilitien. But by 1914, every major astion reslised the
necessivy of an extensive gystem, and the major powers wele
comed any additionsl cables for their communications.

The first construction of a submarine

cable across the
ocean had been accompsnied with much akaptia&a&,ﬁ in the
establishment of the cable scross the Atlantic in 1858,
Britvish investors had provided the necessary finances. The
eable failed, but the project was renewed after the American
Civil War had andadg The cable promotors had learned by

&#ﬂau&% wf a&l z&@ wag aywmams af ﬁh@ w&w&ﬁ aaﬁ t&air
awwﬁrmhip and gontrol.

ﬁn%%gah Channel had been successiuily bridged by

submarine es in the 1850%s,
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their mistakes in 1858, and afver failing in 1865, they were
finally suceessiul during the following year. Direct cable
comnunication bLetween the United States and Great Britain
wae ineugurated. ,

The mejor powers--excluding the United States~~immediw
ataly began Lo lay cables mnd attempt to secure the important

iing places. The newly-acqguired means of communications
became & vital Ainstrument te the buginess world., The finanw
cial investors and the enterprising industrislists could .
rengin in thely offices vhile theiy agents in foreign lands
cabled them infoymstion on businese investments, With the
advent of the submarine sabls, governments ¢ould avoid the
poasibility of war by easing the tensions of a potential
belligerent, or they could more readily direct the actions
of their armles and navies if the confliet had not been
avoided. Such was the situation when the war erupted in 1914,

¥hen the balligerents began hostilisies in 1914, the

syatens of submarine csbles were developed to a considersble
extent. Cables were not yet superseded by radio-- which
could not compete succesafully until the 1920'g.-and all the
major powers owned some, &t least nominally. The various
governments had ealiged the necessity and potential of an
adequate cable system, OSome nations, such as the United
States and Ceymany, had entered the yace at & later stage,
but even they possessed cables when the war erupted. Their
lines were & vitel link of the world systems ss wers the
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cables of Bungland and France. If Germany were to loss her
cables, the United 3tates would not want to see the lines
retained by powers which already owned & large percentage
of the eatire cable communications of the world.

The ngtion which had fully recognised and developed
the necessary and most extensive cable facilitiss wae Great
Britian.” Except on the North Atlantic, England had a vire
tual momwpoly in many areas of the g&@h@p# Host of the
cables through the Mediterransan, the Red Sea, 21l over the
Far East, through the VWest Indies to South America and over
the continent of Africe were owned sither by Britain or
British interests. Britain also owmed one of the two cables
crossing the Pacific, This cable begen at British Colunble,
ran to Fanning Island in the Bouth Pasific, then to Australia,
and from there to Bornso, Sumstra and China.” Across the
%ﬁ&l&ﬂh Qhﬁnﬁﬁl, the British and the Germans jointly @pamaaaﬁ

Exﬂ 1514, Engleand possessed aﬁwraximatexy &&3fﬁﬁ@ DA~
tiwa& m&&ax a% cables. $¢hrainer, Gables snd Wirgless and

Fu *

"‘P I. mmah, “Transatlantic Cables and Their Control,”
LOE Amard o w of Beviews ﬁ&ﬁ?; 3.915*}. pe 51,

@@;ﬁ., ppe 591~502, This lipe was inefficient because
: extyene length. The Hawallan Islande would have made
an uxwalzﬁnm relay atmﬁiam ix Grest Byitsin and the United
States had made reci arrangements. The United Jtates
needed a relay station on the British~controlled Azores.




to her African posse:
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six %blmgé Thirteen cables crossed the Atlantic from the

inited States to Great Britalin through Newfoundland and Nova
Scotias Approximately 10,000 miles of these cables were

‘The largest operator of submarine telegraphs under
government control was France, She had an extensivé syeten
| seessions, and operated international cables
- to such placesz as Spsin, Sardinia, Italy, Portuguese Bast

" Afries and Dutch Borneo,” The govermuent of Italy had a

E great nusber of telegraphic lines, but most of thase cone
nected with North Africa and the east coast of the Adriatic
Sea. Her entire system totaled only 1,999 nautical mil%»m
: Japan's linmited system of 7,809 miles united hex‘ i8lands and
connected with the mainland of China,’t “
Although American private companies ovned approximately
73, 513 miles of tsah:&w,m ‘the gystem did not possess the
same strategic value @s the cables of England and eruan.

MelGrath
393.«»3%4. me mmhs.p N amth and
thirteen lines will be discussed in

Fox *s plations of the United L8By P <OV |

, "Transstlantic Cables and "ifh&w ‘Contyrol.” g:vm’

thide, ps 231, Her two privately-owned companies cone
trolled cables al m const of Africs to Liberia m
Braszil., JIbid., p. 3 s

1%&, P 233, 1&%»5 Pe 236* 12&‘2&;& P 239,




Most of the American cables were located in the Caribbean
area, ran to Mexico and Latin and South America. The private
companies also owned the cables which connected with the
Britiah'syatem at Rewfoundland., The only extensive inter
national line of strategic importance was one of the two
Pacific cables. This cable hegan at San Francisco, crossed
the Pacific to Honolulu and continued to the Midway lelands,
Guam and the Philippines., From Manila the cable extended to
Shanghat 1> |

Before the outbreak of the World War, Germany possessed
a total of 23,045 nautical miles of cables. Of this votal,
only 1,765 miles were owned by the government. One cable
ran from Emden to Vigo, Spain. A line that connected
Constantga, Rumania to Kilia, Turkey, was also owned by a
private company. 1 Two cables authorismed by & treaty in 1899
crossed the Atlantic to the United States, going from Emden
to New York via the Aaarna.ls

The Germans had a cable system in the South Atlantic,
A line ran from Emden te Teneriffe (Canary Islands) and from
there to Monrovia, Liberia. A year before the war began,
the German South American Telegraph Company axtanaad this
"?’mn Ps 243, “mu PP, <258-259,
By &gggs.@ 3& pers

*
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line to Lome (Togoland) and from Lome to Duala (CGerman
Cameyoons). Oerman intereste also owned & cable from Monrovia
to Pernambuco, Bmﬁilglé The Germans had a contyolling ine-
terest in the Argentine cable from Buenos Ama and ﬁmwvmw
to Colonis, Uruguay. All that remained was for Germany to
commect Pernsmbuco with Colonia in order to have an adequate
cable system in South America.'? |

In the Pacific the Geymans operated jointly--through the
ageney of the Cerman-Netherlsnds Telegraph Company--& network
e cables radiating from the Island of Yap. Its
basis lay in an agreement concluded between Governments of
Germany end Netherlands on July 24, 1901. The Treaty provide
ed that the two nations joimtly undertock to further the layw
ing and exploiting by a Germen-Dutch Company of a cable system
in the North Pacific. A cable from Memado (Celebes) would
be Joined with the American Pacific station at Guan through
the German iskand of Yap. Both the German and Dutch Governe
ments had reciprocal arrangements for the landing of cables
on their respective tervitories for forty years. Both £OVeIne

of submari

ments agreed to pay & subsidy, gm result was m German
‘mwmm *Mlmyh Company. A mubmqwm aam wiss }.aw

" FRUS 1, 118, Netherlands Legm%w in Washington
Fepartment of State, April 18, 1920,
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ng At Mensdo, the Germans
mpany connected its cables with the system
extending to Australia, India and beyond. Thus, the Island

of Yap was the key to the whole system of cable communications
in the Pacific area north of the aqmwr and was a&‘ najor
political imﬂsm«mw | o

ﬁaﬁpﬁ&& m German, American, snd British lines of come

munication in the Pacific, the cable systems in this area had
been inadequately developed. The telegraph companies of one
nation were relustant to land their cables on the territory
of anothe: The government of a foreign nation wight demand
& censorship of the cablegrems or even ssive the landing
station and office.s Strategic islands which could be used
T mlay gtations wers no longer available, aud it was gen~
erally impractical to operate a continucus line for more than
2500 miles, When &mm;w& ovey that distance, the messages
tended to fade away, and alengthy ctable that broke was more
difficult to repalr.

Other than the British line which wandered inconveniente
1y from British Columbia to Australia before proceeding north
again to India, the only direct line scross the Facific was
pwned by en Awerican Company. This is the line that yan from

Times, Merch 31, 1918, Sse. 5, p. 3.

2l1vid,, p. 470,
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San Franeisco to Homolulu, to the Midway Islends, to Guam,
Manila and Shanghai, with a spur to the Bonin Islands,2
The United States, although it possessed the Hawsilan Islands,
also needed more islands as relay points if itc were to

maunicate adequately with the Far East, And the United
States had not realized wntil it was too late that the
"Amorican” Commercial Pacifiec Cable Company was controlled
by British interesta.

The Commercial Pacific Cable Company had mansged to stave
off attempts to break the monopoly. At the turn of the cenw
tury, the vice~president of the company appeared befors a
Congressional Committee to urge that the United States not
lay a cable fyrom San Franciseo to Homolulu to the Philippines
in competition with his compeny which was slready in the proe
cesa of constructing & cable in the same location. His
argunent rested on the faet that it would cost his company
about two and one~half millien dollars. The cost Lo the gove
exnment would be gpproximately fifteen million dollars. At
the time of the hearings, the cost between New York and the
Philippines was $2.35 a word. The company promised that,
within two years alter the scable began its operation, the
company would charge only thirty-five cents & word from San
Francisco to the ?hi&&gpia¢$, The United States granted the

T a2
8ilas Bent, "Re ing a New Pacifie Cable," &g&g
XXX (March, l@l?): P gﬁ&* ' ’
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Hiecessary permission.?’ Ag late as 1919, it was the only
cable system across the Pacific.”* The "American" Commercisl
Cable Company did not reduce its rates.

When the United 8tates had issued the permit in 1904,
the Covernment wag not aware that the company héd entered
into a contract with the Eastern Telegraph Company and the
Great Northern to lay the Pacific system. The Bastern Telew
graph (British) owned cne-half of the stoek of the Commereial
Pagific, and the Great Northern (Damish) owned one-fourth,?"
This type of ownershipe-whether the ownership of a cable
carried with it the power to control the line-was to be a
subject of considerable controversy in the next two decades.

‘A telegraph company of one nation could lease its cables
to a company of another nation. Yet, the former country
could exercise contrel over the cable leased to the foreign
company by such means &s censorship. Or the stock of an
American~based company could be held by foreign investors,

A government of ome nation could lay & cable to the teyritory
of another only to be subject to the regulations of the prie
v&ﬁa'@ﬁmganits of the latter country. A cable between two
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national territories might have to rest on some foreign ige
land, The ownership of a cable did not necessarily ensure
complete control to a telegraph company. A telegraph come
pany could control a‘wabaéxwh&ah was the property of another
concern. ' One company might have to use the relay services
of another corporation which had been granted exclusive
privileges in a certain area. The problem of ownership and
control became a subject of considerable debate between the
United States and Great Britain, Under no c¢ircumstances
could the United Btates permit the German cables to fall ine
to the hands of the British.

Up to the time of the World War, Oreat Britain was the
leading power in internatimnal communicationg. At the oute
break of war, London was still the business capital of the
world; and it was from London that the cable system emerged
which encircled the globe.2C The British control of the
cables was confronted with certain difficulties.

Five of the thirteen British cables between the United
States and England were controlled by the Commercial Cable
Company (Amnriﬁna)¢27 In 1912, the Western Union Telegraph
Company of Hew York secured control of geven cables under
& ninety-nine year lease, The Western Union also leased the
one cable owned by the Direct United Jtates Cable Company,

26 e
Charles Hodiges, Backg:
.&7\

{New York, 1931), p.
27MeGrath, "Transatlantic Cables and Their Control," p. 592.
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another British Qﬁﬂﬁﬁrmng The British had been forced to
lease these cables to the American companies because the .
businessmen who controlled the land systems in the United
States would not permit a foreign company to connect g
line to their private systems, -

The result of all these contracts was that the operation
of every cable submerged in the Northern Atlantic pasgsed ine
to the hands of the Amerieans, The two French cables and
the two German cables were not leased to the Americon come .
panies. The western ends of these last four cables were alse
controlled by American interests because the Commercial Cable
Compeny had an agreement with tham;ﬁg

‘This brought out the astonishing situation,
| that although the United 5t tes has never manue
- factured a cable /submarine/, all of this work
... being done either in England or in Germany, o
 American capitalists are absclute masters of

this whole system of intereommunication acrosg

"~ the Atlantic, wig&a&l the advantages apper- |

. ‘taining thereto,”¥ R . :
‘The Americans did not control the cables when they landed in
England, The Americans may have visualized profits from the
technical operation of the thirteen cables, but the British
were able to determine the nature of the messages which trang-
versed the limes, Although the British may have preferred
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this system, "this concentration of communication has re-
sulted in clogged wires, frequent long delays in transmitting
press dispatches, and oftentimes emasculation if not actual
suppression of the am“.i‘al

During the years preceding the confliet, it was impossi~
ble for a c¢able message of any nature to reach a destination
in England or asny part of the European Continent from the
United States or elsewhere without first passing, and gome-
times stopplng for an indefinite period of time. at a British
station., The British Government possessed the necessary
facilities for the interception of any cablegram arriving
fyom almost any part of the world, Businessmen, especially
the Americans, were not satisfied with the situation.

Speaking genexally it is true that the British

S e, Sl e Sae e

not live a day execept for their arrangments with

The American merchante had been doing a large business
with the Europsans, Any business cable would have to pass
over the British lines or over thes limited French and German

‘ rge T. Odell, "The Cable Control Controvers
Ration, 112 (Faﬁrnary ﬁ* 1921}, p. 169, T
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aa&las*33 The thirteen cables which crossed the Atlantic
between Oreat Britain and the United States landed on British
propexty. Although all of the cables were leased by American
concerns, only the ghort spans of gable between the mainland
and the landing places on Newfoundland and Hova Scotia were
controlled by Americans., If the cables did net first pro-
¢eed to such intermediate pointe as Newfoundland and Nova
Beotia, then they would land at the Agores before continuing
to the Continent,>”

The American cable heads lie on British territory
or Azores islands, which are nominally Portuguese
but actually British territery also. » . . It is
pasertad . . . that the majority of the stock is
held in th& United States., But again we desl with .
the fact that 4t 4s the British government that
issuse the landing licenses at home in Newfoundland

ond the Dominion and o« tralg the Portuguese island
thet serves as relay pointa. 5

The United States and other interested parties who nmight
have wished the destruction of the British monopoly were

tr@l&ua all the a&her eables aﬁd>¢ab1a ataﬁian&, inaluﬁiug
those of the American ¢ommercial cable companies.” Ibid.

3kﬁ¢ﬁr&ﬁh* "Transatlantic Cables and Their Control,”

PPy $9lw593m
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confronted with variocus inswrmountable obstacles. Prior teo
the World War, submarine cables were manufactured only in
Britain -and ﬁamm% Equally importent, most of the miles
of cable which the PBritish sold carried a provision that the
British companies would also lay the cable. This practice
had pleced in British hands a "vital knowledge of enemy
commnications within the belligerent areas;? 37

Eritish control was exercised in several ways; some:
were obvious, others were not, For example, Great Britain
owned the blggest fleet of ships made exclusively for the
laying of cables., Beginning with the Oreat Aag;axx in 1868,
the British had doninated continually the laying of the
ea%lua;gs nmruavar; Great Britain was able to maéintein her
monopely through the control of the essential raw materials.

A pubmarine cable is merely a2 land telegraph line with
& heavier insulation containing three basic par@éﬂwan inner
eore of eopper, lnsulation made {rom a substance called
guxtampmruh&, anﬂ another protective ah&ﬁ&ﬁ‘uf gteel wiwmﬁsg

aéﬁgg Iork Times, December 28, 1918, p. 18,

476,
3%mm, December 28, 1918, p. 118.

39ﬁcﬁr&th, "Tranpatlantic Cables and Their Control,”
+ 594, Gutta-percha is a whitish-to-brown substance resem-
g yubber but containing more resin and changing less on
vuleanigation, The gubstance was obtained from the latex
of ssveral Malaysian trees of the sgpodilla family.
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The United States was able to obtain the necessary material

for the copper core. No synthetic replacement of gutta-

50

percha for insulation had been developed. This substancews

& natural material from which rubber was made~-was noted for
its elastic properties and an ability to withstand the corro-
sive activity of sea water. Gutta-percha was obtainable

only in the islands of the Malacca peninsula and the Malayam
archipelago-~an area in the British sphere of influence.

The small independent dealers of this commedity had longe-
tern contracts with tha‘Britiah,&l Pinally, Bngland posgsess-
ed yet another advantage. If a cable was the property of a
non~British company, "censorship by spying" was not necessar-
ily eliminated., Great Britain "was practically the only
nation in the werld that had turned ocut cable operators . . .

95 percent of ocur cable employees are British anﬁjaatauﬂhz

kﬂw; Averill Harriman told Clarence Baron on August 8,

1920, that Your government is destroying American business
and éusinaaa communication, The cabie across the Pacific
works only intermittently as it is repaired. The result is
that the American merchants have to cable by way of Hong
Kong and England, of course their business is known to their
British rivals." The Pacific cable ¢ould not be repaired
because after the war, "our government sold to England the
stock of guttaw-percha on hand.” &rthur ?nunﬂ.and Samuel
‘l‘aylur B@oam. adj.tom, they Iold Baron: Lonversations

leﬁnt, "Regarding a New Pacific Cable,” p. 252.

42 %hmimr. Cables an:

g SLaLVes, QPQ 122w ®
Western Union,
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An ability to manufacture cable facilities did not ne-
cessarily create & cable system. Cables may be laid outside
the three-mile territorial claim in any ocean body, but the
lines have to be connected on the mainland, If the span of
water bstween territories is too large, islands are needed
as intermediate points,

Nations priged highly the scquisition of exclusive lande
ing rights on foreign soil, Such concessions were obtained
in many areas of the world, Some were used for immediate
purposes. HRationz also acquired exclusive landing permits
for the purpose of excluding rivals.&s One of the many reas
sons why the various natione had engaged In 1mpaiia&is&ie
rivalries was t¢ obtain islands for the long submarine cables,
Germany had acquired the Caroline and Mariana Islands and
later one of the Samea group during the Spanish-American War.
The Island of Yap, in which the United States would express
a profound interest after the war, is in the ﬁarelingiaoap¢“k

The United States was connected with the old world come
.mercial market centers only on one side of the cecean. As
long as it had played a passive role in foreign commerce and
was ¢ontent with isolation, this limited type of cable come
munication had been sufficlient, More islands were needed

for an uxpanding commmications system., Except for the

Lson and Worlg Settlement, II, P+ 47h.

“““Gaa&n Cables and Wireless," lcen, 85,
Supplement No 2216 (June 22, 1918} p ‘
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Hawaiian Islands and a few isolated territories such as Guan,
the United States found herself with a limited number of
thesge necessary islands. "Such remote points of land as
Ascension in the South Atlantic, Fannin, Guam and Midway in
the Peeific, and Cocos in the Indian Ccean, have become crosge
roads of world communications simply by virtue of their geog~
raphical paaitianw”hﬁ But there were no unclaimed islands
in 1914,

The United States had not adopted submarine cable devele
opment on a broad scale. The few ventures had been profite
making propositions which were largely isolated. The
provincialeminded Americans had not foreseen~-as had the
Eritish--the possibility and the necessity of an extensive
cable systen.

¥hile the other nations had entered the race for ocean
cables, the American investor and speculator was able to
find ample rescurces for exploitation at home. The cables
of the United States were generally linked with the extensive
systems of the other countries at the most convenient points,
or else, these connections were made by other countries., Hay
Stannard Baker believed that these connections to the

L5 . ‘ .
Arthur Charles Clarke, %§§9§§ Bea (New York,
1958}, p. 100. Even if the En§§%§g8 @8 could have obtained
the islands it desired, the cables would still have to land
en foreign soil. The United States did not possess overe
seas territories as did the sixteen other major powers.
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American systems by foreign companles were made for the pure
pose of exploiting the American busiaeasman.ka

Az the time of the World War approached, certain cables
could be regarded as extremely vital for war communications.
These were particularly the lines that croseged the.lantic
which were used to communicate with the United States. The
Gernang possessed twe of these lines, Gemmany could also
communicate with South America by means of the Monrovia-
Pornambuco cable. Their control of the Island of Yap was a
vital link in the communications of the Pagcific area north
of the equator, A1l of these lines could be eliminated by
& superior sea power; and whoever had the best facilities
for communication would have an advantage in the conflict.
The British supremacy in communicetions during the World
War contributed one of the principal strategic advantages
held by the Allles. Within a few hours after London declared

war, German's communication with the outside world was elime

tnated. 7
46 o
Baker, Woodrow Wilson and World Settlemen
&7}!@&@5 m HBR.CKErOUn

« 476,



CHAL 1AW AND THE CUTTING
OF SUBMAKINE CABLES

If the qmmm:n of the eutting of subnexdine cables
sovent appoared belfore & Price Court, the posiding
suld not have an easy task. The cable in question
" hetwmen two ballige

of o neutyal. The Judpos would aleo have Yo conslder i
mmmmmwmm me&%w&wwwm

grae that outting of cables by
ietion is prohibived.

23



song writers that the outting by belligovents within bellipe
ayent Mwﬁﬁ%ﬁm iz poruitted, Juriste prefey the establisched

srpensation should bo & subjoot of study in the
ponoe trenty. A belligorent should not elininste o cable

secessity,? Pt the nesessities of war
worvhels treatise and conventions end destroy pocopte
s principles of foternational lav. The ereation of new
MWWMW of international law by & vietorious power
govided that the latter did oxist.
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had been jJustified. The United OStaves did not hold a similar
view. A fow principles and precodents ¢ié exist prior to
the World Yar.

to establish cable regulaticns by

allow any future mwm froodeonm of action:

Article 7. The M cmammw Wm Paw
m m thenatlven m@m of stopping the

to mm the right of ® g intor ”
:me&z mwm for m mmw mm* i sw
desm pocessory, elther gen mny ar only upon cerw
m km %f OE R "3" £ oy '~‘.~:1:":-.f1-'; mﬁﬁ
Aoyl my Wm m«m of the other contrage

STnation et e 9. mmmﬁwmm
hoct of CAKINE oaro of the Gontingency of

«%:Ma @m MWW,} &mm*a Ponition in hodio Commue
nication,” Dored ffairs, IV (Aprid, 1926}, p. 472,




26
Tho fivet deflinite internavlional ruling for the romie
Jation of cables during wartine came through the Conventlon
of Paris of 1864.° The srticies on the cutting of cahles
wore limdted snd provided mmy for the possible astion of

if any of the provisione--uliich repulaced the actions of
ships tomerds cablege-wore viclsted.’ Only a neutral netion
would be required Lo report 1o the proper suthorities any
damage inflicted upon & sulmarive cal Tho owner of a
et roaponsible fopr any scoldentsl
demege, but the provision of the convant

730hn Deasett Moore,
¢ vols, (laahingten, 104
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was Article XV: "It Lo underotood that the stipulstione of
this Convention shall in no wise alfect the liberty of actlion
2 § Wﬁ"‘% '

The Bricvish and Delglen Governsente hadl accepled the
attitude that o signatory vho wies & belligevent could sct ag
emembly, the belligerent

sbles.” The United States scmeurred.™® o
natlon desired eu obatecle ir its fulure war activities.

The various nationg did not consider the formnl extensi
of thess lislted reguloations wntil the Hague Comvention of
LE99. wing Che provicus yoar, the United States, which up
o the adwmt of the Spanish-buericen Way bad usually ine
ginted wpon ektablished prineiples oy the justilication of
Anternationss. actions by belligeronts, had oreated o proeceds
ont with the cutting of the cables to Cuba, Porto fico and
the Fhildppine lelands. It may bave beon Lhis action which
caused the vardous delegates Lo dealrs an international
vuling of the actions veliiperonts towsyy hie

In the provisions of the Hogue Convent!
governed the actiong of belligorente ir

akdonnl Iaw, 13X, p. 369.
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railway plant, land telegra

phs, including shore
ends of cables . . . even though

belonging Lo

private porsons, osre likewise mwrm which
pay serve for miliwsr operations, but they
mugt be res | and compensation fixed m:x
peace is m*

Aceording to this provision, & belligerent could terninate
compunications by & submarine cable, but coupensation would
have to be made when the hostilities ended. The delegates
of the British Govermmsnt -preguested that mention of shore
snds be excluded frus the article. Although the Dritish
delegates probatly had ult&rmr motives, they objected to
the article on the grounds that the conference had agreed to
sxclude naval satters. The provisions was modified, and
the submarine cables were ¢xcluded from the prwmm:z«.m

Eight years later at the Second Hague Conference, the
Panigh delegation proposed an amondment to the regulstions
of 1899 reapecting the lLaws and Customs of Yar on mmiﬁ
The amended article carried the following provision:

u&mﬂ.ﬁa 53‘ Janes ,m Sgort, uﬁimrt g Frocsed

4 4 ,h )iﬁi%' ¢ Pesge Confery nRes., 5 vols.

1621
mm., 1, 0.
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Subkmrine cables aaaaaﬁting an cccupied

territory with a neutral territory shall not

i, it e ettt et e

g:;zﬁ and ﬁwmp@naatiem fived when peace is
Put what is "sbsolute peceseity”? The vagueness of thieg
ters permitted the passsge of the article. 4 Frize Cowt
would have & ¢ifficult decislon.

Puring the intesrvel betwoen the Hague Conferences of

800 and 1507, the Institute of International lLaw had cone

veped in Brussels in 1902, This internationsl organigation
had no governmental function, but it is important to note
what the legsl experts regayded ap the proper procedure for
belligerents to follow converning the submarine cables,
Under ne circusstances could & cable Joining twe neutral
teyritories be cut. The cebles connecting the territories
of one of the belligerents with the territory of s neutral
could not be cut in the neutralised waters of (he nonebellige
erents with the territory of & neutyal couid not be cut in
the neutyslized waters of the non-belligerent. The same
cable could be severed on the high seas provided that the
veliigerent had effective blockade.*® If these proposels

k£am@an Heywood Hschworth, i
& vols. {(seshington, 1944), IV, p, -

,15$1bﬁr% J. &maﬁaa, Interpaticnal
B SRR L it 1102 S M :




30
hed been adopted fosmally by the various pations prior %o
the World wWay, the Allies would have encowntered difficulty
Justi{ying some of their sctions.

The next intersetional meeting sanctioned by the various
nationg to consider the regulstion of internationel commutie
ivations was the Internationsl Wireless Telegraph Convention
of l?l&m The articles of this sgreement were Jjust &2
ineffective sa the provisions of the Convention of Paris of
1884,

The World ‘ar prevented gny further negotiations for en
international regulation. The few existing conventions noedw
ed revision and added regulations. The United 3tetes came
forth with ite own provisions for the gonduct of bellizor-
ents towerds caties., In June, 1917, the Bavy issusd a set
of instructions to gulde its personnel:

MM W mmafmm cenaorahip .or othoye
wine &8 are mmmmw
with regard to m wmx of submarine telegraph
:mmﬁ? time of war, irreapective of maw&gs.

&) Subvarine a&’mm botwoen mﬁum in wx‘r&m
belonging Lo or occupied by the enemy or Letween
verritory of the United States are msaet o such
traatmont, as um pecossitien of war may requires

{b} Submarine telegraph cablee betwesen points
in territory mwmg to or ovcupied by the enemy
and neutral territory may be interrupted within v
territorial JMMM&M of the enewy or at any

point outside of neutrpl jurisdiction, 1f the ne-
cesaitins of war require.

) ., Rk N JEALS | " i * ot A AT T T AR "
f.‘«-}.”i‘ ?’\‘ 4 ?C&‘?.,LJ 5 s }!w i'é ﬁ» w,w,. WL £

R ¥ 1 "W» ) 4 e § 05y k ‘ m
M&m of mm&w i, ﬁ, ;3 e Oy @ :u, 3.2* and 17
m Iw%mﬁiml Tel «m ém fwm ei’ %ﬁ. Fatersturg of
10=12, 1875, ahe applicable to internstional
m@iwwwmﬂhyw ipdd., xn, 3053,

*
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{c} Submerine cables connecting an ocgupled
territory shall not be seized or destraysd except
in the c¢age of absolute necessity.
{d) Sulwmsyine telegraph csblea between two
neutral territories shall be held inviclable and
fres {rop interruption,
But the United 3tates had ontered the war alter the Allies
had already gut the Germsen cables. By these provisions, the
Allies were Justified in the cutiing of the cables between
y snd the United States. If the United States had
izsued the Instructions prior t¢ the outbreak of the war,
the cutting of some of the cables during the conflick would
have been 8 clesr violastion of Article "div
There wers no further atiespts at the establishment of
regulations prior to the Paria Pesce Confersnee. Noguletion
by international law mas needed and wug absent. The status
of the cables during the ¥World War could have beon more dof-
injite if the various govermments hed provided precedents
baged on the sctusl cutting of & ¢able. Thare were two such
ogourences., It iz ironic that the nstion whilch would argue
most heatedly ab the Pards Pesce Conference sgainst the
legality of the cutting of the esbles during ths Sorld ¥ar
was itsell sesponsible for the two ineidenis~~the United
dtaven.
In 1891, the Chilean Governwent had been conlronted with
a vobellion by 8 group of revolutionayies, The Lentyal and

‘w&a cited in Heckworth, pigest of Inteynati

v ¥ pot 67,

onsd, kB,
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South Americen Telegraph Compeny,an American concern, wanted
further londing concesnions from the Chilsan Oovernment. The
Americon company aiready bad 8 line from Cellaec, Feru, to
Iquigue~-the latter being the hesdquarter
The hend of the Chilsan Government agreed to grent more lis
cenges Lf theolwerican coupeny would out the line to Iguique,
and conneet the severed end at Iguique to a line from
Valparaiso, Chile. Thus, the Chilesn lovernment would heve
g dirveot iine {yom Calimo to Valparsise, bt the cormunication
cable of the rebolee~(allac to Iquiquee~would be eliminated, ®

in July, 1891, the company's stesmer, the Relsy, under
the protection of the Unitsd States Ravy, severed the cable
off Iquique, and joined it in the deep saa--cutside the thyee-
wile limite-with the line to Valperaiso. 7The rebels objected
te this action as & vielation of neutralisy by the United
ﬁmwmw fut it was not the Ameydceans who would pay any
compensation,

The rebels were successiul in their revolution, an¢ they
wore fully installed in power on Septembeyr 1, 189. The
Americen company sought compensation for the expenses in the
civersion of the cable. 1In 1894, a United Stetes-Chilean
Commisaion ruled that the Central and Douth Americen Telew
graph Conpany was justified in yeceiving approzimete
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thousand gold dollars for having to swve the cable at the
request of the former Chilesn Goverwmment eand them restoring
the cable to its origimal posivion at Iquique. " According
to this decision, a balligerent was responuible for the
destruction of nentyal ﬂahiﬁa»ﬁa

The Spanish-American Wer of 1298 was responsible for
the ¢restion of anether prevedent. In Hay, 1858, two of
thres csbles connecting Cube with the outside world were ocut
by the United Scates Favy. Pirst, an untuccessful attempt
was made Lo ¢ut the Jantlage de Cubs-Jomelca cables on Hay
1é. Two days later, a cable was cut lese than three wiles
off Horro Castle. Fisally, on May 20, the cable betweon Cube
and Helti was broken cutside of the three-mile limit off Hole
$t. Richolas., "ALl or nearly all the cebles were (he pPropgre-
ty of neutrels. « o « In all these camses the cbjest of interw
ruption was Lo confuse and frustrete the military operations,
whether offeneive or defensive, of the enemy,”

On Hay 1, 1898, Conmodore Dewey, after destroying the
mmi in Yanila Bay, proposed to the Spanish

“Oring jorie . Whiteman, edivor,
Law, 3 vola. (iashington, 1%43), Tit,

2L
In July x&?ﬁ the Chilean Government had placed at
the disposal 95 ﬁa&t@ﬁ Staves 75,000 pold &a&%ﬁr@ a8
sompensation for wmf@;v Rl émwwiwa@ ﬁﬁﬁiﬁﬁnﬁ during the
ﬁgny a&@g had &&wn &n aﬁt&my% %@ ﬁﬁi& the g@@éwizi of the
sricons.

i1, Ppe-816=417.
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aptalneGenorul that both the Unived States and the Spanish
authoritlies should be persitted to trenssit messages through
the onble from Fenlia o Hong Eong. The Spanish refueed,

and the American fleet cut the cable on the following day.od

Afvey Commodore Dowey hed cut and obtained possession
of the Philippines end of the line, he discovered that he
could not comtrol the Hong Kong terminus for exclusive use
becavns of the provisions of the Spsnish franchise wnder
which the cable had been lald., The United Staves thom sough
pormission w6 have an Amsrican company lay & cable {yom
¥anile to Hong Kong. The Brivish refused on the grounds that
the granting of the necessary peruission wouwld be o Lroasch
of mmmay,%

Almost all of the ables wniting Cuba, Fortc hico and
Fandla with the gutslde world had been the property of
Srdtish companies. The Unlved Staves had cut these lines on
the principlae thal a belligerent could not cut a noutral
patde in mideocoan, but 2 neutsul osble could not clainm to bs
exnmpt from destructien within the territory of the enemy.

"This rule adopted by the United States formed an immrmm
procedent in interastional law. 23

3%1@:; 0. Dudson, editor, Cases thar Matardals
L AT e S, ‘3%* B ﬁa; Jug 23 119
mgg aong emble was the mmtsv t&%‘ 8 zmmm

PPe l+16-1+l7o f “M IBpern 2t «ﬁ%ﬁ
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ant precedent” provided that cables in mideocsan,
if they were the property of & neutrsl owner, could not be
evts But within the three-mile internationsl limit of the
belligerent, cables could be destroyedw-whether they ware
owned by & belligerent or bty & nsutral,

After the hostiiities of 1898 had ended, the companies<®
which owned the cables claimed compensation for the damage
inflicted Ly the United States. Alithough the Attorneye
General of the United States had ruled thet the companies
had no right to compensation, on January 16, 1900, President
Hekinley submitted the claims of the British Zastern Extension,
Avatralasian and China Telegraph Company with & recommendation
that "as an act of equity and comity provision be pade by
the Congress for reimbursement to the company of the sctusl

snges incurred by it in yepair of the amhiaa‘“§7 Tho
claims of the Cuba Submarine Telegraph Company and the French
Trans~-Atlantic were also uubmi%teﬁﬁgg Congrees o0k no
action at this tine.

aﬁ@aa three companies were the Eritish Zesstern Extension,
the British Cuba Submarine Telegraph Company and the Prench
Trans-Atlantic Telegrephic Company. "

273&@&%& Executive Documents, S8th Congress, ist Session,
. From the Josretary of itate, with J iy

b roterel x to Lhe : n of t) 3 .
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On March 2, 1903, an amendsent to the general deficiency
bill had been inserted by the Appropriations Cormittee to
pay the claims of the Prench Company and the Cuba Submarine
Company. The Camittee decided to compensate ths cowmpanies
because Fresident McKinley had requested the fims t¢ repair
the lines going to Cubs in order to communicate with the
imeyican forxces, but the House did not adopt the amondnents.

President Noossvelt submitted the claims of the three
companies to Longress on Degember 11, 1903. The Senate
referyed the claime vo the Committee on FPoroign helstions.
The Houme sent Eooseveli's proposal to the Commities on Way
Claims, The Committes on Foreign Relations geve the claims
to the Committes on the ?hilxpﬁinva.aﬂ’ Apparently, Congress
was in no mood to pay any compansation, HRocsevelt agsin sube
mitted the claims of the Cubs Jubmarine Telegraph Company on
soenbeyr 13, 1906, Ho action was taken., Yot by an act of
Aprdl 6, 1906, the Secretary of the Tressury had beon ine
structed to pay the claims of the French 3@@@&5?#3x Evidente
1y, the wmembers of the United ﬁiﬁﬁw& t3d not belleve that the

29

291b3d., pp. 22-23.
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British wexe entitlied to any mwmmm.% The United
Gtatep had only paid the cleinms of the French coupany because
Fresident MeKinley had requested that the company repsir the
cut ¢able for the use of the United States. The payment to
she French conmpany hed not been the result of & decision by
& Frize Court. ind the yesrs preceding the Vorld Yay prege
anted no other incicdent of the cutting of 5 cable by &
belligerent.,

Ho dncident creating ¢ precedent oceursd during the
Ruago~Japanese ey in 190k, Yot the Eussian Press protested
whon the Gommercisl Pacific Cable Company, presumably aoting
in the intersste ol Jopan, mede an apgplication to the United
Staten to connect Japan withi Guam and the Philippine Islands,
Such & catde would have persitted direct m&m&@m bow
tweon the United States and Japen. > The Jepanose feared
that the two cables connecting Negosaki with Guam and the
mmmaxm Tslands mm be m'@mm. Hore mbim wondd

3% British decided in 1923 to fores through ﬁm aw
ponpensation from the Undted States. The Tritwnal of Fromagoot,
Innes ani Olde, 4in a Claims Arbityation, mm eam Ma
The United States argued that "as & ral proposition and
#8 & satter of law, nsutral telegrap mm wore axpoged
ﬂmmﬁa%&%%@%aﬁm&m%ﬁwrmw
that this view found conventional oond tion in Article m
Sratie m@a% w& &me’mﬁa mi i oty &w o uit

at of v o
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wured better comsunicatisne, The huseian Preas
harged that the gronting of o pormit would bave conetituted
weach of neutzality.’® The Commercisl Pacifie Company
progooded to lay the vable across the FMaeific, but the
fugeian pavy did not molest the Japunese cables.
mgl law as Lo the right of & belllgerent to
fut & eable weo not wollwestablioshed by the timo of the Verid
Way. Alpost every mation admitted the right to eliminuts
the gables in time of war; but not all powere ggreed upon
the circumstances invoived. As an sxample, one of the proe
vigions of the contrect botween the United Stetes and the
Commercial Pacific Cable Company stipulated that the "inited
States shall have the suthority to sever at discretion [asic/
all branches which may be connected with the main line aforge
sald during war or threatened war. «35 In 1904, the compsny
rocended to lay a eable from 3an Francieco to Homolulu and
from the Hawalian terminus to the Philippines.
Ho writer on intermational lgwe-much less the body
of international law itselfepresented a definite ruling.
Disegresment existed an to the various points. The United
Statea had not been willing to pey conponsa
mage Lo the cables during the Spanisheimericen War. The

» Congresn. Denate, Doc. Ho. 24. Submaripe
M ek B ': 57ch ﬁQ‘MO g&ﬂ 3@3&«&*(“
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fouw corwentions had not distinguished between the privately
witl cables. This guestion would forn the
tagis Cor violeont detats gt the Paris Pesce Conference.
wediately alter the cutbpresk of U world ar,

Secretayy langing fsmwd o pemorysndun which he may have ine
snded to be uwpod as a guide for the bWelligeronts during the
gonfliict. The Americsn Sscretary of Jtate wes of the opinion
that & neutral powes was not bhowund to forbld or restrler tho
! @ cables landing on ite territory whether those

: rovernewnt or o private intervsts. Yet if
the atation was erested by 8 govermment, sither before or

el povermaont should prevent o belligerent govertment
from using cable fmellities to send mespmges Lo ite agents
in neutral territory unless both belligerents ponsesssd
equal @WMBy o woe the copew
e Avevican Jecrotary had not dendied entirely the
right of & belilgovent to cut a cable.

nication mmmm,%

The mmy m‘" e tellizerens, in whogse tsryivory
the cabl mm* way, if bhe ie abls, cut such
suble m %&ﬁ open sos OF in the territorial weters

' , wmymamwmmuw
P A pted principles of
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Lansing also maintained that all cebles Letween neutrals and
belligerents should be used on an equal basis by both ballige
srents, or else, all of thege cablem should be closaed.

Ap the Yorld war srupted, England, France, Japan end
Gorseny had a few delinite gulding principies in the assorted
Jumble of eonventions and precedents. Uhile England, France
and Japsn were in the process of cutting the German Submarine
cat:les, they were auware. of sstablishede-although vaguew-
lawae and regulations. Under no circumstances did they have
8 right to out & cable betwsen two neutral nations. £ cable
batween & neutral and a beliigerent could be out, but not in
tvhe torritoyial waters of the neutyel. Although no nation
had ever denied the right of & belligerent to ssver s cable
between two territories of another belligerent, all of the
countries which had cut the German cables had sgresd previe
ously that compensation must be pade when the hostilities
snded. Yot the Allies would argue that the cables had been
cut because of vabsolute necessity.”




CHAPTEK IIX

THE CGERMAN SUBMARINE CABLES DURING
THE FIRST WORLD WAR

The destruction of the German submarine cables after
the outbreak of the World War was for the Allies a necessary
act. A nation in war holds a suratagia advantage over the
enemy if it possesses a superior means of communication. The
superiority of & belligerent can be further increased if the
communications of the enemy are sliminated. Such was the
situation during the World War. Yet some of the actions of
the Allies towards the German submarine cables extended be-
yénﬁ the realm of clear military nacaaaity’

fhe cutting of & cable is not as easy a task ag it might
soem. International law "forbids" the cutting of a cable
within the three-mile territorial limit of a neutral, and
even if a cable was. cut immediately outside this boundary,
repair would be simple because the water would probably be
shallow and the severed cable could be easily located., There
iz alsc a stronger steel casing near the ahora.l In deep

water, however, the problems of locating t&a cable make both

1, | o o
Submarine Cables and National Defense,” The Americen
Beview of Heviews, 43 (March, 1911), 365.

41
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cutting and repairing it more difficult. When a cable had
been broken ace¢identally during pesce ﬁ&ma; dayw; and aomee
times wwaks; passed before the cable could be located with
the hooking epparatus. In times of peace; the searching
vessel did not have to keep a watch for a pessible enemy ware
ship or submarine.

dalter ﬁgvﬁagerm; an American communications expert,
did not believe that the cutting of the Germen submarine

»

cables was based entirely on military necessity. A few of

the cables would have aided the Germans. ({(He did not specify

whichs) The overall elimination of the German communications

indicated a Tpurpose t¢ dismember permansntly the lerman

cable system to strengthen their own."? The British had not

hesitated when the war erupted. When thelr ultimatum €o

Germany expired on August 4, 1914, the British immediately

begen the process of contrelling the communications with

other countries, "0fficers of the War Office and Admiralty

were placed in the buildings of the various cable aampani&a.”g
On August 5, 191&; the British cut the two German cablegsee

Enden to New Yorkeeon the Huropean side of the Azores. The

British diverted one of these cables to Penzance (Land's End);‘

ﬂw&xuar S, ﬂugera, "Intarnatianni Eleetraeal Communie
cations,” Fareign Affairs, 1 (December 15, 1922), 1&9*150.

Bﬁ‘ramia We Himb, T Consequences
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England.* In July, 1917, the British navy cut the American
end of the cable about 600 miles from Kew York.® This end of
the line was diverted toc Halifax, Nova Scotia, The British
then had thelr first government-owned cable across the
Atlantic, running from Penzance, England, to Halifax, Hova
Scotia through the Azaras*é To all these incldents, the
Americans replied that the cables had been cut illegally
because the United States had been & neutral at the time
of the mu&ting.?

France cut the other German cable e¢rossing the Atlentic
between the Azores and New Yo:k.g This action had been
performed outaide the three-mile tervitorisl limit of the
United States. The Emden terminus, which had been cut by
the British, was diverted to Brest, After the French had
obtained the permission of the United States Government, they
moved the American end of the cable from its previous position
to the offices of a French cable company in New York Gity.g

President Wilson had issued a permit authorizing this move

“Now York Times, August 6, 1914, p. 6.

5&@ York Times, January 11, 1921, p. 16.

éaagara, "International Electrical Communications,”™ p. 149,
7M York Timeg, Rarch 13, 1919, p. 2.

84ow York Times, October 24, 1920, p. lb.

lhzﬁagura, "International Electrical Communications,”
P N
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on August 23, 1917.2C 1In order to give permission to the
French:.to relay the German cable, Wilson had cancelled the
license granted to the Uermans in 1899, The agreement between
the Americans and the Germans was declared null and void. The
Germans could reapply for a new license if they desired to
lay more cables to the United ﬁtatea;ll It was doubtful
that the Germans would do this while the hostilities were in
progress.

The French cut the Geyman cable between Monrovia,
Liberia, and Pernambuco, Brazil, on September 13, 1915. This
gable had not been utiliged or diverted because of the oppo=
sition of the United States,’? The French and the British
had divided the German cables which crossed the Atlantic.
Frence was assigned the Pernambuco~Monrovia cable. Wwhen the
American Covernment had given permission for the diversion of
one of the Emden-Hew York lines, the French requested a
similar request to use the Pernambuco-Monrovia cable. The
United 3States refused this permiaaienqls

laﬁt 3&’ %Wmnt °£ SWM, Lm &

:tar'aa'§g§& L1926.

Lgyecutive Order No. 3360-A. FRUS, 1920, I, 14l.

lg&iahard,ﬁ. Bundy to Secretary Laasing, K@vambar 3@vn

1919. v. 3., Dept. of S%ats, Papers
Relations Inited States

13Ambanaad¢w in France to Aeﬁ Secretary of State,
February 15, 191%. FRUS, 1919, 524,
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The French also cut the cable between the Cansry Islands
(Temeriffe) and Emden, Germeny. The line was then diverted,
and the French constructed from it & new cable from Brest to
Casa Blanca, Morcecco, and then to Dakar, Senegal. The
Germen cable between Meonrovia and the Canary Islands had
algo been cut a few milea from Monrovia and at a junction
about opposite Freetown, Sierra Leone. The end of the section
nearest Monrovia had been joined at eea off Monrovia to the
cable between Loma and Monrovia.l#

The British alsc cut the Liberian end of the Monrovia-
Lome cable. Thus, the British had made, at the expenss of
the Gemmans, direct contact fyom Freetown to Lome, eliminating
Honrovia entirely in the process, The French claimed that
they did not know what happened to the section of cable
between the Canary Islands and the point off Freetown where
the line from Monrovia to the Canary Islands had been cut,'’
Apparently, the line had disappeared,

In the Pacific Ocean, the Japsnese took control of the
Igland of Yap in 1914. In the same area, the British captured
the cable from Yap to $ingapare.16 "Possession of these
lines, it is held, insures dbusiness contrel of a fair

1k i |
Ghaxg& in Liberia (Bundy) to the Acting Secrstary of
the State, February 25, 1519* ?}ggg,,;gla, I?% 523~52?.
$31pig.
8oy York Iimes, March 30, 1921, p. 4.
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proportion of Australian Polynesia, which is regarded as
properly within the field of American commercial effort."d7

These were not all of the German cables that were sev
ered, At the Paris Peace Conference in 1919, Admiral Thaon
Di Revel of Italy stated that hie government had not appro-
priated any of the German cables. One cable had been cut in
the North Adriatie, "In the lower Adriatic there were two
cables, one between San Glovanni di Medua and Taranto and the
other between Otranto sand Corfu. Both had been cut, and the
latter had been diverted by the British Government "8 After
the British had initiated the movement for the elimination of
eneny submarine cables, the Germans likewise attempted an
identieal procedure,

On Kovember 9, 1914, the German crulser. Emden. put
ashore a landing party on the Cocos Islands in order to
destroy the cable station and eut the British cables., The
Cocos Iglands in the Indian Ocean are the Junction for the
British cables coming fyom South Africa, the East Indies,
and Australia, Before the Cermans could ecut the cables, the
Sydney, & British cruiser, was notified and the Emden was
sunkﬁlg In the Paeifie, the crew of the German crulser,

17&%2%%&. March 13, 1919, p. 2,

19Arthur Charles Clarke, Eg;ggbéﬁgggg,ggglagg‘(ﬁ&w York,
1956)5 ﬁl l lo
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Kirpberg, cut the cable on Femnin Island.?C Vet the Germans
did not perform an adequate job, because the disjointed cable
was located quickly by a Pritish diver.’> The British cables
gonnecting the United States were not cntazz 4

The Allies were pleasantly surprised that Germany did
not cut the cables between EBurope and the United States. A
successful dismemberment of these commnications would hiive
played havoc with the Allles., After the unsuccessful attempt
at the Cocos and Fapning Islands, the Germans-~if they had
nade any subseguent attempts--did not succeed in cutting any
cables. Although this task might have proved difficult if
eonventional vessels had baen used, "any aubmarina(cou;é
attend to this detall and in the light of this naval men are
still wondering vhy the German submarines did not during the
war cut every cable connecting Europe and America,"23

One can only apwauiata on the lack of German initiative.
Germany may have wished, prior to 1917, to avoid any further
offending of the United States. After their cables to the
United States had been eliminated, the Germans offered to
pay for the repair of the two cables if the British and

20 ,
Farming Island weg the relay station for the British
Cable which crossed between British Columbila and Austyalia.

zlm m m’ December 2, 1915, p. 6.

22 | o
James Wilford Garner, International
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French promised that the lines would not be disturbed again,
The United States could have used whatever censorship it
desired. The British and French refused. Cermany believed
that her version of the conflict was not recelving an equal
treatnent becsuse of the lack of ¢ammunieation$.gh
Before the United States had entered the war, Germany:
had not requested specinl privileges--only an equal treatw
ment which the United Btates seemed willing to grasnt, On
August 11, 1914, the United States proposed tentatively to
the Oerman,French and British Govermments that
(1) 411 the belligerents may send and receive
. wireless messages in code or cipher via 3ayville
and Tuckerton., The American censors at those
stations to receive codes and ciphers used in order
to be able to see that the neutrality of the United
States iz not vioclated. Ciphers and codes to remain
known only to the censors and the United States
- Govermment, alsc the contents of messages sent; or
- {2) éermaay may use the English or French
cables, The telegrams of all the hell&geggnts
submitted to the censor as stated beforse,~
The Germans preferred to use the wireless stationse--provided

“that the censorship would be applied equitably. They could

“bNew York Iimes, July 9, 1915, p. 1.

to Ambagsador in Great
‘ ﬂ; 8. s ﬁewmm% of State,
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not use the French and PBritish cables because the messages
would be delayed.?® The British also chose the radic,27

The British decision to use the wireless facilities
permitted an alternative, All of the messages on the wirew
less, including the German, would be censored. If the
Pritish desired to send some messspge which they did not want
censored, then they could use their submarine cables. The
American censors would not be at the intermediate points such
as Newfoundland., The German cables had been eliminated; the
only alternative for Germany was to use the wireless faeile-
ities which would be censored. The British were not likely
to adopt the proposal by the United States that tle Cermans
be permitted to use the British cables, Of the three coun-
tries~~Creat Britain, France and Germany--only the British
and the French could benefit from the proposal. There was
no doubt that the "British supremacy in communications at
the time of the World War contributed one of the principal
strateglc advantages held by the Allias.“zg

As the war was neering its completion, the United States
visualized prospects for increasing her cable facilities,
When the way ended, American businessmen hoped to asmume a

26?&@ Ambassador in Germany (Gerard) to the Secretary

of State, August 28, 191k, s 1919, p. 676,

27pne Ambassador in Oreat Britain (Eaga) to the Secretary
of 3tate, August 30, 19l4, FRUS, 1919, p. ©77

28 . :
Charles %@dgaa Background
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new and active role in world commerce with America's newly-
built and expanding merchant fleet. During the wer, President
Wilson had been advised that the United States "should be
badly handicapped by finding most of our cable communications
controlled by our rivals.”@? fThe World War had not witnessed
an inecrease in the miles of cables spanning the globe, Digw
counting the cut German cableg which remsined unused, there
were between 290,000 and 300,000 miles of cables in 1919,
The mileage of the cables had not incressed ince 1914.50
There had been at least a semi~balance of power con=-
cerning the cables before the war; but after the hostilities

had ended, Ceymany had lost nearly all of her ekblesaal
Some of the cables had been added to the holdings of Great
Britain; Japan and France, After the cables had been cut,
Great Britein's predominance became even more striking. YThe
control of one of the most vital links in international tradew~
communication-~by America's greatest rival, Creat Britain,
became & vitally serious preblem.ag
The United States had two altcrgativaa in the attempt to

eliminate her deficiencies in submarine cables. She could

EQaay Stannard Baker, yosszgy ¥
ment, 3 vols, (New York, 1922, 1

RQ”Maintsini Ocean and Telegraphic Cables,” Secientific
Amerdcan, 86, Supplement No, 2242 ?ﬁm&amb@r 21, 1918), p. 388

BlTho German cables between that nation and England had
not been cut.,

**Baker, Noodrow Wilson and World Settlemens, II, . k66,
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Josn in a worldewide scremble in an imperialistic dash for
the contyol of c¢able communicetiona, The other alternative
was an internationalizati on of thesme: mmama,” Conmmum
nication by internationally-contyolled cables would be Letter
than no communication at all. |

Yet tho United States could not join 4n any rvace for the
control of these faclilivies, The countyy wes already handie-
capped and too far behind, Landing rights at such vital points
ag the Agoreg and China were already forbidden the United
States through exclusive contracts with other nations. Because
the United States had permitted the industry to pass to Opeat
Britain and Germany, international cable development would
have to begin in ite elementary form, 7The United States pogse
asessed neither adequate plante for the manufagture nor the
ghips for the laying of the cables. Private capital was
difficult o find bocsuse profit wes so distant undor these
, igos. The United States could strike for a share
of the cablee at the Feave Conference, even though an equitable
division of the Geyman cables would not be sufficlent to off-
set the position of Great MW&n.%

The Americen Delegates to the Peace Conference would not
hikve any comprehensive or constiuctive program o the 0o
nomic settlement. They had no desire for territorial
acquisitions; they did not claim a share of the reparetions,

3Ibid., II, piiaTl, 3“;3;1@‘. 11, pLiLTL.
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"But in this comparatively minor, but really most important
matter of cable control . . . Ameriece did have a direect,
immediate interest."3” A share of the ex-German cables would
not place America in a competitive position, The German cables
would have to be internstionalized in order for the United
States to be able to use all of them.

The spongors of the new program were the communications
experts who were the most familiar with the subject. Such
men as Postmaster General Albert 3. Burleson and the Commu-
nications Advisor of the American Delegation, Walter S.
Rogers, were aware of the futility of any attempt to intere
nationalise the cables while any significent proportion of
the lines remained in private hands, 3¢ The United 3tates had
had difficulty adhering to the few international cable rege
ulations because of the objectiona of the privetely~owned
companies. Any proposal for an internationzl control would
be received with sowething less than enthusiasm by the pri-
vate businesses.

Negotiations for the governmental selzure of the gube
marine cables had been in progress with England and the cther
natione because the United States did not have control of
the foreign ends of the cables., "The nsgotiations were cone
cluded so that the government might have absolute control

351pad,, II, Do k67,

361§1§’
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of the cables during the peace n@gntiatiaas.”37 The governw
ment of the United States alsc planned to take control of
2ll the land systems in the United 3tates.

President Wilsan did not find an enthuaia&tic«ﬂangraaﬁ
when he had made his proposal at a luncheon on July 22, 1913.38
He proclaimed that the telephone and telegraph systems of the
country would be taken over at midnight on July 31, 1918,
and would be under the direction of Postmaster Burleson,’?
Congress was not anxious to act upon Wilson's proposal. The
war was almost ovey when Wilson signed a proclamatinn on
November 2, 1918;C and the hostilities had definitely ended
when the Executive order was made public on Hovember 16, 1913**‘

It is poseible that Wilson desired governmental control
of the cables in order to transmit correspondence during the
Peace Conference between Paris and the United States.*? gucn
a control would have given his government top priority and
also would have aided in the dissemination of &h@ proper kind
of news, However, one may not discount the possibility that

37Sew York Times, November 17, 191€, p. 1.

BaFer & typical rﬁﬁpunse ao ¥Wilaon's proposal, see the
:W%ﬁ. pnal Record, 65th Congress, 2nd Session
18], PPe S t0s. 1603

3 gaay Stannard Baker, Woodrow Wi
8 vols. (Garden City, 19271039

Or1pig,, vIII, p.”543.

blyew York Times, November 17, 1918, p. 3.

kﬁAa editorial of the Times (London) stated that the
American President had seized the cablez in order to have cone

trol of the linees for the aammﬁﬁiaatiau of the news. Hovember
29) 19‘13; Peu 8.
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the seigzure of the cables was s part of Wilson's overall plan
for the international comtrol of all cablese--provided that
the plan had originated before Wilson had arrived at Paris.

It is extremely doubtful that ¥Wilson had she time to study
fully the problem in all its complexity. Wilson was probably
following the advice of his communications experts. Even
after the Peace Conference had ended, Wilson still expressed
diffieulty recalling the name of Yap, much less its general
location in the Pacific.

- Although the United States had not cut any of the Ceyman
cables and was not responsible for the creation of the problem,
the Amerdican govermment would play & vital role in the nego~
tiations aimed at a settlement of the dispute. At the Paris
Peace Confersnce, the American delegates would first argue
on & basis of international law that the cutting and diverting
of the German cables had not been justified. Because the
cables could not be returned to Cermany, the Americans then
proposed an internationalization of the cables. A share of
the German cables through an internaticnal control would be
better than nothing at all.



CHAPTER IV

CABLES AND THE PARIS.PEACE CONFERENCE~~
THE FIRST STAGE

The arguments and proceedings regarding the German sube
marine cables were similar to the many problems-~both major
and minor-swhich confronted the delegates at the Paris Peace
Conference. Although the cables were only a small part of the
total agends at the various meetings, s remarkable amount of
time was required before the Allies adjourned with a tentative
agreement. The delay was caused, primarily, by the inability
of the Americans to agree with the Britieh and the French.
Ea;ﬁh&x~$ida was willing to modify its position or abandon
its extreme demands. |

At the Paris Peaes Conference, first there was the

pinative, legalistic, negative position of Secretary,
Lansing"w~according to a bitter critic of this man.l The
United States argued that international lew demanded a return
to the prewar gtatus guc. Lansing, therefore, supported the
restoration of the cables to Germany, Second,

Stannard Baker, ¥e
vala‘ i/ﬁaw York, 1‘332) s 44
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there wasg the pragram of those Amerlcans who saw

the realities of the cable situation in the light

of the New World situation, who had vision, and a

new and constyuective policy of action, They saw

that the 0ld World and the old rivalries, which

lansing was leebly seeking to restore, were gone

forever. There must be elther a new and gigantic

war of communications, chiefly between Oreat Britain 2

and America, or else a world coopsrative arrangement.”
The United States would hopefully base its position on a
*world cooperative arrangement.” The Allies would not be
mo willing. | |

Aside from Grest Britain, the most formidable opposition
to the United States came from the French delegates. Their
country had been ravaged by the Germen inveders, and the
Germans would pay dearly for the damage they had caused.
Alshough the value of the German cables would be only &
fraction of the total bill of reparations, any item which
could be added to the list would be admissible. Kot only

would the German cebles improve the system of France, but a

cableless Cermany could not compete as effectively in the
peat-~war market, The British were satisfied with the situae
tion. Any change in the status of the German cables would
have been to the detriment of Great Britain.

The Italian Government was aleo interested in the Germen
cablee. Like the Americans--but uniike Great Britain, France
and Japan--the Italians had no Oersan cables in their

21bid., pp. 475-476.
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possesgion. France, Great Britain and Japan weye unwilling
to share the spoils. If the Americans should decide that they
wanted & share of the cables, the best alternative for the
Italians would be to support the poasition of the United States.
Consequently, when the various nations assembled at Farls,
the Amerdicans and the Italiane found themselves in opposition
to the British, French and Japanese.

The Japanese inactivity during the Paris Peace Conference
did not mean that their desire for the cable facilities was
less thap that of the British or the French. The people of
Japan were sware that they were the most powerful country in
the Far East, and the cables were a vital commodity for any
plans for expansion that the Japanese possessed. Even if
the cables in the Northern Pacific had not been so extremely
vital for both the Japanese and Americans, the Japanese
delegates believed that they would appear to be & second yate
powexr if they surrendered their demands.

All of the five Principal Allied and Associated Fowers
had been affected in some way by the cutting of the German
gables. All of them would participste inm the cable dis-
cussions at the Paris Peace Conference. At the beginning,
the instruments of inter-nation communicacion were only an
incidental part of the total agenda. As the meetings pro-
gresged, the vital interests of the five Principal Allied
and Associated Powers became more apparent.
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The subject of the German cadbles appeared first at a
meeting of the Haval Peace Terma Committee. The represen~
tatives of this committee were Admiral Benson of the United
gtates, Admiral Wemyss of Great Britain, Vice~Admiral de Bon
of France and Bear-Admiral Grassi of Itely. Admiral
Takeshita represented Japag,B The mention of the cables was
incidental; it was only one of the many items which the Naval
Committes considered. Admirels Wemyss, Benson and de Bon met
on January 31, 1919, and by a vote of two to one~-Denson
voting in the negetive--had sgreed that "the following ex=-
German cables should not be roturned to Germany":

Emden-Breast

- Enden~Aszores
Emden-Vigo
Emdanw?anarifra
Honrovia~Pernambu

Fonrovia~
Lamawﬁuala

The cables were to be taken without compensation, and Admiral
Benmson had opposed such a procedure because he believed that
such an action would ba'“@antrary to international law and
a@ntrary'to Averican interests.”® The two lines from the
Azores to New York were not on the list. Possibly, the

38@&5@11 af Taa, ﬁarﬁh é,
ﬂf mté ,‘ " G ‘ .63 3 3. 44 ::;' ‘.‘.;

1 hﬁn&ting at the Frunﬁh Aémiralzx on January 31, 1919, of

ﬁﬁmiwal de Bon, A dmiral Benson, William 35,
on Papers, Box 40, E&uuaar&pﬁ Division, Libary of Congress,
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British and French representatives believed that there was
no guestion concerning their ownership. Eecause the Japanese
repregentative had not been at the meeting, the cables in
the Northern Pacific were not mentioned.

At a meoting & the Council of Ten on February 1, 1919,
the attending representatives decided that the Naval Peace
Terms Committee should meet to draft the Haval Clauses %o be
introduced intc the Peace Treaty with Germany.6 The com~
mittee convened on February 7. The naval experts had to
decide what was to be done with the cables, Some of the
Geymen cables, such as the Pernambuco-donrovia, had been cut
and remained unused umder the sea, Others, such as the Yap
system, had been merely seized. Some lines, such as the
Emden~Agoyeas-New York cable which the British had changed
to the Penmance~Agores~Halifax line, had been 1lifted from
the water and diverted.

As soon as the meeting of the Naval Committee began on
Febyuary 7, Admiral Takeshita proposed that the Che Foow
Taingtao-Zhanghal cable be added to the list, Admiral
Benson opposed the Japanese addition., He stated although
the cadbles which had been taken up and utilized would not be
returned, "all other e¢ables that are in position should be

éwu of Ten, Pebruary 1,1919, 3 p.n, Paris Peace

onference, III, 855.
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returned to &armany,“? Benson reminded the three other
Admirale that the cables down the west coast of Africe
(Monrovia to Duala), one cable between thehzores and New York,
one cable from Emden to Brest and the newly-added Tsingtao
Shanghai line had not been lifted from the bed of the
ocesn and diverted.? Consequently, they should not be taken
from Germany. At the commencement of the Peace Conference,
it had bheen posgible to cable a message from New York to the
Agores, down the coamst of Africa and along the West Coast
of Brasil.

I want that situation to remain. I am basing by

gontention on gound intermational principles ., . .

and there is another principle involved that may

be selfish . . . these éiu&& should be left open

fgr free communication.”
Benson was already proposing the international control of
the cablse.

Admiral Wemyss of Great Britain did not agree with
Benson's proposal that the question should be Judged on the
basis of international law. "I want put down here . . .

all these cables shall not be returned vo German companies,®

. ;ﬁfﬁgﬂt of the Frocesdings of a?c%gmg%gam at the
PHNen i ﬁ'm‘? o rine |LHTUATY 4 H Gellle
william 8. Benson ?apara.' v i !

List ﬁaﬁmimal Benson wae referring only to the cebles on the
Sl ’

gﬁwmaan Papers.



61
Compensation caild be nade, especlally if the cables were
private property. Yet the British Admiral would not consent
to the return of the ecables to Germany. "I want to see all
these c¢ables tsken away from Germany for manipulation and I
do not know whether what we got here is auffici&nt;“la
Indeed, Admiral Wemyss wanted some other cables added to the
list,., DBefore the meeting adjourned, all of the Kaval Pepre-
sentatives except Benson agreed to a proposed article by
de Bon: "The ¢ables form a part of the military organisation
in Germany and therefore, the ¢ouncil was Justifled in re-
ducing this means of cormunmication in Germen hanﬂwgwlx
YWhen the Council of Ten met on February &, the Committee
on Haval Peace Terms issued its report on the naval clauses
which woye to be inserted into the draft of the Preliminary
Peace Torme With Germany. Article IX dealt with submarine
cables:
The German cables enumerated balow shall not
be returned to thelr previocus owners. The {inal
alleocation of these cables will be determined by
the decisions of the Prize Courte of the Allies
goncernad,
Emden~Vigo.
Emden~Brest,
Enden-Tenerlffe,
Emden~Azores. (two cables)
Azoves-New York. (two cables)

Teneriffe-Monrovia.
Monrovia-Pernambuco,

107p44,
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Conzstantinoplo-Constansa.
%‘&ﬁ ?W’rswwmmnghm.
Pl

Yagzmdm (Colebes) >

The sembers of the Couneill weceived the report, but
they did not discuss the proposals on this day. The list
wes no lenger identicsl to that discussed by the Naval
Committeo on January 30. 7o the list had been added the Che
singtao-Shanghai cable, acquired by the Japanese when
thoey wmzpsm the Jhentung peninsula of Chine, and the
Congtantinople~Constanze sygtenm which none of the omjor powers

had eut or mwm,w

When the naval snd ailiitary repregsentatives again sube
mitted thely report on Harch 3, the Council of Ten was not
satisfied with the result, There wis too much discrepancy
botwaen the conclusions of the varicus committecs. The
Councell ordored the Militery and Haval Comittes to meet
together and co-ordinnte tholr reports '

‘wﬂa record of the yressons for the change has been found
ait&wx* {n the minutes of the Pemce Conference or in the
Bonuson Nwm« When the entire Baval Conditions for Ponce
z& woye prosented to the Council of Ten on March

a ‘nm attached to the 2.1,@1; M eahlm ﬁ&s&g&y gtated that
duiral Benson disagrees.” Jarls Genference, IV, 230,
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On March 6, the naval and military representatives once
more issued a report., The Cables as they had been itemized
on February £ remained identieal, but the second sentencew~
*The final allocation of these cables will be determined by
the decisions of the Prize Courts concerned"--was ;mmitt&ﬁ,15

Apparently, the Americans had not been sware that the
proposal had been deleted. Admiral Benson and Secretary of
State Rébert Lanainglé attacked the omission of the provie
sion immediately. Once Germany loet title to the cables, it
would pass to the powers which had obtained control of them.
Lansing inquired if the cables wers to be taken &5 indemnity
due by Germany, or whether their seisure would be based on
some other grounds. Wemyss, the British Admiral, replied
that

capture of enemy submarine cables was a legitimate

spplication of the use of sea power, ani could be

secured by no other agency. Submarine cables must

fore Subject, o such Action as BiZht be LAKeR 1§

case of naval, military, end aerisl srwmanments.

The British Admiral jJustified the alteration of the pre-war

status of the cables on the grounds that the enemy would have

15
Council of Ten, March 6, 1919, 3 p. m. Paris Peace
Conference, IV, 250, ' PR 2R

lé?rewidenn Wilson had left Paris for the United States

on Pebruary 15, 1919, and had not retwned to France until
Mh 13 H -919.
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used them as a means to offset the efforts of the economiec
blockade.

Adumiral Benson reminded Wemyss that only a certain nume
ber of the cables had been actually captured during the war.
Ships of war amight be subject to parmaunnmrretanmiam; but
not communication instruments. Benson then insisted that
the question be refered to a Prize Court because the question
of submarine cables had never been decided by iﬁ&ﬂraaﬁianal
law 28

Admiral de Bon would not agree to the necessity of a
Prigse Court. To him the subjeet of submarine cables ene
tailed no questions or problema, Cables were instruments of
war because they had transmitted the messages of the enemy.
The naval ships «f the Allies had encountered risks in the
cutting of the limes., This had been éamanatraﬁeﬁ; de Bon
stated, by the one French boat which had been sunk in the
prac&as;l?

Speaking for the French, de Bon emphatically stated that
cables were war material and felr prize which resuited from
war operations, Franee had as much right to keep the cables
as telegraph wires captured on the bsattlefield, According

W4, 226e227,

191144, The French sunboat, sror
German Submarine which had come t0 bombar
at Funchal, Madeira. fﬂyu:4 December 7+ 19264 pe 3o
No record 0f & ship be: an the process of cutting a
cable-=other than the ﬁurman Emdenwshad been found,

ard the eabie station
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te military rights, the Allies could seize the cables, use
them, and be justified in their retention.?C

To Secretary lLansing, the issue resembled not only a
question of international law, but also one of policy. The
seizure of the cables had clearly violated the American
conception of the freedom of the ma&a,zl "Had anyone the
right to take enemy property lying on highways open to all
nations?" Cables could be taken from the ocean and destroyed,
but not kept in situ and confiscated as the British had
asserted., "They could be taken as indemnity by agreement, but
not as aapturé of war. Inldsepinion, the very fact that the
naval auvthorities had found it necessary to include these
clauses showed that they were not sure of their grwunﬁ4“z2
But Lansing had only managed to cefifuse Admiral de Bon.

It seemed to the French repressniative that Lansing's
gonception of eapture at sea was identical to the French
pesition, Apparently, de Bon agreed with Lansing that the
cables could be taken from the ocean, and "they could be
token as idenmity by agrnament,”23 Although the French and
the British had taken the tpbles by "agreement,® Lansing

21, -
Paerhaps, lans vag knowingly basing his argume
conjunction with ong of Wilson's favarite war-time and Paa&a
Conference prﬂsaatawwfr@aﬂem of the seas.

Lonference was referring

proposal of ¥ 'ruary allocation
nf %haa& ﬁmblaa will ha dmterminaé by the &an&aiﬁna of the
Prise Courtg of the Allies concerned.”

232‘2&@’
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would not justify the seizure. De Bon had falled to cone
sider and distinquish between Lansing's concept of indemnity
and confiscation.

. Admirel Benson suggested that the question be yrelerred.
to a Prige Court--a procedure for which he had argued in
the Naval Committee.”* The British and the French represente
atives consented to have the question of the right to seige
cables during & war studied by & judlelal commitise. It
might have Deen wrong to seize the cables, but no illegality
existed as to thelr retention. The Judiclal coumittee,
according to the British and the French, would not decide
the legality of retention., They would only angwer the
question of the legality of the seizure., HNo matter whh.
“the decision, the cables would be retained,

Seeing that the discussion was proceeding nowhere, Arthur

J. Belfour, the Britlsh Foreign Secretary, offered to sum up .
the whole question in two coneise propositions: Was it in
accordance with international law that all the submarine
cables should, or should not be taken from Geymany? This was
a purely legal question. If it were answered in the affirme
ative that Germany should be deprived of all or some of them,
then what should be done with them? If the question were
analogous (o one of the disposal of money or ships taken from

“hIbig., p. 220,
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(exymany, then it sould be referred to some commission, The

discussion should be terminated until these two questions

had been reportved up@ﬂuaﬁ

lLansing agreed with the British representative; however,
he also desired to know, in relation to question one, whether
any international right existed to geize the cables either
as prizes of war or as indemnities, Balfour countered by
proposing that lansing be asked to draft the terms of the
pertinent reference. Lansing also wanted the crsatinn of a
committee to report on internaticnal law and the cutting of

the cables. EFEach of the "Big Five" would have one repree

26

sentative., The Councll adopted both @raﬁam&la unanimously,

and the meeting was adjourned,.

It was eed that,

In consideration of Clause 6 of Part II of
the Haval conditions for peece with Germany, the
following questions should be submitted to & Come
mittee composed of five Members, one to be named
by each of the five Powers:

Is it {legelly) right under the rules or prine
ciples of international lew to treat as capture or
prize sulmardine talggraph cables of an enomy cut oy
taken possession of by naval operations?

Is it {legelly) right under the rules or prine
eiples of international law for a Govermment whose
naval forces have cut or taken possession of & sube
marine telegraph cable of an enemy to retain such
gable by way of separation?

*°Ibig.
*Inag.
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In the event that the cut or captured cable .

of an enemy is landed on the serritory of andther

nazian,‘wﬁaﬁ r&ghg and autharigg daeg:gngg gitégg

AR e R

cables?

Balfour immediately questioned the word Flegally® be
cause, he said, no peint of law existed concerning vhe questipm,
This was the only part of the proposal that he chasllenged,
 When langing agreed to the suppression of the word "legally"
in parts one and two,?t he destroyed all hope of a ruling
by any Jjudicial committee., If a Prise Court or any committee
were to study the proposal from a "non=legal” point of view,
it could only speculate or render some decision based on
morality.

The Japanese delegation also decided to raise an obe
Jeection, They noticed that Lansing's proposed text specifie-
cally related to cables either cut during the war oy taken
possesaion of by means of naval operations., He knew that
snemy-owned cables existed which were not covéired by any of
the categories. Lansing's reply was that the guestion had
net arisen, “as unless they had been taken fyom the enemy
they would not be rakuraaﬁﬁ“zﬁ According to this evasive
reply, cableg whish had not been seized would not fﬁrm & part

”’vﬂ?ﬁvégﬁﬁéiingfwﬁau,'Earmh 7y 1919, 3 p» m. Papis Pesce

erence, IV, 25k. |
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of the discussion. HNot all of Germany's submarine cables
would be taken if this distinction were maintained.

After Lansing had refused to permit the Japanese to
add some unseised German cables to the list, the Council
adopted his resolution with the omission of the word "legally®
in second and third paragraphs, Five nominees were then

accepted for the legal eammitta&.BG

Two weeks would pass
before the Council of Ten sgain considered the question of
the cables.

On March 24, Clemenceau called upon the French chaimman
of the special committee appointed in accordance with Lansing's
resolution-~-the Committee on Submarine Cables~-~to give a
summary of the report. The committee answered Lansing's
proposition and questions formulated on March 7. All of the
memberschad agreed that military necessity could justify
the elimination of cable communication.

On the question as to whether the enemy cables can

or cannot be the subject of capture or prize the

Delagates of the British Empire, Prance and Japan

th that cafturu and confiascation of enemy ca~

bles are legally justified by the general prin&ip}g

of the right of capture of enemy property at sea.

The American and Italian representatives had agreed that no

definite statute in international law permitted such capture.

30 loy Pe 255. The members of this committee were Scott
of the United States, Higgins of Great Britain, Fromageot
of France, Tostl of Italy and Yamakawe of Japan.

3ltouncil of Ten, March 24, 1919, 4 p.m. Paris Peace
Conference, IV, 46, = ’ PP |
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On the third guestion the Committee was unanimous in
considering that

the answer depends upon the terms of contracts

entered intoc between the owner of the cable and

the third Power on whose territory such cable

i8 landed, and that, in all cases, these con=~
tracts are, as regards the balligarwntu who ““v”32

gut or seiaed the cable, a res inter alios acta.
S0 the question of the submarine cables was at the stage
where the discussions had begun.
| Balfour was not satisfied with the decision. As & result,
the question would have to be discussed in full couneil, and
two points would have to be clearly distingulshed. The
first question was relevant to the peace with Germany; the
second gquestione-"Ought world-errangements to be made for the
regulation of submarine cables?"--would have to be settled
after peace had besn made with the anemy»BB |

The first question, anl according to Balfour, the one
which concerned the Conference, was this: "Had Germany any
right to complain and, if so, what principle should be
asserted?” Cermany had no cause and right of complaint, "The
Allied and Assoclated Governments had & right to appropriate
cables in exactly the same manner as ships ceptured at sea."
Although this view had been rejected by the American and
pernatg b 1T bk The e rse fuier mltog geiar
%zzz,"i;;zm To the above provision, individuils whose cables

may have besn cul by one of the belligerents had no grounds
for complaints.

BBM'
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Italian representatives, it had been accepted by the French,
Japanese and British‘ja The British representative implied
that majority rule should be accepted.

Balfour did not claim to be a member of the legal pro-
fession, but he emphatically stated that the legality of the
question under study had been settled when the United States
had decreed, during the Spanish~American War, "that bellige
erents had no claims in regard to cables cut during the war.,”
Using that incident az 2 precedent, the Geymans had no basis
for complaint because the Allies had seized their cables,
which, "though constructed by privete enteyprise, had been
heavily subventioned by enemy Governments and used by them
for strategic and warlike purposes, until destroyed.” 35
If a nation was justified in any manner to confiscate any
property, "the right to appropriate cables undoudbtedly
axistad.“gé

2
*Ibag.
351&3@. The German cables received lesgs subsidy from their
government than,did @hnae af Britain and ?ranca. G@wrg@ Abe

Eahmainar Lables ane Foyreien
, g of 1 {Boston, %%%% PP, Q*%~?*’

F ; | "sfﬁkaveﬁuaﬁd their cables for warlike
purpaaea heaaua& the lines had been severed immediately after
the war errupted.

o

ionferaence, IV, 461,
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Balfour had been corrsct in stating that the Americans
had argued in 1898 that neutral cables may suffer from the
actions of belligerents, Yet the United States also had
argued that the cables could only be severed within the
territorial limit of a belligerent, not a neutral. The Hague
Convention of 1907 to which the British had given an affire
native approval provided that compensation must be fixed when
the hostilities end, Confiscating the German cables, such
as the neutral Pernambuco~-Monrovia line, was not a methed of
compensation for the damages inflieted to that cable., The
concluding statement of the srticle in the Hague Convention
clearly stated that the cables "shall likewise be restored
and compensation fixed when peace is maéa.“3?

Admiral de Bon sgreed with Balfour., The views of the
winority were not based on any established principles, and
consequently, they were not based on international law. The
conference should have accepted the views of the military
experts because the legal commission had been unable to pro-
duce any ruling against such procedure. %In other words, the
Allied and Assoclated Covernments should decide to keep the
cables in quaahimﬁ.”3$ De Bon added that the international
regulation of the cables through the world should form the
basis of a separate study. Balfour had already expressed a
similar viaw¢

37
Green Haywood Hackworth, Diest
g ?ﬁlst,r?@aahingtgn, 19&&), I%, e
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In Lansing's opinion, there was a great difference be-
twﬁan capture of ships at sea and the seizure of cables., It
was permissible to dismantle the cables, but a nation could
not retain them legally after the war if they had been diw
verted. "Te divert such cables to other uses and to deprivs
thelir uge to former owners would constitute & dangerous prees
cedent.” A ship could be captured on the high seas because
such vessel could be brought within the jurisdiction of the
captor where the ownership of the vessel could be deduced.
This was not possible with submarine cablaa.Bg

Answering Lansing's question of sparing private property
during the war, Balfour called attention to the fact that
the United States had placed a claim for agquiring 600 miles
of German cables and the British Govermnment had given its
consent, He did not know 4f the United States had used the

L0

cable. “But, at any rate, the American Government had not

driven to its extreme logical conclusion the principle which
Mr,. Lansing hed laid down, the jJjustice of which he himself
fnlly,raﬁﬁgniseds”“l iIf lLensing had pursued his argument to

9
*1ma.
hﬂﬂa record of this request has been found. The 600
miles of calile must have been the section remaining from the
line which the British had diverted to Halifax. But the
American delegavion made no counter charges or denials when
Balfour had made the accusation,




h
its "extreme logical conclusion," then he would have ad-.
mitted that the Allies had been justified in the retention
of the Cerman cables.

After Balfour had ended his argument with the statement
that tha perplexity of international communication would have
to be dealt with at 2 {uture time, President Wilson decided
to speak. Because no legal precedent had been established,
Wilson believed that he was warranted in the expression of
an opinion. The problem constituted two questiona: Was
Germany to be deprived of cables that belonged to hep?h?
"What was tc be done with them in regard to their use as
indispensable means of communicatfion"?%’

30 far the discussion had only concerned itseli with the
question of appropriating the cables from (ermany as & result
of war. VYot the question, according to Wilson, affected the
whole commercizal world. For this reason, Wilason could not
agree with Admiral de Bon that the cables could be taken
solely on the condition that Germaeny had used them as a means
of war. The cables were a means of commerce and &s such were
indispensable,**

Because the cables were indispensable for the transe
ceeanic intercourse of sll nations, Wilson believed that "the
¢cables must be regarded as property from the point of view

&aﬁilaﬂn did not believe at thls stage of the Conference
that the cables had belonged to Germany.

ksm m C OHIgre 2552 W, &6‘?&
“hTbiqg, ﬁ
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of habitual us&; that is to say from a peace point of view."
ﬂ@nasqaaatly; oune could net even contemplate disrupting the
functicn of the cables as ordinary courses and processes of
ﬁrada; to which the commercial world had become accustomed
in times of paaa&.kﬁ
Because the Allied and Assoglated Governments expected

Germany to pay heavy sums as raparani@na; Germany would need
& Tavorable balance of paymentss "It followed . « that
the question of the ownership of cables must be looked at
from the germsn point of view."#® Cables existed which had
one end in Germany! Emdaawﬁrean; Emden~Vigo, Emdaaﬁ%aaariffa;
and Emden-Azores. They had been the bagis of Germsny's
commmnication with the commercial warld; and in Wilson's
apinian; "it would be agreed thet it made a great difference
whether they were administered by one instrument or various,"#7

Wilsen believed that it was necessary to correct the
viewpoint that some delegates had regarding the position
of the United States concerning the capture of private prép*
erty &t aaa,kﬁ He stated that people whe were familiar with
the international conferences which had met to discuss the

¥S1pg., TV, 465, “®Ivig

471p3d, Altho

ugh John Ma d Keynes had argued that
Gernany would need a favarah{ bulanaa of paymmnta, ha ﬂiﬁ
not memtion the cables in his work. Leonom [@quep

ef the Peace (wmiam 1920} .

&aW£la@n was probably refering to ﬁalf@ur who had just
concluded an argument on the capture of pr&vute property cn
the high seas,




76
maritime laws maintained that the "United States never wille
ingly sssented to the principle of the capture of private
property at aaa.““g As & consequence, Wilson hesitated to
conform to any appropriation of the cables, even though
Britain and Prance eonsidered the lines as private property
captured at sea. His viewpoint coincided with that of the
other American representatives. There was no similarity bee
tween ships and aablsﬁ.ﬁe

The c¢ables would have to be considered as property of
the enemy, unless the Allies cbulﬁ prove that the Cerman
Government was the sole owner, Consédquently, the guestion of
the cables was one which could nnly be dealt with 4n the
connection of the disposal of the other enemy property, bee
gause all of the countries had assumed "temporary” possession
of the property belonging to alien enemy within thelr borders.
Wilson told the Council that he wanted the question considered
from that point of view. The Conference should proceed caree
fully in the formmation of a decision because the basis of
the guestion had neaver been discussed in peacetime, "When a
careful and unbiased decision could have been reached.””l - In
his opinion, it would be extremely unwise to establish a
prineiple of law as a war measure. s

“Oparis Pesce Conference, IV, h6S5.
501314,
*l1bia.
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Balfour replied to Wilson's lengthy discussion with the
rebuttal that when the Conference had discussed the question
of restoring the chkbles to Germany in order that she migﬁt
vesume her economic existence, that discussion had been usew
less becsause the bwll&garanna‘had cut and diverted the cables,
It would be possible to replace the lines at the expense of
theiAllies, but "it would not be possible to hand over the -
cables as they were before the war.“sz Pregsures had come
pelied France and England to c¢ut the cables, If Wilson
deaired to revert to the system as it had existed prior to
the confliet, the Allies would have to repair the c&bluauﬁz

Wilson inquired 1f diversion merely meant that one end
was cut and then attached to a new cable which went in the
desired direction. Balfour explained that in the process of:
the diveraion, and for the purpose of diverting, whole secw
tions had been removed and placed in a completely different
position or laeatiﬁnﬁsg

Orlando of Italy Joined in the conversationrand:stated
that it would be necessary to determine whether the diversion
of the cables was permitted under the rules of war. Bither
an indemnity to Germany or the placing of the cables in their
oxriginal positions would have to be performed because the
cables in their altered position could not be returned to

g?ﬁﬁ&ﬁ*n v, k66 §3$Q&Q~
%m@i 5 Po i&&?g
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Germany, If such a procedure were adopted, then the Allies
would admit that the action of rﬁmaving the cables had not
bean justified. Orlando supported the Americans on the legal
espect of the case, If the accomplished act were in aceord-
ance with the regulations of war, then there was no need to
disecuse the question of the diversion of the aahlaa.gg

Wilson replied that a legal right had been established
to eut the cables, but expressed a doubt that an identical
Justification existed for their subsequent diversion. He
would be pleased if someone gave him an expert ruling.gé
Balfour nominated himself as the authority requested by
Wilson. The right to cut a vable had only been establiished
because the United States had created the precedent. The
actionz of the Allies had been Justified on this basis. The
British statesman reminded the Americans that the cables in <
the Spanishe-American War had been neutyral; the cables during
- the World War were the property of the enemy.o!
After gome further unavailing discuseion, Balfour cffor-
~ &d another possible solution which he belleved would meet
the approval of all concermed:

The Treaty of Peace should not debar Germany

from repairing at her own expense the submsrine

¢ables cut by Allied and Assoclated Powers during

‘the war, nor from replacing at her expense any

PS1bid., p. b6E. 56Ipid.
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Do e T hone havirg, boes oneams pot 1n

use by any of those Powers.- : | :
The only cables vhich the Germans would retain would be
the parts unused beneath the ocesn. But Balfour ma?‘h#v§ '
comiitted a blunder. The resolution did not consider exe 1%‘k
y&i@i@iy the Eﬂ?@vam#nﬁalfaablaﬁ, and thﬁvﬁtiti&h stateg- |
nan sdmitted that Japan might lose some of their war-time
acquisitions. The Japanese also were concerned that the
poesibility existed that the resolution 8s drafted might be
interpreted to mean that all of the cables might be returned
to Germany. It was then formally agreed to refer the Balfour
resolution to the drafting committee, which would make an
early draft clause to be included in the Treaty of Peace.”?

The representatives of thm United States had arrived at
the Paris Peace Conference with the belief that cutting of the
cables had been Jjustified according to internationsl law,
They did not deny thelr associates the right to eliminate
she German communications. However, when the Allies announced
that certain chbles were not to be returned to Germany, the
Americen delegates emphatically insiske
of the cables had been illegal, Consejuently, the cables
ghould be returned to Germany. Yet the majority of the
commission which had been appointed to study the question of
diversion had not supported the American and Italian pesition.

d that the diversion

581bid., pp. L69-L70. 591p4d.
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The Americans must not have understood the full jmpli-
cation of Balfour's resolution on Germany's repeiring its
cables which was to be prepared as & draft to be inserted
inte the Peace Treaty. The delegates of the United States
believed that Germany could repair her cable system with any
of the parte of her former lines., According to Balfour,
Germany only could utilize the bits of cable which remained
unused under the ocean. Two months of debate had not been
sufficlent to resclve the dispute. Balfour's draft proposal
only added to the confusion and provided fusl for further

disagreement.



CHAFTEE V

CABLES AND THE PARIS PBACE CONFERENCEew
THE SECOKD STAGE

The second phase of the arguments concexning the gquestion
of the submarine cables began on April 30, 1919, in the
Council af‘?awaign»xum&nﬁﬁrmﬁl Ths repressntetives of the
five Principal Allied and Assoviated Uovermments were each
aware of the others' positions. Esch understoocd, at least
in basic form, what the others desired. None of the delegates
were willing to compromise, and the argumentsz continued fyrom
the previous meeting. The Americens contented that the
&llies ¢id not have the right to divert the German cables.

The British and the French maintained that the seisure of
the cables had been identical to othar onemy proparty captured
&t gea; the cables would not be retumed to Germsny,

Balfour's resolution, which had been introduced in the
Council of Ten cn March 24, was embedded in the draft of
Article w of the Military, ﬁam and Air Clauses:

ﬁ@“ﬁﬁ&l of Poreign K&ni&&ara, April 36 1919,
af atate, g perg Eelating %o the Fa

2 th‘
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Submarine Cables. Oermmany will be at liberty
0 repair et her own expense German submaripe
¢ables which have been merely cut during the war by
tﬁgiilléfd and Assoclated Powers and are not being
! Rl

She will similarly be at liberty to waglm&ﬁ at
her oun expense all portions of eables which, aftey
having besn removed, are av pressnt being ﬁ&i&iﬁwﬁ
by any one of ﬁhﬁ'Ailiﬁd and Assogiated Powers. In
such cases the cables or iong of eables which
have been removed or utilised remain the property
of the Allied and Associated Powers. Yy

Consequently, the German cables or portions
thereol mantiﬁgaz below, which have been rewoved
or utilized by the Allled and Associated Powers,
will not be restored.

Emden~Vigo: from the Straits of Dover off Vigo.

Emden~Brest: {rom off Cherbourg to Brest.

inden Teneriffe: fyom off Dunkerque to off
Teneriffe.

Emden~Asores {1): from the Straits of Dover to

‘ Payal. ,
PdenwAzores (2): g:gglﬁh@ Straits of Dover to
Agores~iew York ilg: from Fayal to Hew York,
Azsores-Now York (2): from Fayal to the longle
, tude of Halifax.
Teneriffe-donrovia: from off Teneriffe to off
Wﬁ- »
Tenerilfeslionrovia: fyrom off Teneriffe to off
Bonrovia,

Bonrovia=Loms

| iat, @ 2307 Ho.:
from sbout + + o »

long. @ 7L0Y W. of CGreenwich:

iaﬁ & fﬁﬁﬁﬂ' ﬁw i
L0 about o 4 & ¢ « o
longe ¢ 5¥30% W. of Greenwich:

lst. p 3@&.&' Hae:
ang from about . » o
lmﬁt : OYO0Y,

i

to Lone.
Lome~Duplia: from Lome to Duals.
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Konrovia-Fornambued: from off Monrovia to
Pernanbuco.
Constantinople-~-Constantea: from Constentinople to
Chefoo-Taingtac-Shanghad P o Chef
chefoo-Taingtac-Shanghal: from Teingteo to Chefoo
and frw? ‘singtao to
Yap~Shanghai, Yap~Guam and !gg Kenado {(Celebes):
Tap Island to Shanghai, from Yap
Island to Guam Island and from
Yep Island to Menado,
These provisione do not affect the rights of the
German owners of other cebles or pertions of cables.
In no case can the landing rights of any cable
which remeing Jerman be reinstated on the territory
under the authority of an Allied and Associsted
Fower without & new license.®

Although the article included provisions which may have seem~
od benaficial to the Germans, none of the cables which had
been tampersd with in sny way by the Allies would be returned.
The exact location of the cables was given in order to prevent
any future complications.

After reading the provisions, Lensing informed the other
Foreign Ministers that Article 38 was not satiefactory bes
cause ir did not conform with the purpose of Balfour's reso-
lution which had been approved on March 24. The resclution
had only been adopted to reconcile the two sides of the cone
troversy. -The Amnﬁia&k Secretary had interpreted the resolution
as meaning that the cables would be returmed to Germany.’

The Japanese had expressed a similar fear when Ealfour had
introduced the article.

21bid., pp. 245-246. 3bid., pp. GkS-646.
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lansing stated that Geymany "could clearly not be ex~
pected o spend noney on repairing cables for the exclusive
benefit of other parties.” He could not understand how
Germany could "repsir at her own expense the Serwan subtmarine
cables which had been merely cut’ bacause sll of these cablee
had bveen approprimted. It was spperent that none of the
cableg would be returned except those between Jermany and
Grest Eritain and such cowntries as Norway.” langing asked
Balfouy 1f the third pavagraph was in sccord with his reascw
lution of March 24,5

Balfour replied somewhat evasively., He would not coms
pare the third peragraph of Article 38 with his proposal
which he had Introduced on March 24. Yet Balfour did attempt
to glarify sone of the issues under discussion. If any of
the cables had boen merely cut, Uermeny could repair rhose
cubles at her own expense, but Germany could not claim any
cable that had been diverted. She could restore at hesr exw
panss the gection of the oable thet had been removed. The
Allies wers not to be held responsible for any dexage; nor
could Germany claim control of any Allied lires composed of
sections from German lines.®

l‘“ﬁwh eables Wﬁalm awmxﬁmwiy 2000 nﬂm. E%wrg@
ﬁ%ml %%mimr, cables and m iheir Eele in the 259
e Lehs of '.:  WhA g gd Stat T ‘ }y P .
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lansing interrupted Balfour and added more confusion
to the issue. He steted that he egreed with Baliour. Conse-
guently, the list of ecables given in Article 3¢ should be
eliminated, including the paragraph immedistely preceding.
langing expressed twe reasons for his proposal:

Americs wae not prepared to yleld the cahle line

from Hew York to the Asmores merely betause the

Allies had diverted it. Americe would prefer to

Fowars.

The Americans haed encountered difficulty in the landing of
¢ables on the eastern coast of Scuth Americs becsuse the
British possessed an almost exclusive monopoly of the lande
ing concessions. Apparently, the American businessmen would
have rether cabled » memsage over the Jermen systex throuzh
the Azores than over a Eritish line,

Admiral de Don would not pewnit Lansing to introduce
any definite proposal, He offered & suzgestion whiah was
conpletely opponed to Article 53 of ths Hague Conventionm of
1907. 1If the right to cut the cables did not axiast, then the
Germans should be compslled to pay reparation for the cost
and yrisk involved in the cutting of the cebles~-especially
the Persambuco~Nonrovie line. There waa noe legal argument
agailnst this poiat ol view. If the Americans were unwilling
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for the Fyench to keey the cable, then the case should cone
gtitute & spocinl study. “It appeared clesr te him that
rmany could not be given cables on which any of the Allies

hed sBpent mm'.*‘*ﬁ

It was & air legel question whether the cutting of
the cable botwoen two mmz countries was & legite
imate act of war, mm@fwmmt:mtw
g;m gt; mt, m&y.g did not ipso fagte mive

The French sdmirel would not agree with lLansing. The
eable had not been neutral and had been of such interset
to the Coymans that they had sent a submarine to bomba
the cable station at Fonrovia after the csble had been cape
tured. The French had not used ox diverted the line because
the Americans had not granted the necessary permission.iC
As & yesult, the cano was & speclal one, and nseded to be

Nw Po 648, The owtting of the Monr ,
vimm of "amw*" mm@mm daw
Mmm “&m m Journeyed betwoen mw mml eountrien.
m J.M had never been mwmm The Pornambuco end ree
sained intact, and the Honrovie terminmal m ton miles from
mmwﬂfummmmwmmwmmm,

m !‘mma Steten wum not ermit the Liberion
aty i 5y French Govarnment to
m mm of m &i.bwim
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studied separately. Do Bon believed that all of the cebles
ldated in Article 38 were disposed of except the Pernambe
donrovia ceble. The Allies would keep all of the cables, and
4f the Germans desired, they could rebuild their cwn syete
Lansing replied that this right wes denied to the Germans
by w lugt pareryeph of Articls :w,m

Eefore the war, ¢e Den added, the Germans could net have
ladd & cablie in the ocean and landed it on the territory of
ower without the permission «f that nation. The war
should aot give rights %o the Germans which they werw not
entitled to before. The wesning of the last persgvaph of
Articie 38 was that the "rights enjoysd by Germany befove
the war had been tersinuted by the war,” Balfour agroed with
de Bon. If 8ll of the Gorman sights had boen terminated b

he BECHDE! Acense. Citing an exsnple of the
Agores, lensing stated that Britain had aoquired exclusive
rights on that lsland. I Portugal bad the right to roview
revious gramte, then the United States wes entitled to a
whm on that mmwm
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Balfour would not ggree with Laneing's anslogy. He
was willing to scoept the first and the second parazypehs
of Article 3€ and the penuitimate persgraph, The remsinder
ghould be suppressed, "4 decision of this matter was urgent,
snd he was prepared to do this without walting to consult
the mmﬁ*w Lansing would not agree to the draft wntil
the firet two paragraphs

y wanted the elimination of the
sragrapls snd the phrsss "not
badng utilized” at the ond of the seme paragraph. The
erided paragreph would then have destroyed sny hope thot the
French entervteined for the retention of the Pernambug
Honrovia cable, Yet mmw to de Bon, the {irst paragraph,
wvhather it remaine ‘

wes "being utllized by reason of the oparations perforsed
on it by the Prench Wavy.” Dissgreeing, lLansing inquired 4if
de Bon would agree to the supression of the last words of
paragreph ene. De Don replied in the negative. "The parge
graph would then glve Gormany the right to re-satablish

8ll her cables.”?

bid. Balfour's proposal woul ve 3
“M ados~sthat gayﬁmh&a mﬁahgw M H
mion of by the Allies wowld not ba returned to ﬁwmy‘




slfour remindod de Bon that Germany niready possessed
the ri@zw«wmﬂ& that the expense wig borne ‘hv the Geroane
he Fronch sdoiral otated that it suat be clearly understood
nhm&amywsmmﬁmwmmywim@mm
eables, except any portion directly on the bed of the
In & word, the old Goiman eysten no longer existed, as the
Allise had captured it.” De Bon sdded that Geswany would be
given permiosion to cveste & now systen if she so desired.lO
The Gersung could create & new systes of cable commund
il they desired to begin in an elementary form,
ansing argued that the question comeernod itself with
the contyrol of eables, not property rizhte. Germany did
have a title of owership to the cables., "This wes the pbint
of view of the Amsrican Delegation, end the polnt of view he
was instructed by the President (o meintain.,” De Bon counw
tored by gtating that 1f one menticned the right of Germany
to yetain onbles, 1t lwmplied that Germany pososssed cables
when she sctually had nome, ’mm@‘a theory would give
mportance to private interssts in Cermany. Core
sequently, the Allies would be campélled to repair German
propevty and make corpensation for the dampge to cables during
the war. "This would be the cohgequence of the thecry ade
vopatad by My. Lansing.’

16
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Lansing could be just aa reealoltrant ag the French
repragsentative,. The two "points of view were diametrically
diverse." The position of the Unjted States emphasised that
thess cables werc Uerman property which should revers to
their owmers. The Treaty of Pesce should permit the Germans
o resune eontrol if they made the necessayry repairs. Yet
ths matter should be referred to the Council of Fouri® be.
cause the Oouncil of Foreign Hinisters was wnable to reach
& decision. The qusstion of the Pernambuce-Honrovia cable
should be decided solely betwoen the United Jtates and France.
The eable could not be taken fyomw Germany to the advantage
of Franoe.™

Balfour replied that 17 the amendment suggested by
Lansing wes- adopted, parts of the cables in use by the
reegtablich her lines 1f she did not destroy the BEritish
systen which vas partly sccomplished with Germen cables,2?
Thus, the three statesmsn could not reconcile their views.
Seeing that the ugselase debate wus leading nowhere, Admiral
‘Benaon of the United States decided to give the French and
the British & specific exmmple in order to explain the
@ﬁﬁ%@ﬁan @£ the ﬁa&%&ﬁ ﬁtﬂmﬂﬁﬁ

‘*’@z’m tzmu M ?‘mw replacod the Counell of Ten at
the Paris Foacs Confer
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Tue German cables had orossed the Atlantic between the
Azores and the United States. Opne of thes had been cut
600 miles from Hew York and the other end had been diverted
' Gaden to Brest, The British had then connected a line
fyon Halifax to the point where the cable had been cut 600
miles off New York. The American ropressntatlives insisted
that GCermany could replsce the removed portions; as o result,
the Germens would resuse possession of the entire line,?’

The only portion that ranained mmm wis that pors
tion connect Bove Scotis and the t gt which
m m@ m eut in the Mm The soane
to the eable from Emden tm Agorves

yeun it and diverted w m* All the
ermans had to do was recomnect. They wore not
awm te rake o now cable Lfyom w Agores to Inden
or fyon the Agores to Few York.

Badfour would not socept this argument

of lines existed as before Lhe war--sone were cut; some
ware dlvorted, O)ld emble lines could be restored

' smge of the new oneg. If the British sceepted Benson!
theory, & plece of cable would oxlst in their possession fyop
Halifax to the point of junstden with the German line in the
Atlantic. This sevtion would be of no ssrvice to anyone

wied thelr line,




93

Mm of the world's m!alm were 6o bhe
diet, 1t should be the Germsn portion
mmth«m AP gnA&ﬁm#ﬂltwf%er
Dritaln and France were richer in mw, b ut

the world was no worss off, I Cermon cables
wers 4o gg reatorod, 16 oot be ot Dermen

The statesent that "Fronce and Britein were richer in
eabies” did not appeal to Secvetery Lonsing. The United
Staves had the e nusber of calles after the war as she
had before the conflict began ' rgunent was
ad oyt sserted lanaing, the United States would not have
direct contaet with REurcpe through the Asorss. The British
and the French wald contrel the line. Lansing's theory
provided that "the equivalent of the piece removed had been

satyoyes in war.” He pointed ocut te Belfour thet “When
the Asores line had been diverted, the United States, then
neutral, wus deprived of the ume of vhe cable; po compensations
for this deprivation were offered,"<0

Seeling that the dispute could not be settled by the
Couneil of Foreign Ministers,. Lansing propoand
that the mptter be referred to the Heeds of State. Mo slse
sugrestod W% his apendment should be submitted to thas
Council at the same tdme. Bm%a

ﬁﬁm”' s éﬁMﬁf@ﬁ

mfalm
“that. ﬁm«m&u and Lloyd
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Makino, the Japanese representative, asked if he could also
be present at the meeting so that he could state the position
of Japan. Aware that Makino probably had some strategy and
plan, Lansing decided to inform the Japanese delegate that
an American plan existed which would not be favorsble to the
Japanese tntsraatsygg

A question remained which the American Secretary said
he wanted to discuss on some further occasion. In the ine
teresy of cable commmication, it might be desirable to
internationalize the Island of Yap. The island would be
administered by an international commission which would
oversee the control of the cables, Makino replied that he
and his representatives would have to discuss this subject
extengively because the island wes occupied by Japan., Agree-
menta relating to the status of the North Pacific Islands
had been made. MNakino regarded the suggeation as a very
grave matter, and the question of the utatua‘af the island
nesded to be settled before the problem of cable communi-
cations was dﬁa&uﬁa&d.zg

Lansing replied that he had only raised the question
begause he wanted %o give warning that the proposal would be
congidered st & later time. "He would suggest that it was
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not necessary to maintain that all the Islsnds must have

the same status. The Island of Yap might constitute a
special eaaaa”aﬁ Apparently, certain American interests
also could constitute & special cass. Lansing also may

have been attempting to strengthen his bargaining power. A
trenty of some loss to the Japanese mum have brought more
support for the Americen position in the Atlantic. When
Makine had stated that Japan hed made "sgreenents” regards
ing the status of certeln lslonds, one of the representatives
of the parties concerned came Lo his support.

Ballfour agreed that the status of the islands would
have to be pettled hefore any sgreement concerning the cables
could be made. Germany could be reguired to:relinguish any
title to the lsland, snd then the status of the cables could
be decided among the Allies.’> The Council of Foreign
Hinisters having failed, the Council of Ten would continue
the same arguments,

The Americans had charged that the provisions in Article
38 did not conform to Balfour's resolution of March 2% which
they had sdoptead. The representetives of the United States
claimed that they had interpreted the resolution sy neaning
that the cables would be restored. Beslising that the Allies
had no intention of rw%nwnﬁﬁg any of the cables whatsoever
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to Gerpany, the Americans attenpted to slter the draft. %The
Alldes would not adopt the armendments. I the British and
French had sgreed to Lansingts proposal, they would bave lost
the German cableg in thelr possession. Ths United States had
made public ite concern for the Aszores-New Tork cable and

the line from Pernambuce to Honrovia. The American repre-
sentatives slsc gave notice that they were interested in the
Igland of Ysp. HRealising that they could not reconcile
their differences, ¢ he Forelgn Ministers dasclded to retwm
the problem to the Council of Ten.




CHAPTIR VI

THE FIBAL PROCEEDINGS AND SOLUTION AT THE
PARTS PRACE CONFERENCE

When vhe Council of Ten met on May 1, Clemencesu called
wpen Pichon, the Frenech Foreign Minister, te rslate the
development af the cable discussions. Pichen first read
Balfour's proposal of March 24, The Drafting Comuittes had

repared & text, but it hed only been sccepted by lLansing
whose decision was subject to the approval of his government.
Vhen the text in question had again come under discusslion on
Aprdl 30, lLensing had been unabls to accept the provisions
prepaved by the Drafting Committee and had proposed certain
amendmente to which Balfour and Admivel de Bon hed vefused
te give their approvel. It had been decided o refer the
entire question to the Council of Ten for a final decision.

Because the Auerican representatives, Wilson snd Lansing,
had not conprehended his resolution, Balfour saild that he
could clavrify whe issue. "He, himesll, Interpreted the
clause to mean that all sots taken by the Allies in cone
nection with eneny submarine cebles should stend, and Gersany
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should have no ¢lain to sumpensaticn. » » « The new gysten
g0 established should stand u"*ﬁ Gersany would have & right
to regtore her systen as it had existed prior to the war.

Balfouy gave the following example 3

e
=4
ai///

The German line went from "A% to "C" thyrough "B." During
the war, the sable had been cut at "B" and with & new line
from °B" had been connpcted to "D, Lansing now held that
the plece of "A~B" should be returned to Cermeny
pench, British, and Japanese representatives contended
the cable "A«B" wne & vital part of the line "A«D-D,* gnd
it gould not be retumad to Germany; she could ;}mm‘piaw
"BeC' with 8 new line te be laid by Gexmany from "A-D.""
Lloyd George ssked Belfour if the Cermsns would have
the right o use Jolntly the line “A«7," Balliour repiied

that 1t would not be practieal For two mations with indie
vidunl systems Lo use the seme eoable lime. “Conseguently,
the payt "8 would have to be owned by the country that had
laid down the lime "B-U." If the British imtergretetion

3me*a exanple ¢oincided with the Enden-Azores
How York cable which the British bad diverted inte the Land's
End-Asoyes-Halifax 1line.

“ Pesgs Conferpnce, IV, L8L-48%,




were not accepted, the Allies and not the Germans would
have to spend enormous sums of money in order to make new
cable lines effective, The number of cables should not be
diminished, but Germany should be made to pay for the reconw
struction of her eablaa.ﬁ

when Balfour had finished his lecture, the Awerican
President decided to spesk. Prior to this meeting, he had
sat silently through most of the aabie discussion which he
had attended, Ray Stannard Baker wrote that after the meste
ing of March aa; the whole issue of the cables had become so
confused that Wilson decided to go to the bottom of the
conflict: He had consulted with his communications experts,
Albert $. Purleson and JWalter 5. Hogers, considered lurleson's
recommendation, and "came t0 the meeting . « « on May 1 with
& new, stirong, clear policy, very different from that of
L&naiﬂg.”é Wilson did have the copportunity to study, prior
to May 1, vwo different papers, sach written independently
by dogers and Burleson.

Rogers hed presented & memorandum of February 12, 1919,
He had begun the paper with an emphasis on the importance of

& proper dissemination cf the world's news. Future conflicts

?Ibid,

lay Stannard Baker, #oodrow . n and World settlement
3 vols, (New York, 1922), II, p,ﬁafgi“i"
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could aet be avoided unless every natisn was awary of and under-
stood all of the actions of the various powers. Thus, the
world would need the necessary comaunication facilities for
this understending, and privately-owned ecable systems would
not serve this purpese. When the eable systoms had been dew
veloped, no sttenpt had been made o lay the cables in s man-
ner which would have permitted immedlate contict with every
part of the globe, and the important islands which could be
used &8 & relay station were slresdy ocoupied. "YTn any
disponition of the Uermen coloniewn, their pessible availabis
lity an eable landing points and as sites for radic stations
should not be overlooked."’

ﬁagﬁxm did not believe that the former Garman cables
would ﬁwrwﬁ sntirely the in&ar@a@a of the United States and
the other powers. Cable retes were sxcesgive: no uniformity
existed. An invernationsl control of the ex-Gorman cables
would yeduce ceable expenses hecsuse the private companiss
would have to lowsr their rates to @ comparable basis in
order to compete mﬁah the governmental lines. Also Ameriea
hﬁﬁ moere to galn by an interpational contrel of the a&&l@a.
‘Cable communienilon between the Orient and America presents
& distinet problem, and the internationalimation of transpaw
eific eables is recommended."®

TIvig., IIT, 430-433. “Ingd.. p. 434,



101

Hogeys wae also sware thet the internatiopalisation of
the former German cables would not be sufficient. Certain
important landing rlaeces were slready spoken for. "Exieting
exclusive landing rights should not be remewed.” The United
States should give pamrmission to the British to land thely
long Pagific cable on the Hawsilan Islende. In exchange,
the United States should insist that all of the diverted
German cablesm be returned to their original positions, or
elge, they should be left in such & position in order that
other linee could be laid between the United States and Comtie
nentel Eurcpe. "It 45 required that the exclusive landing
righta for the Azores held by & Eritish company should be
ﬁﬁm&&l&aﬁ‘”?

The Paeifie ares was vital for the Amerdican interests.
The Cerman cable {yom the Island of Yap shouvld be placed
under internstional controel. "It is guite possible that
Japaness engerness for the Cerman islands north of the eque-
tor is partially stimulsted by & desire for control of the
Gersan cable system.” Rogers recommended that the cables
should be released to the Netherlands. II the Fowers at the
Peace Conference should decide to grant thess lines (o the
Japanese, then Japan should be compelled to grant cable
landings on hﬁr‘@ﬁrriﬁmry‘iﬁ

PIrad., pr. A34-436.
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Fogers mude & yocommendation that the necessery
Jurisdiction for internatione]l contrel should be given to
the League of Natioms., If this proved feasdble, the dispos
sition of the lerman c¢ables should be undeérdaken in that
RANer .

If the four countries most Imsediately concerned

work out & joint program for the cable development

and cpermtion in the Pacific, then the German

cable system in thet part of the world should be

turned over the the four countries for ineorpos-

ration in a generml system. The location of the

Gerssn cables is such that wheif maximus use would

coeme from such an arrangement.
Rogers aleso recosmendsd that the laying and rvepalr ships
should b& turned over teo Great Sritaln and the United States
becaunes these two eountries could most prefit by their maw@lg
The United 3tates had been lacking in cable feeilities,and
necesssry islands for the relaying of cables, and was Taved
with exclusive landing righte. Regers had propossd the inter-
national eontrol of those troublesome mspects which could not
e eliminmted by private agreewent. He favored private agreew
ments when internationnlisation would prove to b & detrie-
mont to the Usited Staws.

The other seworandun prepared for Wilson's study had
beon prepéred by Postmaster Ueneral Burleson. The Postmastey
was mostly coneeyned with the Bricish censorship snd contrel

11pid., p. 440. 121014, p. 438,
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of cavle communication, Internatiomal regulstion and cone
tyol would provide an orportunity for the United IJtates to
componsate for its handicap in cable developmwent which had
oeeurred because of ite inactivity during the previous half.

At the meeting of the Council of Ten on May 1, Wilson
informed all of the representatives of the various nations
that tha interest of the United Stetes in the German submarine
cables could not be denied.l’ The delezates of the United
States would zive & formal notice &t this meeting thai their
pation would claim & share of the cables eitheyr through an
international arrangment, or e¢lse through an equitable dise
tribution anong the victorious nationa, Wilson inflormed
the repregentatives ai the meeting that

in 2 wayr in vhich wmeny nations had participated

and expended Lheir share of bleod and treasure,

these indispensavle instruments of internstionsl

communication should not pasa inte hands of omly

three of the parties in war. He had no desire to

re-gptablish the Derman cable aysten, but he hed

& very decided interest in ensuring the means of

sbtaining gquick cable communication.-
How that Wilson had infommed delegates of the true position
of the United Staten, he decided to carry ths apnouncenent

L.
meil of Ten, May 1, 1919, 4 p.m.
¥ W, 'giw @
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& iittle Durther. He realized that the United Jtates could
not obtain the Island of Yap if the American representsatives
continued to gpesak wvaguely aboul Ycertain” Paeific Islands.
The Isiand of Yap should not fall inte the posseszsion
of any one power because the ileland was & general distribue.
ting center for the lines of communication of the YNorth
Pacific. 7The subject had assumed & new &spect since Wilson
had heard the interpretation given to Balfour's resolution.
The British ané French reprasentatives hed proposed that the
German lines should be turned directly oveyr ¢to those who had
¢ut them during the war, “even though one particular line,
Peyrnambues to Momrovis, actually terminated at both ends in
neutral countries, 16 Wilson then menticoned his faverite
topic. |
I any method could be devised to put the

cable sysiems uander internationsl control he would Le

qulte satislied. . ., . A satisfactory gelution would

e yeached 1T the enewy cables could be turned over

to the Allied and Associated Jovernments as trustees,

and maaiﬁgﬁ under the terms of an International Cone
Yet nome of the delegates appleuded Wilson's proposal, The
representatives reverted to their sccustomed armuments and

oI,
71044,
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When Balfour, ¥Wilson, and Lansing entered inte an argu-
pent about who owned and contrelled the Atlantlie cables,
Admiral de Bon interrupted by stating that twe deflinite quegw
tions had to be declded by the Counell: "fdirstly, the use
to whiech the captured Cermarn cables should be put, and
gecondly, the regulations which the Allies and especislly
the United States of America, wished to apply to the use of

cables crosaing the high aaaa,wlg

A third question exigled

a8 t¢ the Pernsmbuco-Monrovia cable which had been cut by

the French, diverted and heen prepared for uee. Pecsuse of

B request of the United 3tates which had been based on poli.

ticnl reasons, the Franch had agreed not to use this aahiwalg
Admirel de Bon believed that complete agreement existed

a8 to the first point. The second question was debatshle.

The third point constituted a apecisl case. As for the |

second gquestione--American desire for internmstional control,

it did not appertain to the Treaty of Pesecs, It could be

studied at a future date on a hasis drewn by President Wilson,

The Conference should only inferm Germany vwhich cables had

been cut and utilized snd that they would not be returned

"It would be unnecessary Lo make any statemsnt in the Fomee

Tyeaty in repard to the future policy of the Allied and

Ylid., p. k87, Yra,
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Assceiated Governments on the subject of the control of the
cables."?C The French and the British stated that they were
willing to place the cables under international control; but
they would not discuss the subject at the Faris Peace
Conference.

Wilson's idesa of the problem before the Council was
different from de Bon's., The American president expressed
the view that the Couneil only hed te make a decision on
two definite principles:

Are submarine cables proper objects of aE
&tiam and ¢an they be re xd without reckoning
%etul b of yeparstionsi
é Can means be deviged to g&a&a the cable
ines %ﬁﬁﬁ ssexnwtional control?
Lloyd George immediately replied with s reiteration of what
Admira)l de Bon hed stated previously, namely, that the interw
pational control of eckbles should not be settled until pesce
hod been established. "The only point . . « now to be declded
was whether these particular cables should be restored to
Germany or not. . .« » If such steps were now taken very
bitter feeling would be raised."
Wilson replied that thare was one gquestion to which Lloyd
George had not referred. The sclution %o this question would
be simple and pegative 1f the proposs ‘

Lrpid. 21v1d., pp. 488<4ES,
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or not the cables should be mturned te Germany. If the
Council decided that the cables should be retained by those
who had taken them over, the Treaty of Peace should leave
the question open as to what would ultimately be done with
'sz,zzmﬂ?’
Wilson then suggested that the “Peace Terms should
require the cables in question to Le translerred to the Allied
soclated Powers as Trustees, who would be authorised
to determine the future working of the cables in the interests
of the Powers concerned,"h Lioyd George asked if the
trustees would have the power of diverting the cables to
other locations. VWilson explained that the trustees could
only perform such an action if the agressant wis unanimous
and if the diversion would benefit all of the Powers con-
ﬁarmﬁﬁagﬁ If the cables were to be used for the h&#@f&t of
all nations, then DTritain, Prence and Japan would not be abtle
o use exclusively the ex-~Garmsn cables in thelr possesslon.
Paron Mekino of Japan was the {irst to realige the full im
plication of Wilson's proposal, | -

Sensing that the discussion was proceeding in ths direg-
tion which Wilson desired, Mekino stated, rather belatedly,
that he wwuid‘aaaapm falfour's propossl which had been inm
troduced on March 2%s°0 but Makine also offersd a new proposal

231bid., ps LSO, 2

Inig.
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which could bs wsed as & besls for the soiution of the prow
blem. The ”ﬁ@i%ﬁﬁ&a“ war the first proposition which truly
eApreNse
A certeln number of gquestions (Makine did not specifly

whieh)} had been resclved whose decisionsz were not in strict
socordance with internetional law. As for the confisestion
of prdvete property, Article 13 of the Pimancial Clauses

authorized the seigure of public wtilities. As & result,

the Allied and Associsted Oovernments had gone further than
ever before in the process of disvegarding the rights of

the Cermans

¢ the opinleons of all concersed.

"In his opinion, the same proceduwre gould

therelore be followsd in regaxd to aahiﬁaﬁ"ﬁ? Although
Hakino had been evasive in the expression of his viewpo
he had stated in reallty that the Allies should not concern
thenselves about the possible 1llegality of the conliscation
of the Geyman eables. The actions of the Allies in taking
certain other German property were illegal smccording to interw
nutional law. Yhy should the Allies comcern themmslves about
the possible illegality of the selizure of the CGerman cables?
Wilsen pursued his propossl after Makine and Lloyd
Georpe sugzpested that the question should be postponed. An
pxplangtion of his proposal might medily the position of his
Allies. Primarily, it was beased on the prineciple of right,
The possible solution would be in the genersl interests of

“T1pid., p. 491.
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all the powers and would create a solidarity beswesn them.
Successiul intersational control would allay the feare of
such nations gs Canada, which wasg concerned over monopolies
and excesnive mwm%

The other representatives realized that Wilson was not
about to relent in his position, so they sgreed to a new
proposal.

It was agreed that President Wilson should forwe
mulate & draft resolution for discussion at the next
mesting of the Council of Ten to the effect that
all Germsn Cables seized during the wsr should be
transferred to the Allled and Agsociated Powers
as trustees, who would determine the lutwre working

of the mbﬁg& in the interests of the Fowers
concernsd. ,

The meeting was adjowrned. The French, British and Japanese
delegates had agreed that Wilsen should draft the proposal.
It did not necessarily follow thet they would also accept
the finished product.

Because the meeting on May 2 was to revolve around the
new proposal by Wilson, hisz communications expert, Logers,
prepared on the same day an extensive memorandus for his
study. Hogers still expressed doubt as to the Allies?
Justification in the seisure of the cables; but he advised

28 oy PPe A91-452. The Canmdians hoped that compew
tmm lth the private companies through means of the new

government cable to Halifax would force the private companies
10 reduce their rates.

ence, IV, 491l-492,
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Wilson to forget any hope of returning the cables te their
pre-war status. Some of Roger's proposals were later adopted
by the Americans-~both at the Conference and in the post-war
negotiations., In order to have hetter wgrld communications,
Rogers suggested that Wilson continue the argument for a
trusteeship composed of representatives from the "Big Flve”
who would have the power Lo operate the cables, or if they
desired, to dispose of them. In such an arrangement, the
United States would have to insist upon a gusrantee that
everyone would be aﬁrvad,unifarmally.sﬁ

Rogers alse warned Wilsen, correctly, that in a
suggestion for the control of the Cerman cables by trustess,
the British would insist on the retention of the Panzance-
Azores-Halifax cable. The French would srgue that they could
not give up the Fernambuco-Monrevia line until they had been
wﬂmﬁwmm&taﬁa The Japanese woudd claim that Yap was theirs
and the cable should not be included. %It is entirely clear
that no trust arrangment can be sstisfactory unless all the
German cables and such cables as have resulted from the
division of German cables are included.” HBut whatever hapw
pened, Rogers advised Wilson to hold an international cone
{ference on communications aimed st providing all nations with
adequats cable f&aﬁliﬁi&aﬁai

ety IXT, bi3-bb5.
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The meeting of the Council of Ten on May 2, 191%, began
with the reading of & draft resolution prepared by Wilson.
The test waz based on the proposal made on the previous day.

Ig ﬁ AETOE 3

{1) That an article shall be inserted in the
Treaty of Peace whereby Germany shall rencunce in
favour of the Allied and Assoclated Powers Jjointly
all rights, titles and privileges of wvhatscever na~
ture possessed Ly her or her nationals in the sube
mayrine cables or portion thereof sentioned belowiww

The ennumeration of the cables remained identical to that of
April 30. The concluding paragraphs contained the following
proviaions:

{2) That the Five Allied and Associated Powsrs
shall jointly hold theas cables together with any
wigk&* a&ﬂhywiv&lw y&r@u&n@n@ therste for common
85 ﬁ'mwéﬁ th@ begt system of sdministrotion

(3? fha% the Five Allied snd Associated Powsrs
shall eull as soon as possible an Internatinng)
aengrﬂms to consider and repert on all iﬁ%'w:f.
peots of telegraph, uahl« and radic commun

h & view to providing the entire world w&th aﬁ&w
ua%e sgmman@@@ ien fasilities on & faly, eguitable
bﬁ%ﬁm

Balfour began the discumsion. He had only been notified
after the mesting of the previous day that "all cables
running betwosn Great Britain and Anerices were sither owned
or lessed by American ammpgn£¢$w33 Balfowr, if he were

ﬁwmzl of ggm, Hay 2, 1919, 5 pom. s Peagce Cone
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seeking Lo destroy any attempt at international control,
subtly mentioned the one aspect of the cables about which
Wilson would not sant vo be reminded. If the Great Powers
decided to assume control as had been sugpested by Wilsen and
entered into & quarrel with the controlling American come
panies, the Powera would be Just as helplese ss the Dritish
mpanies had been in trying to establish cables to the
United States. As & result, Balfour reminded Wilson that
the Anerican government would have to modify its policy and
asmume control over its land velsgraph ﬁfﬁ%@ﬁnﬁa Lioyd
ge added that the strongest srguwment against Wilson's
internstionel proposal was that cables could not be eut in
wartine.>”
¥ileson replied that Balfour and Lloyd George needed
correction. All that he had attempted to do was to provide |
awrangements for the cables in question so that they could be
placed under the best administration end control. He recslled
how Baron Mekino had stated st the previous day's meeting
that the Allied amd Associsted Covernments hed taken cerxtain
1iberties with internationsl law in the Peace Treaty. In
Wilson's opinien, the delegates were creating a new procedent
in intermational law on the ﬁmh3&ﬁ% af‘auaumim@ PORGEnE]

3*?&&&&&&&% Wilaon had besn foreed to relingu
govermmental control of the cables because af’ﬁha mppaaiﬁia@
of the private ammpaﬁi@aw
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cables which lay at the bottom of the gea and the incore
poration of these lines inte new systema. He realized that
no basis for such an action existed in internationsl law,
and "such action could only be justified by analogies such
as the seiszure of private prayarﬁy,”3&

wilson's proposal had not been an sttempt to give two
or more partners in war control of the cables during &
conflict., All of the Allies in a war should have & voies Iin
the administration and control which would be adopted in the
future.

The {ive Allied and Associated Powers who would hold

these cables as trustees in accordance with this

draft resolution were the very Powers upon whom

thﬁ uhule system of peace and internationsl under~
anding henceforth rest. . . . These results

anuld ﬁﬁt be reached by converaatianm which would

be held after the property uestion hag been

definitely assigned to 9nrtic ar Powers.s !

¥When Lloyd GCeorge replied that he was in favor of
accepting de Eon's proposal thet Germany be simply informed
that her cables would not be returned, Wilson came back with
the rejoindier which would destroy all hope of internationale
igation, Wilson adusd that the only difference between hig
proposal and that of Admiral de Bon was that the cables
would be under trusteeship during the intermediate period.
"iith this exception, his propesal did not differ in prineiple

357uid., pp 495-496. 37

Ibid., p. 497.
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fwnm\ﬁﬁmiral*damﬁan‘siag Neither Wilson nor de Hon specified
what would be the duration of the “trusteeship.® Wilsen

must not have reslized that the subsequent discussions and
apreenents would erclude all possibility of future intere
natlonalization.,

Balfour proposed the follewlng amenduents to Wilson's
draft proposal: "Para. I. The Word 'jointly' to be omitted.”
Paregraph twe would also be amended: "These cables shall
continue to work as at present without prejudice to any dew
¢ision a8 to their future status wvhich may be reached by
the five Allied and Associated Fawwrm.“Eg When Wilaon agreed
1o Ralfourts smendments, he destroyed any possibility of the
internstional contrsl of the cables--"These cables shall
continue to be worked as at present.” France, Britain and
Japan could agree to mest at any time in the future; the
provision did not name the date. If the Fowers should
agree %o hold a Conference, the possible meetings would not
necassarily slter the status of the cables. Balfour had
inecluded an appropriste phrase in his amendment--"which may
be reached.”

The Council then agreed that the lollowing draft reso-
lution, as amended, would be consgidered at a meeting to be
held on the following day:

3Ibig., p. 499 391pid.
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Carmany renounces, on her own behsall and on
bghalf of her nationals, in favour of the Principal
Allied and Associated Powers, all rights, titles and
privilezes of whatever nature in the submarine cables
set out below, or in any portions thereof S

The Chefoo-~Tsingtao-Jhanghai cable was not included with
the other cables. Viscount Chinda of Japan had made the
request because the Council of Four had already agreed that

these cables were t¢ be renounced by Germany in favour of
Japan.*t The remainder of the draft carried the following
provisions:

Guch of the above-menticned cabler as are now
in use, phall continue to be worked in the conditions
at present existing; but such working shall not pree
Judice the right of the Prineipal Allied and Assow
ciated Powers to decide the future status of these
cables in such way ss they msy think f1it.

The Principal Allied and Assoclated Powexs may
make such arrangments as they may think it {or
bringing inte operation any uf the said cables which
are not at present in use. ,

o o

The Princiapl Allied and Associnted Powers shall
as scOn 8¢ possible avrrange for the convoking of an
Internavional Congress to consider all international
aspects of communication by land telegraphs, cables
or wireless telegruphy, and to make recommendatione
0 Lhe Powers conceyned with a view te providing the
entire world with adequate faat§itiﬁw of this nature
on & fair and equitable bagis.

The meeting called for by ¥Wilson was held on the following

kOrvid., p. 500.

.”%xhggy, Pe 499+ The Japanese intersat in thisz line was
safely protected by-Article 156 of ction entitled Gerpman

o ¥ si 3 2% 40

b21pid., p. 500.
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day, May 3, 1919, by the Council of Four.*? The draft
resolution which had been sdopted on the previous day was
bvefores the meeting. After some disecussion (which is not
included in the minutes), it was decided to accept the first
paragraph for the ineclusion in the Treaty of Peace and to
add to 1t a sscond paxagrmphz&&

The value of the above-mentioned m&&u oOFr PO
tione thereof, in so far as they are privately~owned,
caleulated on the basis of the orig 1¢m lese
& sultable allowance for depreciatd fww
credited to Germany in the ww-wmm aseount .

It was Durther decided that paragraphs two and three
of the ﬂmft ghould form the subject of & m;mmm pmme

L

»

“"’ﬁm American president vas probably resg
this provisiom, &lthw&h Lloyd George had mentione pma
sation at ane o of the ‘gom « The Mww izmww
apts in Oerman cables ml&mm&wa
true compensation for n&w&r logses. In the first yl.a
value of the gables which would be used to "reduce”
mm@afwm%mmmmﬁnhmmw The
private companies would never see the compensation, M; th
meeting of the Sesond Subccmittes ﬂhiﬁh ‘met on Febyuayy 21,
1919, to decide how much Uermany could snd was to pay for
mymﬁm, the French mmmmtfm suggented that %mmx
| d‘w mmwmw billions of fmm immediatel
medium of Property. The Engli :

cables a8 worth 15000 billion Crance.  The Fromeh mimites
w;ammw the total as 100 million francs. Philip MHamon

' S.ﬁ.m At The Pardis Peace Conferenns, < vols.
tﬁw ‘zm 11, 623.

bparis Peace Conference, v, 438.
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between the five Principal Allied and Associated Powers.
Instead of the term "powers concerned,” the phrase "principal
Allied and Associated Powers® was substituted.’® The meet-
ing was adjourned, The representatives at Paris were finished
with the question of submarine cables at the Feace Confer-
ence 47

The meeting of the Council of Ten on May 1, 1919, had
begun with the seme arguments which had been used &t the pre-
vious sessions. After an extensive discussion of the process
of diversion, Wilson made an explicit proposal for the inter~
national control of the cables and the first definite proposal
to compensate the Germans for their lossee in the reparation
account. Britein and France asked Wilson t¢ prepare a draflt
of his proposal which would be studied on the following day.

On May 2, Wilson placed his propesal before the Council
of Ten. The cables would not be returned ua‘Germany¢ Great
Britain and France agreed to hold a conference on communica-
tions after Germany had ratified the Feace Treaty-~provided
that they could retain the German cables in their possession
during the intermediate period., Onm May 3, the Counecil of

b61p14

471n Section VIII--Shantunge-which was included under
Part IV of the section entitled and
Jermany, Article 156 also cerried a provision re-
g ng the ex-Cerman cables: "The Cerman State submarine
cables from Tsingtao to Shanghai and from Tsingtao to Chefoo,
with all the rights, privilegua and properties attaching there-
to, are similarly acquired h pan, free and clear of &ll

g%grgat and anwumbrunaeu. FPeage Conference, XIII,




118

Four ended the discussions about the German cables. The
value of the cables~-none would be returned--would be
credited to Germany in the reparations account. It was

alsc agresd that ﬁh& paragraphs providing for the convoe
cation of the communications conference would form the basis
of a separate protocol.

The ¢opy which the Germans received for study had the
cables listed under the general title of reparations. The
provisions included in the final text h&d not been a&marwﬂ*&g
The German representatives submitted their cbservations and
objections to the Principal Allied and Assoclated Governe
ments to the Conditions of Peace on May 29, 1919. The
Germans made the accusation that "the intention of eliminate
ing Germany from world commerce is also displayed in the
confiscation of her property in German eabl«a.”“g When the
representatives of Germany discovered that the cables were
to be teken as reparations, they received the news with some-
thing less than enthusiasm:

This means an altogether inequitable and therefore

Toreitn news serrices both 8 TeBsTes camacros And

navigation. ., .and also the direct diplomstic exe

change with the country'a own official establishments
in foreign pﬁrha.g

o L 5 G # i

sion, No, & Ath Germany “m?mﬁiamnm"
1519}, p. 118, e o

i k1 3

501bid., pp. 846847
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The German appraisal of the probiem wams not disimilar
Lo some of the discussions which had ocewrred at the Pesce
Conference. All of the major powers were aware that the
golution of the cable problem entalled posaible repurcussions,
The United States had even oxpressed @hié anxiety in the many
arguments before the various councils, But circumstances
had not permitied an alternate course.

The subject of submarine cables had been introduced
ineidentally into the Peace Terms by the Naval Committee.
Gradually, all of the Jerman cables which had been altered
in any way during the Yorld Var were included on the list,

At the beginning, the delegates of the United Stetes were
determined that the CGerman cables should not be taken as
spoils of war, but instead should be returned to Germany.

The United States protested on to no avall, Arguments based
on supposed legal principles and on national interests could
not move the other representaétives. The diverted CGorman
cables were & vital link in the communication systems of
Great Dritain, France and Japan. Thepe three notions had
no intention of returning the cables to Gormany., 3o the
delegates of the United States began to compromise. At the
sane time, the United States announced that it hed a material
interest in the German cables.

Langing and ¥ilson moved towards a demand for internation-
alization. They said that the interests of the world would
be served more equitably if the German cablem were placed
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under an intermational contrel. In order to compensate the
private companies of Germany for their losses, the cables
would be credited to the reparations account. France and
Oreat Britain agreed, but they did not want the question of
international control studied at the Paris Peace Conference.
The Americans had to make further concessions. The Allies
could hold as trustees the German cables in their possesgion
until the convening of & conference which would study all
aspects of international electrical communications. The
subgequent agreement was omitted from the Peace Treaty and
was to be the basis of a separate protocol. Wilson had not
specified the duration of this trusteeship; the Allies had
not, offered a specific pericd. Vhether the Allies planned
for Wilson's program t¢ be adopted in the future is uncertain,
but it seems that they made the agrsement in order to retain
the German cables in their possession.

As had been the case in many problems at the Paris
Pesce Conference, it was the Council of Four which made the
final decision concerning the problem of the cables, Wilson
either believed that the subject would be resolved to his
satisfaction in the near future, or slse, he may have used
the demand for an international conference in order to give
up the project. He gould state later that he had not come
promiged, and if the communications conference falled, he
could blame the Allies. But Lloyd George, Clemenceau and
Makine had a definite position. They had arrived at the
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Paris Peace Conference with & certain number of German cables
in their possession; they returned home with the ssme number.
Their title to the ownership of the cables had nol increased
and become definite at the Paris Peace Conference; but it
had not diminished.

Wilson therefore ratified the Allied seizure of the
German cables; this was necessary in order to justify the
plan for intermational control. Compensation would be made
to the CGerman companies by the (erman Covernmemt for the
privately~owned cables. The value of the submarine cables
would be credited to the charges assessed for reparations.
The Cerman Gavawnmknﬁ, however, never indemnified the cable
companiea; the owners of the cables would never recover their
losses, Wilson must have suspected what the true meaning of
this provision would be.

The Germans probably found some consolation in the poste
war years when the Allies continued to struggle for the ownere
ship of the cables. The PFeace Conference had not aolved
the problem, The Cermsns no longer had their cables, but the
Allies would not utilize all of them. The "Big Five," after
the Peace Conference, would use the same argumente which had
been unsuccessful at Paris, and the same arguments would
produce identical results. The French, British and Japanese
would not relinquish their demands. The United States then
demanded that the Islend of Yap be internationalized and
wanted a partial ownership of one of the Cerman cables crossing
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the Atlantic to New York and joint operation of the Pernambuco-
Honrovia cable. None of the five Principal Allied and As~
sociated Powers would be willing to compromise.



CHAPTER VII

THE WASHINGTON COMMUNICATIONS CONFERENCE
¢r 1920

At the Paris Peace Conference, it had been decided
that trustees of the "Big Five" would contrel the Cermen
cables until the Conference on Communications could meet.
The Conference would consider &ll aspects of electrical
communications and would also decide the ultimate fate of
the GCerman cables., Great Britain, France and Japan were
aware that the intermediate period of trustesship could
become indefinite., Before the Conference convened, France
made desperate attampt# to secure & title to the FPernambuco~
Honrovia cable. If the French were to obtain this line btefore
the Conference convened, they would probably still have the
Pernambuco-Monrovia cable when the Conference adjourned.t

The United States had only come to realize after the
delegates had left Paris that her former associates were not
interested in any kind of a communications conference. Great
Britain, France and Japan might lose the German cables in

lrhe bi-lateral negotistions between France and the
United States had bsgun even before the Allled Delegates had
assembled &t Paris. The Chargé in Liberia (Pundy) to the

Secretary of State, November 18, 1919. U. 8., Department
of Stete, Papers Relating to the Foreign Relations of %
United States, vols. (washington, 1934}, 1I, 504-5035.
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their possession. The clause in the Peace Treaty which pro-
vided that the five Fowers should meet at the earliest con-
venient time had been eliminated; & separate protocol proposed
to serve as & substitute had not been ratified.

The United States, nevertheless, continued earnestly in
its attempts to bring the Filve Powers to Washington. The
Americans firmly insisted that the status of the Cerman
cables could not be regarded as final until the Conference
had met and issued a decision. The interest of the United
States in the CGerman cables had not diminished.

The delegates of the United States realized that they
had committed a serious error when they agreed to the periocd
of trusteeship. Meanwhile, the Americans forgot the idealimsm
and principles that had partly governed their actions at
Paris and struck out for the Island of Ysp in an independent
negotisvion, The American Govermment made stern overtures
to the Japaness Government in order to acquire the Island
of Yap while refusing to grent permission to the French to
assume control of the Pernambuco-Monrovia cable. The United
States was sincerely devoted to the convoking of & confere
ence whick would consider all aspects of international
cormunications. But when the United States decided to obtain
Yap by means of a bi-lateral agreement and refused to grent
permission to the French to use the Pernambuco-Monrovia cable,

811l hope of a successful conference was destroyed,
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After the Prineipal Allied and Asgociated Powers had
agreed at Paris to hold the Conference on Communications at
the earliest poagible date, the United States suggested
October, 1919. The other Powers claimed that the few months
interval would not be sufficient to prepare themselves sufe
ficiently for the trip to Washington. In extending the
invitations to Britain, France, Japan and Italy, the United
States explained the purpose of the proposed conference:

It is the understanding of this Covernment that

the Conference between the five Principal Powers

shall constitute a preliminary conference, whose

functions shall be to consider and recommend to

five governments any matters which may come

before them for decision, and to pare & proe

gram for the gene International Conference

to be held later.

The United States had hoped that the World Conference
would be able to pursue the agreement reached in Paris during
the Peace Conference, The disposition of the German cables
was to be decided and such a settlement would set the prece-
dent for future actions of belligerents concerning the
submarine cables. The United States desired to establish
some international regulations to be used in world communi-
cations. Such laws, it was hoped, would prevent any future
monopoly by "any one nation or group of nations."3

27he Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great
Eritain (Davis), Pebruary 10, 1920, U, §. Department of
Lapers Relating to the Forelen Relgtions of &

R

3The Secretary of State to the Ambasssdor in Bragil
(Horgan), December 22, 1919, FRUS, 1920, I, 110.
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The granting of the cables to the Allies as trustees for
the "intermediate” period proved to be a chief source of
delay. The various governments were conspleuously prolong-
ing the deliberations. The American Ambassador in London
potified the State Department that

representatives of the Lumgaa of Hations inform me
that conversstions re the conference are now
taking place between the British and the French
aumharitiaa and that the latter are dmmurria% on

he grounds that the question of the disposal of
the :+rman gable lines should not be aatzlaﬁ or
influenced by non-membere of the lLeagus.

The British Government had replied that they would be
pleased to attend the Freliminary Conference if a specific
list of proposals were placed and announced for the agenda.
Even if the apecific proposals were to reach London ilmmede
istely, the Pritish Government would not have time to consult
with the Governments of the Dominions. Consequently, it would
be necessary to postpone the Conference,”

The Japanese were of the same opinion &s the British,
or else, they adopted the same tactice. The American
Anbassador in Japan informed Secretary of State Lansing on
March 24,1920, that the Japanese Government desired to have

brhe Acti Secretary of State to the Ambassador in
France {¥Wallace), February L7, 1920, FRUS, 1920, X, 1li.

Stbid,
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the Conference postponed for at least two months. The
Ambassador was of the opinion that the fallure of the
United 3tates to join the League of MNationas and lack of
interest in the Internationsl Labor Conference had led the
Japsnese officials to doubt the "sincerity or practical walue
of international conferences called to meet in the United
States for any yurpasm.“é
The American Secretary of State informed all of the
American diplomatic representatives on Mareh 30, 1920,
that the United States had decided that Hovember 15, 1920,
would be & suitable date for the World Conference.’ The
British still insisted on some sort of agenda as & pre-
liminary to the meeting.? The French likewise were not very
anxicus to attend the Preliminary Conference.
The French Government questioned “whether such con-
ference composed of representatives of the Principel Allied
and Apsociated Powers and representatives of neutrals would

6rne Ambassador {ﬁéamﬂ w zmammn of
State, Harch 2 1920, ERUE. 1520 i

Tthe Secretary of State (Colby) to ALL &mariﬁaa pip-
%ggatie Representatives, Mawch 30, 1920, FRUS, 1

%The British Ambassador {Gedden) to the Secretary of
State, June 1k, 1920, M’ mgg I, 124.
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reslly be qualiflied to sottle the question of the allotment
of the Carman cables."lC Becamuse the United States had not
ratified the Treaty, the French expressed doubts as to the
possibility of holding & useful discussion on the gquestion
of the ex-German cables. The French Charge notified the
Secretary of State that "under the circumstances, Y am ine
structed by the Government of the Eepublic to express to you
its regrets that £t will not be able to send representatives
to thet Conference, i}

The United States would encounter great difficulsty in
persusding France to attend any succeseful communications
conference. The French had previously attempted negotiaw-
tions with the United States in order to settle certain
questions regarding the Cerman cables. One of the cables,
Pernsmbuco Lo Honrovim, had occupied the sttention of the
twe countries even helore the convening of the Paris Peace
conferance .

After the Pernsmbuco~fonrovis csble had been cut, the
Superintendent of the Memrovis station of the French Cable
Company of South America requested permiseion in 1915 from
Fresident Howrd of Liberla to comnect and use thin same
line., The Liberian Covernwent refused. Liberis would take

rzé {Demn) :&g the Secretary of State,

920, I, »

August 9, 1920, FRus, 1%
Uppyg.
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the German cables landing on her territory as & compensation
for the damage done by & Cerman submarine upon Monrovia in
April, 1912, The Liberian officisls brought attention to
the fact that the French already operated one cable between
Honrovia and Pernambuco. But if the Liberian Government would
not or could not coperate the German ¢able, the Liberians
desired that the cable be geised and operated by the American
goverament or some of its citiaans‘lz
The French had lald a short cable from their office at
Honrovis to the beach. They then wanted permission to con-
nect this section with the ex~German Monrovia-Pernambuce
line, which had been cut about ten miles at sea, The French
Government had made the necessary advances to the Liberian
Government, but it had not been the government of Pregident
Howard which was responsible for the Liberisn refusal.l’
Richard C, Bundy, the American Charge in Liberdia, had
written to Lansing on November 29, 1918, that the
2§hz§;§%n§zzﬁ?§:§2§ earnestly rmqggats thai@avwgam&n@
\ ‘ 8 to support the position taken

by the Republic in this matter with a veiw te an &d-
Ju-wment after it had been definitely ascertained

127he Charge in Liberia (Bundy) to the Secretary of
State, November 18, 1919. JRUS, y LI, 504505,

l3Tha Covermment of Liberis was seeking a loan of
$5,000,000 from the Government of the United States.
Resolution of January 22, 1919, Authorizing the President
of Liberia to Accept a Loan fyom the Government of the
United States, January 22, 1919. FRUS, 1919, II, 466,
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by ceaaultiﬁf the ﬁapartment, if not otherwise, vhat
ac¢tion Libe take without prejudice n har
national as well international o xagntiena.

The French Covernment could not comprehend the reasons behind

the refusel of the United Statesm, After all, permissicn hed

been granted to the French to land the other Jerman cable

at ﬂaw'erkﬁls

it was the United Statee who controlled the Liberian Govern-

ment, The Americans wanted the cable between Monrovia and

Apparently, the French had been sware that

Fernazbuco. 7This cable was uselese unless the Liberian
Government granted & license to relay the line on its shores.
And the United States remained consistently adamant that the
cables would not go to the French.

Ambsssador Sharp in France could have readily answered
the inquiry of the French if he had had in his possession the
instructions ferwarded by Lensing to the Charge in Liberia:

You may agﬁgout orally to the Libarian Govern-
ment, that it t be wise to withhold the ¢onclusion
of any agreement wit: any nation or the granting of

any concegsion while this GCovernment is in the course

ef negotiating with the British and the Freneh G@V{gnm
ments vegarding the refunding of the loan of 1912,

Y1vid., pp. 506507,

159ne Ambassador in France ( } &a the Acting Secretary

of State 1 F th 3»5. i919. w I ’ 52k,

1oy,
e Secretary of 3State (Lansing) to the Charge in
Liveria (Bundy), Rovember 29, 1918, PRUS, 1919, II, 5ﬁ6’
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hApparently, the Liberian GCovernment w&s interested in further
loang from the United States, but the refusal of the Liberians
to grant permission to the French wss not necessarily based
on pressure exsrted by the United 3tates,

Hevertheless, the French persisted in their efforts,
The Acting Secretary of State notified Lsnaing who wag at-
tending the Paris Peace Conference, that if the French could not
acquire the eable in guestien through the legal machinery
of the Conference, other mesns were at their disposal.

Yesterday the Prench Chargé A'Affaires advised

the Department that he was in receipt of a,talafram

tc the effect thet if Liberia did not sct immediately

on the request of the French Cable Company, a French

ship would be sent Ey Liveris with instructions to

carry out the work,i7
Bliss, the American Chargé d'Affairs in Prznce, wes to inform
the French that the United States could not accede to their
demands in Liveria.l® fThe French Government then decided
to adopt 2 new tactie,

Because the Liberian Covernment would not grant permise

sion to the French Government to connect the German cable

1?Tha Acting Secretary of 3tate to the Commission to
Negotiate Peace, Janusry 8, 1919. FRUS, 1919, IX, s511.

Brpid., p. 512,
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t¢ the French station st Monrovia, the French proposed to join

the unused llne running to the beach to the cable arriving

from Konarky. They would then join the section to the Pernambuco-

Monrovia cable. If this were accomplished, all cable

communication with Liberia would be eliminated.l9 The French

no longer threatened to send the ship to Menrovia. The threat

of an isolated Liberia might have produced the desired ree

sult.“C The Liberian president replied to this new French

thoetie by stating thav he would not object to this new pro-

gcedure; but he would not grant permiasion to land the cable

in Liberia.?l when all of these endeavors failed, the French

could only continus their tadiéua argunents st the Pards

Feace Conference.>~
The French Government had failed in its efforts to ace

guire the cable, They had hoped to have the line in their

19%ne Charge in Prance (ﬁlisa) to the Acting aaaratary
of Svate, January 14, 1919. FEUS, 1919, II, 515.

20mhe Ambasaador in Great ﬁritain (Davia) to the Acting
Secretary of State, February 20, 1919. FRUS, 1919, II, 525.

“lhe Chargé in Liberis (B to tha Sccratary of
State, Rovember 18, 1618. ;%3& 505,

22748 Perpambuco end of the cable had remained in the
posseasion of the German company after the line had been cut,
aven though the Brazilian Covermment had éa@lareﬁ the con-
gession null and void, » 2919, II, 521, 7 e United
States had insisted that ’control of the cnbl& within the
three-nile limit and the ltndzng station at Monrov
under the jurdisdiction of the Liberian aavarnmanu, The et
cable beyond the thres«mile limit, the inited Stuieas hﬁlievua,
lhaﬂlﬁx§¢ gggtgg%pnd by the Paris Peace Conference. FRUS
Sridnd. § ¥ - .
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possession before the convening of the Peace Conference.
Arriving at Paris empty-handed, they continued the negotisg-
tions with the United States vhile the Conference was
proceeding. They retwrned from the .onference with the
Pernambugo-Honrovie cable still unused at the bottom of the
sea. Thsy had not acquired title to the cable during the
period before the gonvening of the Communications Conference,
The United States wanted to discuss the final settlement of
the Geyman cables. In any settlement, the French would have
to acquire a clear title to one of the German cables crossing
the Atlantic to New York and the Fernambuco-Monrovia cable,
The United 3tetes had not made any such promises when they
extended the invitation to France to attend the Communications
Conference. The French were not anxious to hold any confer-
enes unless the United States made the necessary consessions.
The United States, nevertheless, extended further invitations.

The Freliminsry Conference was postponed from August 1
to September 15, 1920. The Fremch, Italian, British and
Japanese Covermments were asked to send representatives. The
United States invited no other nations. After more delays
caused by the British, the Preliminary Conference convened in
washington on October 8, 1920,23

As the Preliminary Conference procecded the United States
expressed no doubts as to the ressons for the discussions.

23pRus, 1920, I, 132. A note in FRUS, 1920, I, 132,
states that "minutes of the Conference and of its subcommittees
are not printed."
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"The ssttlenment of the diasposition of the cables wan the
purpose of the Principal Allled and Associated Powers in
attending the Preliminary Comsunications Conference."~
The meetings were held at the State Department,?’ and in
order to assure full disocussion of opinion, ne news was
tssued.?® From the beginming, the Italians proposed that
the oconference “should be cluthed with powers Lo determine
the final status of the foymer Oermén cables,"*? The United
States had no intention of postponing the decision. "The
American Delegation has likewise clearly asserted that after
the termination of this Conference the United States would
not give its consent to any continuation of the present
operation of all the cables,"28
mmmmmmtxmwmmmmmmm
coyrespondence with ite diplomatic representatives--had &
much broader purpose in calling for the conference., The
American plans were not limited to & simple eradication of
monopolies.

2k,
Secretary of %am to the <h ixz Great Britain
(Wright), November b, 1920, FEUS, 1920, I, 136.

%wmm, Octobsr 9, 1920, p. 17.
% Xork Times, October 27, 1920, p. 25

2Tmra Lon 1o Nexotiate Peace o Sesvetsr
Svate , iﬁm ﬁé, l%%?t’a-, M,%ﬁﬁiﬁ%@m of

| wm« Secretary of State to the Chargé in Great Brivain,
Rovember 5, 1920, FRU3, 1920, I, 137.
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This is not merely & question of the disposal of
ex~German cables, » position is much broader,

Our Government is compelled to insist that direct
service by United States and Germany
be restored as a matter of principle. Our amssociates
have temporarily deprived us of this service we en-
joyed before the war., . . . Thus, not only would our
gﬁ:@ in the war bring us nothing under the treaty,

ut we would be distinctly injured by the action of
our associstes. That the five Prineipal Allied and
Agssocisted Powers have title to the German cgglaa
acquired under the treaty is fully admitted,

Although the United States did not question the ownership of
the cables, she reverted to certein arguments she had used at
the Paris Peace Conference.

As the Preliminary Conference proceeded, subecommittees
were formed to consider the various questions, At the first
meeting of the committee appointed to study the condition
of the regulations governing the issue of cable licenses,
the American repressntatives presented z nmemorandum for con-
sideration. BSectionstwo and three gontained the following
provisions:

2., Submarine cables betwesn two neutral countries

e Submarine cRbies commeciing the Lerriverien of

twe belligerents may be interrupted but not diverted
anywhere except within the waters of a neutral state.30

29 o , , .
The Secre r of State to the Chargé in Great Britain
Hovem er 4, 1920, FRUS, 1920, I, 136. ’

30tne Britich Embassy to the Departnent of Gggte,
Novembeyr 10, 1920, FRUS, e I, 139,
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The first pavagraph would govern the decision regarding the
Pernambuco-Monrovis cable énd the second paragraph applied to
the German lines which had crossed the Atlantic to the United
States. The Americens were interested in these systems,

The Japanege expreéssed a willingness to discuss the rights
of neutrals and belligerents after the question of the dispose
ition of the ex~German cables had been decided. The British
would net digcuse these topics at all.}l Although the
British and the Japenese provided obstacles to a suitable
agreement, it was the French repregentatives who caused the
most difficulty to the plans of the United 3tates. The British
supported the poaition of the French. The 3Jenior British
ielegate told Norman H. Davis that the British delegation
“felt at least a moral obligation to support the French claims®
bacause of the agreement which had been made before the
United States had entered the war,?

Rumors were circulated within the State Department that
the French delagation intended to walk out from the confere
ence unless some agreement was made on the German cables.,

The Frene¢h representatives themselves realized that no &greee
ment could be made as long as they adhered to their *impossible

aﬁt of 3tate to tha Britigh Embassy,
E@samb&r 13 l 26, FRUS, 1920, I, 146.

> ihe Agting Secrestary of State to the British Senior
Dalegate (Brown) tﬁ the Yashington cﬂﬁfﬁrnnaw on Commumican~
tions, December 8, 1920, FRUS, 1920, I, Llbk.
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demand for half of the Gorman cables.®33 Great Britain,
Japan and France knew that a negative settlement would pre-
vent the imtrusion of the United States and Italy into the
allotment of the cables.

After two months of negotistions snd discussions, the
delegates to the Freliminary Internationsl Conference on
Llectrical Communications unanimously sdopted a resolutiofew
a8 yresolution was alle-on December 12, 1920, The sgreement
nentioned several importént aspects of the question, but ne
definite sgreement for the dispesition of the cables was
made., The Department of State stated that “there appesrs
& general recognition of the necessity and expediency of
working out an equitable and practical solution of the
problem,” 35

The delegates had agreed that the respective Ambassadors
would continue the negotiations at Washington, The status
of the cables would remain the same, dbut the profites from
the operation of the cables would be divided among the Five
Powers after Januery 1, 1921. If the dlspute were not
settled by February 15, 1921, the delegates would meet agein
to arrvange for a new disposition of the cables which would

33he Secretary of State to the Chargé in Creat Britain
{Wright), November 5, 1920, FRUS, I, 138, -

Jhynid., p. 148,
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operative not later than March 15, 1921.3% DBut most ime
portant, "no agreement was reached for the distribution of
the former German cables,"30

The Preliminary Conference on Communications had failed
for various reasons. One of the impediments to & successiul
negotiation had been the Japanese insistence for the Yapw
Shanghal cable whose Shanghai terminus they had diverted to
Tokyo.37 Another reason for the unsuccessful communications
conlerence was that the delegates could not agrese because
the United States insisted that France could not keep the
Brest-New York line.3% The Americons also wanted & joint
operation with the French of the Pernambuco-ionrovia line.>?
The French replied that they would consent to a joint opera-
tion of the Brest-New York cable. The Italians demanded the
same line befors they consented to anything else.’® 8o the
United States suggeated thet the Brest terminus of the cable

35&3&% Haywood m: m

3%&1%.':' 8. mem; "International Electrieal Communicas
tions,” Foreign Affairs, I (Decembey 15, 1922}, 153.

7Hew Jork Times, December 13, 1920, p. 1.
Wmm Jimes, December 5, 1920, p. 1.

“Oyew York Times, December 25, 1920, p. 5.
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be moved to Genoa. The line would then be cperated jointly
by the United States and xmy,%l This plan was not accept-
able to the French.

Probably, the major part of the responsibility for the
failure of the conference belonged to the negotiators of the
United States. While asking the other natvions to compromise
their demands, they refused to alter their own position,

The United States had not given permission to the French to
acquire a full title to the Pernambuco~Honrovia cable, At
the same time, the representatives of the United States entered
into bi-lateral negotiations with the Japanese for the con-
trol of the Island of Yap. This guestion was one of the main
contentions at the Communications Conference. Unless all

of the five Principal Allied and Associated Powers were
aaﬁiafiaﬁ with any allocation of the cables, none of the
Powers involved could obtain a permanent title to any of the
eables. The Paris Pesce Conference had provided that any
alteration in the status of the German cables would have to
be approved unanimously.

The controversy surrounding Yap erupted agaln when
Secretary of State Colby instructed Ambassador Davis in
London to clarify with the British the official status of
that island., Apparently, the Americans had mede a request for
the island at the Communications Conference, The British

“Iyew York Times, December 11, 1920, p. 6.
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informed the United States that & decislion had been made and
approved on May 7, 1919, that Japan would r@aaiv# all of the
- former islands north of the equator. Wilson had been present;
he had not made any reservations at that time, but hade-and
it had been recopded--made a reservation at a former meete
ing.4?

At the meeting of the Council of Four on April 21, 1919,
¥Wilson offered a proposal, which Lansing had already made
in the Council of Foreign Ministers on March 24, that all
claims in the Pacific should be deeded to the Allied and
Associated Powers as truste.s vho would produce a just and
equitable &iapasitiam.43 Makino snd Chinda, the Japanese
dalagaseﬁ had been prwaanx when w&?u&n made his proposal.

Deleguten that Lt nad been understood shet Japen was

Aithough he had mads & Teserve in the cnoe of the lae.

land of Yap, ¢h he himselfl considercd sheuld be
in&arnatimm&l

42The Ambasssdor in Oreat Britain (Davis) to the Secro-
tary ﬁf}@tﬁtﬁ, Navwmbérwl?,“9zﬁﬂ U, 3, ﬁapawtman%\af s@ame,

‘{"3603%%11 of E'w Apri}r 21, 3-9195 I} 7 8 o ﬁigﬂj %m‘*
mant_af’ﬁta&a, Papers Helating t Foreip ﬁﬁg

shing ¥ 9. Imericans were not aware
that Hiison’had also made & ressrvation Lo the yoland f ¥
. in the Council of Four an,ﬁyrix 15, 1919. He told the Council
that Yap should be internationalized so that the Japanese could
not eliminate the cable between the United States and the
Philip;inﬁa whiah traveled over this island. FPaul Mantoux,

Dol 3 Du Conseil Deg Juatre, 2 vols. {Paris,

h&COuncil of Four, April 21, 1919, & p.m. Paris Pea
Conference, V, 109.
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But the British and the French governments considered the
decision of May 7, 1919, as definite and not cpen to further
discussion. k5 And the Japansse would naturally interpret the
decision as providing that the Island of Yap had been assigned
to them,

A debste betwesn the various govermments then ensved
a3 to the validity of the two positions.

B

¥hether thia slloeation to Jagau of the islands
north of the eqh‘ﬁar included the Island of Yap has
recently baan the subject of some contyoversy. It

geens quite clear that an American reservation wes

made as to this island, on aceount of its importance

as & cable station, but this reserve may haye been

misunderstood and perhaps vaguely recorded.

At a wmeeting at the White House on August 19, 1919,
Senator Lodge asked Wilson if any recommendations had been
made by the United States naval authorities in regard to the
importance of having one iasland, not fer turritarial purposes,
vut for naval purposes. The President replied that a paper
had been published laying out the necessities of having some
kﬁa@ for communication. He had not heard of the place before.
The islend was Yap, one of the bases and centers of cable and
radio communication in the Pacific. A7

k5the Ambassador in Creat Bri%nia {Davis) ha th# docre-
tary of State, November 11, 1920. FRUS, 1921, I 264,

Wyanley O. Hudson, "The Protection of mm,ms and
wazivaa in Tmaasrarr@é ferritories,” | Real ADL
Parig, edited by Edward ¥andell House amn :
New Tork, 1921), pp. 226-227.

h?ﬂﬁ Cabot L 1 R
(New York, 9351; PP« 53 -

genate and the Lesgue of Nations

308 .
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When Vilason appeared before the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee on August 20, 1919, Senator Leodge once more inquired
about the naval recomendations. Wilson again mentioned the
memorandum. YIt wvas & paper laying out., . .the necessity of
some base for communication on thoss islands just mentioned.
But le%t me say this, there is a little island which I must
adnit I had not heard of before."88 wWilson could mot ree
call the name. Was it the igland of Yap inquired Senator
Lodge?

Yap., It is one of the bases and centers of

Erenton ot e aLond should be recarred for

mnarai conference . %
Wilson did not believe that the segret treaty between England
and Japan would interfere with the future communications of
the United States on Yap Ialand.’0

After the United States had undertaken the initistive in
cpening the discussions on Yap, the British and French both
informed that nation that a mandate had been given to Japan
over Yap on May 7, 1919, and that this action had since been
approved by the league af‘ﬁaﬁiﬁnatﬁl The Japanese insisted

48y, 3,, Congross, Senats, 66t Congross, lst Session,
-‘QW«‘ H(‘h 106@ agRrangs £ Ll ] A% ‘ reLgn

491pid,, p. 506. O1bid.

5ithe Ambassador in France (Wallace) to the Seeretary of
State, November 17, 1920. FRU3, 1921, II, 271272,
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that the island of Yap was their property.’? But Secretary
Colby would not accept the British, French and Japanese cone
tention. He reviewed for Ambassador Davis in London the
proceedings at Peris which he was to relay to the British
Government .

On April 30, 1919, Secretary Lansing had stated that
he would desire to discuss the question of Yap at some future
oeccasion. The island constituted a special case and should
be inmternaticnaliged., The question had not been studied at
that time because the Japanese had insisted that the question
of the status of the island had to be decided before there
could be any discussion of the internaticnal contrel of the
cables. But Belfour, the DBritish Foreign Secretary, had not
permitted the deferment of the guestion of the cables. On
May 6, Lloyd Osorge expressed the opinion that Japan should
be given a mandate for "certain islands® north of the
equator. i3

An appendix to the meeting at the Paris Peace Conference
on May 7, 1919, which wvas a codification of the agreement
reached on May & about the various mandates, provided for
the sssignment of Tap to Japam.ﬁk More than & year later,
Secfetary Colby rejected the mandate prﬁviﬁionaa

527he Charge in Jayanltﬁall} to the Secretary of State
November 19, l?gg, II, 264, ’

53 The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambessador in
gggﬁgégrit&in {Davis), December 4, 1920. FRU3, 1921, II,

*4Ibig.
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In view of the President's reiterated objece
tions to the inclusion of Yap in the nmandate
territories to be assigned to Japan, it is rather
striking that the minutes of Hay ?uh do not ine
clude any discussion whatever regarding Yap vhich
would have been most natural had the President been
prevailed upon to rueada from his previous firm
pﬁaibina. t is most %1eal that hh& withdrawal

t‘d‘gﬁnua&y recorded objeetion would have been
note

Secyretary Colby wrote to Ambassador Davis that he had been
directed Ly President Wilson to inform him that the "CGovern-
ment of the United States canmot agree that the island of Yap
was included in the decision of May 7th or in any other agree~
ment of the Supreme Couneil,"50

But the British Anmbassador to Washington, Geddes, ine
formed Secretary Colby that his Government's anawer probably
would be that the British were "bound by ites agresment with
Japan in 1916 to favor the awarding of the islands in the
north Pacific te Japan.”?7 The British Ambassador claimed
that Balfour had given ¥Wilson & copy of the secret arransew-
ment, and thet Wilson knew of the arrangement hefore he had
gone to ?hxiawﬁs

In reply to Colby's assertion that the United States
had made & reservation for the island of Yap, the French

551bid. 561bid., p. 267.

5?%amnrandum of a,canwﬁrﬁaﬁimn.?atuwan the 3a¢rmtar{
of 8tate and the British Ambassa Geddes), March 12, 1921,

ﬁglh&ﬂ*
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Government did admit that Wilson had requested on May 1,
1919, a desire that the island should be placed under special
control., But this request had not been repeated at the sub-
sequent meetings. No reservations had been made on May 7 when
the discussion of the mandates occurred. "Under these condi-
tiens, it sesms that the mandate conferred upon Japan covers
the Island of Yap as well as the other islands north of the
Equmﬁar.“sg The Italian Government supported the position
of Japan.50

The Japanese, as usual, hesitated before replying. They
first congulted with the other govermments in order to deter-
mine the proper course. Their reply was made on February
27, 1921, The Japanese Foreign Office emphasized the fact
that on April 21, May 6,and May 7 they were not present at
the meetings at the Paris Peace Conference. As a result,
they could not possess & knowledge of the procsedings. The
Americans would have to prove that such reservations had been
made on those days. The Japanese insisted that they had nevery
expressed an asgreement with the ldeas of Wilson and Lansing
for the control of Yap. "Furthermore. . .Makino announced
distinctly his disagreement with tham at the meeting of

59The Ambassador in Frange (Wallace) to the Acting
Secretary of State, December 6, 1920, us, 1921, II, 269,

607he Ambassador in Italy (Johnson) to the Acting
gggfg$gry of State, Lecember 28, 1920, FRUS, 1921, 1I,
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Foreign Ministers held on April 30, 1919.761 Ang the
Japanese asked the same qﬁﬁauimn as had England and Prance:
Why had not the United 3tates protested when the decision of
Moy 7 had been made public on May 8762

Wileson claimed that his firet information of the contenw
tion that the island of Yap had been granted to Japan by a
mandate hed been cenveyed to him in October, 1920, by Norman
Davis.

I then informed him that I had never cone
sented to the assignment of the Island of Yap
to Japen., 1 had not previocusly given particulsr
attention to the wording of the Council's mine
utes of May 7, 1919. » « .1 had on seversl
cccasiona prior to the date mentioned, made
specific reservations regarding the Island of
Yap. + . .1 ssgumed that this position would be
duly considered in connection with the settlew
ment of the cable guestion and that it therefore
was ne longer & matter for consideration in connection
with the peace negotiations., I never abandoned or
modified this position in respeet to the Island of Yap,
and I did not . e on %ag 7, 1919, or at any other
time, that the Igland of Yap should be included in
the assignment of mandates to Japan. . . All &grees
mente arrived et reparding the assignment of
nandates were conditional upon subsequent agresment
being reached as to the specific terms of the

6The Chargé in Jspan (Pell) to the Secretary of State,
February 27, 1921. FRUS, 2y IX, 273, At the meeting of
the Forelgn Ministers on April 30, 1919, Makino had not stated
any "distinct disagreement.” He only reminded Lansing that
certain agreements had been wade for the Pacific islands north
of the equator. Wilson had not been present, U.S., De mant
of State, Papers Belating Lo the Foreipgn Helevions
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nandates, and further, upon their acceptance

by each of the Frinminal Allied and Associsted

Powers., The conspent of the United States is

essential, The consent of the United States

« « »hHB nEVer ba&g given either point, as te

the Island of Yap.©3
The American President had not spoken so explicitly about the
Island of Yap either before, during, or immediately alter
the Peace Conference,

The Undey 3scretary of State, Norman ﬁ. Davia, next
attenpted negotiations with the Japenese through Ambassador
Shidehara at Washington on March 17, 1921, Davis had suge
gegted to Shidehara that

(1) the ownership of the cable from Guam to Yap

ghould be ceded to the United States; (2) that

the cable from Yap to Menado bve ceded to Holland

in settlement of all Dutch interests in the three

cables; and (3) thgg the Yap-Naba-Shanghal cable

be ceded to Japan.

The three countriss could control their cables at each end.
The settlement of the cable dispute would not lessen the
Anerican demand that the Island of Yap be placed under intere

national contyrol., Shidehara then inquirved if Japan were to

63%ammr&aéum by %ilaan‘to the 3tate Depariment, March
3, 1921, FEUS, 1933, Lo

é*%amaraﬂdmm by Horman H, Davis of a Conversation with
%%glda a gg7Amba$amdar {Shidehara), March 17, 1921. FRUS,
¥ ) *
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satisfly the desires of the United States, could she have a
mandate over all the other islands for which mandates were
claimed?65

Davis replied that Japan could have a nominal mandate
over Yap, but the island could not be fortified and there
could be no interference with the cable communications.
Shidehara then suggested that if the Americans were to consent
to a Japaneze landing of cables on some American islandeein
order to "save femce" in Japen--the proposal could be faaaibla«ﬁé
Davie did not find the proposal possible becsause the situation
would seem &z if the United States were conceding something
to Japen when it had no need to make any concessions--meaning
the Island of Yap.67

A further conversation was held between the Secretary of
State and Shidehaya on June 3, 1921,

The Secretary said he did not see upon what grounds

it could be maintained, after we had entered the war

and participated in obtaining victory, that those

assocliated with us should attempt to deprive us of

equal privileges in what were German p@ggea&iana
wherever we had interests to safeguard,>™

652_@‘

667ne attenpt by the Japanese delegates at the Paris
Peace Conference to placate the public opinion at home had
been one of their most important arpuments and had also been
used as & stratepy {or other conceassions.

¢7Menorandum by Norman H. Davis of a Conversation with
the Japanese Ambassador (Shidehara), March 3, 1921. FEUS,

921, =78,

C8yemorandum of a Conversation between the Secretary
of State and the Japansse Ambassador (Shidehara), June 3,

1921, FBUS, 1921, 1T, 288.



149

prolonged discussions, that the United States had not proe
tested until a year later, and that it would be wnfair to take
the island from Japan. The Secretary came back with the
rebuttal that "Japan had recognized the fact that the Unlted
States had not asked for an acre of land as & resull of the
war." 59

Arvbvassador Shidehara began another method of arguing.
"The pecple of Japan had been led to believe that the Island
was theirs and they eould not take & contrary view." Shidehara
sugrested that the cable from Yap to Guam could go to the
United States, and the other lines could be divided in an
equitable manner. When he made an inquiry whether or not the
United 3tates would be satisfied if it possessed rights for
existing and future cablea on Yep, the American Secretary
demanded equal privileges in all matters.’0

Shidehars then suggested that the island be intere
nationalized {a proposal which the Americans had made at
Paris), and it was agreed that the Japanese Ambassador would
prepave & memorandum expressing his government's desires
and demande.’l Shidehara presented his proposal on June 1€,
1921 :

It is sgreed that the United States shall have free
access to the Ialand of Yap on the footing of entire

Ti1pid., p. 250,

"1pid., p. 289,
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equality with Japan or any other nation, in all that

relates to the landing and operation of the existing

Yap-Guam cable or of any cable which may hereafter

be laid by the United 3tates,

{1} The Yap-Shanghai cable to be assigned to and

owned by Japan; the value of said cable to be

¢ edited to Germany in the yeparation account

conformably with the provisions in Part VIII ,

Section I, Annex VII of the Treaty of V&rﬁniilaa,73
The remsining provisions of the tentative draft proposed that
the United Sta cs would own the Yap«Oumm cable, The Yap~
Menado line would be retained by the Hetherlands. ¥ach
nation would operate both ends of its cables. Japan would
lay & cable fyrom Naba to Shanghai which would be joised with
the Yap~Haba section. And the United States and the Hethere
lands could operate its cables without taxation or control
by the local authorities on Yﬁp'?g

After the Japanese Covermment had accepted a few ine
aignificant amendments to the draft by Secretary Colby, they
proposed that & convention be drawn upon this basis. The United
Btates would not have to recognige the right of the Japanese
to mandates for Yap or any island in the North Pacific.’#

The Japanese would have to agree to apply 2ll existing treatiss

Rone Japanegse Embassy to the Department of IJtate, June
ié, 1921. FRUS, 1921, II, 291. . \

P1vid., pp. 291-292.

rne Japanese Exbaasy to the Department of State,
ﬁﬁptﬁﬁszx’ 8) }»?Qly BHig, w, 1:{& 296\#
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to the mandated islacds north of the Equator, As a final
prﬁvi&iwn; the Japanese would have to supply 8 duplicate record
of the annual report made to the lLeague of Natiens,?5

{n December 12, 1921, the State Department issued a pross
release stating that the United States and Japan had reached
an agreement with respect to the island of Yap and the other
mandated islands in the Pacific Ocean, north of the equator.
The sgreemsnt did not vary extensively from Shidehara's
tentative dyaft on June 18, 192le«there was only one noticeable
change., The United States consented to the administration
by Japan of all the mandated 1slands,’6

It is difficult to sgcervain precisely why the Japanese
g0 willinzly consented to all of the demands of the United
States in the nepgotlistions, The Japanese had nothing to gain
materially; only ths United States eould profit by the transe
action, Perhaps, Japen was only altempting to placate the
Avevicang, The apgreament could nol pr into effect unless iU
received the approval of the other "Bip Filve” Powers. They
would only grant the nscessary approval 1f the United States
made & reciprocal concessions-the permanent retention by

Britain, and France of the German cables, The [ive Principal

75?ha Japanese Ambassador {Shiﬁahﬁra} te the Jecretary
of State, December 12, 1921, FRUS, 1921, II, 306.307.

?éﬁ. 8., Department of State, Fape plating to the
Tore : txa g of th gr%@gﬁ States, 1922, 2 vols.

kash ngbon, L &3}@ ’ 1«32,
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Allied and Asscclated Powers had agreed at Paris that any
alteratiocn of the (ernan cables would have to be accompanied
by an wanisous agresnent. Italy did not have any of the
gables; she wvould not consent te any allocation unless her
Alliss decided to share thelr spolls.
The United States was not a wmembey of the lLeague of
Pations. The Japanese nmay have been waibing for an allote
ment by this body. Dut other possible reasons could have
wisgted for the apparent Japansse generosity. The ¥Washington
Havel Conference was already in its early stages. 7The Japanese
naedad a mors powerful navy in order to aid in the expansion
£ her natlon and the United 3tates could prove to be a formie
dable conmpanion agalnst the Sritdish objections at the Haval
Conference, The Japanese alsc had plans for the Far East,.
Thelr wost formidable opponent in this area was the United
dtaves. Uub whatever the causes, the question of the island
of Yap and the problem of the Jerman aubmarine cables had
not yot been settled. ALl of ihe Japansse~hmerican negotiaw
tions had occurred whiles the United States was urging her
Toraer Associaies o 2etile the proviern of communications.

The negetiations would continge -



CHAPTER VIII
THE FINAL POST-WAR WECOTIATIOHS

The delegates to the Preliminary Communications Cohe
ference in Washington had agreed unanimously to the resolution
which was made public on December 12, 1920. The Ambassadors
of the various nations would continue the negotiations at
Washingson had agreed unaninmously to the resolution which
was nade public on Decenmber 12, 1920, Ths Ambassadors of
the various nations would continue the negotiations at Washw
ington. If the various nations had not agreed to a final
glteration of the cables by February 15, 1921, the five
Principal Allied and Associated Powers would once more send
their rapra&an%a&ivaamtn Washington, But the resolution of
December 1z, 1920, was not binding until it had been ratified
by &ll of the five Powers; if they failed to ratify it, the
German cables would retain the same . tatus they had had when
the Paris Pesace Conference had adjourned. ?hé regsolution would
have to be accepted before there was any change in the owner-
ship of the Cerman submarine ecables. The right of the
Ambassadors to continue the negotiations and the agreement
te convene agaln in February, 1921, would have to be ratvified
by all of the five Powers.

153
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The Italisn Government refussed to ratify the reseolution
of December 12, 1920, becsuvse the gquestion of the division
and disposal of the cables had not been settlad., Ths Itallians
saw ne nesd in reconvening the Preliminary Conference; her
Allies had not giv&ﬁ her any cables at the first Preliminary
Conflerence in 1920, There was no reason to believe that her
Allies would be more genercus in 1921,1 When the Eritish,
French and Japanese had refused to grant permission to the
United States and Italy to diveri the cable from Brest to
Genoa, the Italians and the Americans sought permission from
the British to lay a new cable between the twe gountries
through the Azores., The British refused to grant this perw
rnission becsuse the United States would not permit the
British to land a cable at Miami, Florida. 3o the Italians
refused to ratify the resoluticn of December 12, 1520,%
The Britisgh also refusmed to ratify the proposal; they gave
no r@aﬁan.a The Japanese and French Governments made no reply
to the United States. ° he subject bristles with difficulties
and certainly is not likely to be taken up until after Great

\ 1?&@ Sh&r%é in Iﬁaky (Gunther) to the ﬁearahary of Btate,
Junﬂ? . l@ﬁlg By partm&nt of 3%&%@, »e,‘»w ating to

ZThe American Anbassador in Britain (Bayrvey) to the
British Acting Secretary of 3State for Foreign Affairs (Palfour),
July 24, 1922, FEUS, 1922, II, 370-372.

3?&& BEritish Secretary of State for Forelgn Affalirs
{Curson) to the Ambassador in Great Eritain (Harvey), Vay

16, 1921. FRUS, 1922, I, S542.
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Privain, France, Japan, and America have reached an agree-
ment regarding the former Cerman cables,® wrote one £ Otter
mentator in December of the following year,.* Oreat BEritain
France, Italy and Japan could not sagree to return to
Washington in 1921 amd continue the negotiations which had
ended on Degember 12, 1920,

Although the Netherlands had not been a member of the
five Prineipal Allies and Associated Covermments, the Dutch
alzo had been interested in the postewar negotiations, The
Dutch argued that the lins of the GCerman~-Hethsrlands Telegraph
Company could not be classified and claimed with the cther
Qerman oables bacause the company wes Jointly owned. A
clange in the originsl agrsement had stated that none of the
two countries could transfer the rights of the company to a
third party without the consent of other nation. "The cone
clugion must come to that, since the company can not do this,
neither can the Cerman Covernment acting 2lone do sc."5 The
Dutech did not see why they had to pay & part of the Cerman
reparation bill, They had sven filed & protest to ths ferman
Covernment for agreeing to Article 244, Annex VII of the
Pemce Treaty. But, ths Duteh admitted, the Germans could do

kﬂaxter 5. Rﬂg@?ﬁ, "Internaticnal Electrical Communicas-
Affairs, I {December 15, 1922}, p. 153.

tions,”

Sietherland Lagaaian to the Uspartment of State, April
28, 1920, U.8., gartmmnz of State, Fn§era Relating to the
Feoreign Relationa of the United 3tatas, 920, 3 vols,
{(washington, 1935}, I, 118«119.
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nothing against signing the Treaty. Therefore, special ar-
ranpements would have to be made Ior this ome cable. The Yape
Shanghal, Yap-Guam and Yap-Menado cables had all been a‘gart
laf the system of the German-Hetherlands Company. The Dutch
thengelves haﬁ cwned asixty-three per cent of the Yap«Shanghai
cable,®

Although the Allied nationsz had been able to Jjustify to
themselves the taking of Gegrman property as & neans of come
pengation for damages inflicted during the war, the task of
allegating to the Duteh as reparation a plece of property
they alr@ady owned was not an easy task. When the United
States and Japan had made the agrecment concerning the Island
of Yap in December, 1921, it had been decided that the Yap-
Menado cable should be allotted Lo the HNetherlands "as final
and complate compensation for all claims of the Dutch Joverne
ment and of Dutch subjects as regirds thelr interests in the
| German Duteh Telegraph &ampany.“7 Ko immediate action for
the {inal settlement was taken.

An informal and wnoeificial meeting was held in Washingion
on Harch 3, 18922, with representatives of the United States, -
Great Eritmin; France, Itsly, Japan and the Netherlands.

éﬁeman&néum by the Assistant Chiel of the Division
of ¥ar Bastern Affairs, Department of State (Lockhart),
Augusv O, 1920, FPRUSS, 1920, I, 127.

7Thm Germsn Ambassador {(Maltzan) to the Secretary of
State, November 13, 1925, U. S. Department of State, Papers
Kelating to the Foreign Relations of the United States, 1926,
2 vols. (Washington, 1941), II, 772.
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Secretary of State Hughes anncunced that negotiations had
taken place between the United States and Japan regarding
mandate rights and cables in the Pacific. A tentative
agreement had been reached concerning the cables radiating from
Yap.8 Tnis was the agreement which had originated from the
negotiations between Under~Becretary of State Normah H. Davis
and the Japanese Ambassador Shidehara in 1921,

Although the State Department had made public the the
tentative agreement on December 21, 1831, the representatives
at the meeting on March 3, 1922, acted as if they had just
been notified. Balfour immediately expressed aoagr&talatians
for the arrangements. The French dolegate stated that the
agreement was satisfactory to him; but it would be subject
to the approval of his govarnmant.s The Netherlands also
gave their approval on the same day that Secretary Hughes an~
nounced that the negotiations had been in pragraaﬁ.lg The
Italian representative stated that he had to refer the agree~
- ment to his govermment for approval. Italy was to receive,
according to the provisions of the Peace Treaty, a fifth of
the ex-German cables. At the time of the announcement, she

had none. Italy "could not consent to a partial allocation

sﬂouor:ndum by Under Secfetary of 8State (Phillips),
March 25, 18922, FRUB, 1926, II, 762-764.

®1big., 762-765.
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of the cables in the Pacific without a corresponding consid-
eration in the Atlantic."ll And the subsequent negotiations
would not satisfy the desires of Italy.

On March 8, 1922, Henry P. Fletcher, Under-Secretary of
State for the United States and Chirman of Subcommittee I
of the Preliminary Communications Conference held in Washington
in 1920, submitted a tentative plan for the allocation of the
ex-Cerman cables.l? The plan was based upon the principle of
"approximately equal values" which had been suggested by
the British Ambassador. The Atlantic cables would be equally
divided among the United States, Great Britain, France and
Italy. The total value of the cables had been ascertained,
and each country was to receive a ope~fourth share of the
total value in cables or in money.l3 Although the Fletcher
Plan did not include the Pacific cables, the Japanese would
not be satisfied with the proposal. By the agreement of
December 21, 1921, the United States was to bbtian a share
of the German cables in the Pacific. The Fletcher Plan
had not excluded the United State from a share of the Atlantic
cables. The Japanese believed that they were entitled

to & share; they found needed support in the French Government.

101p1d. 11 epig.

12nglectrical communications in the Pacific formed an
item on the agenda of the Washington Conference on the
Limitation of Armament. For various reasons the subject was
not taken up.” Rogers, "International Electrical Communica«
tions," pp. 180-151.

13Green Haywood Hackworth gigggg of International Law,
8 vols. (Washington, 1944), !?: .
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The Prench Government did not agree with the value at~-
tached to the cables by Fletcher. The French were of the
cpinion that the agreement reached by Japan and the United
States regarding the Yap~Shanghai and Yap~Menado cables should
have been included on Fletcher's list. The Retherlands
should not have any right to any of the ex—German cables
because the Netherlands were not a part of the five Principal
Allied and associated Powers. The French still believed that
the ex~CGerman cable, Brest to New Y-rk, should have been
retained by France because the United States had comtrel of
thirteen cables crossing the Atlantic. 8o the French Govern-
ment announced that it would have to have the Brest—New York
cable before any other arrangement could be made.}? The
United States became interested in this cable after it had
become apparent that the Allies would not return the cables
to Germany. The United States had hoped to use this German
line as a basis for a new cable to the European Continent.

At the Preliminary Conference, in 1920, it had even been
suggested that the Brest-Azores-New York line be made into
a Genoa~Azores—New York cable.

Even though the Yap~Menado cable had been tentatively
assigned to the Netherlands on March 25, 1922, no formal
agreement had been reached by November 13, 1925. On this day,

l41he French Chargé (De Laboulaye) to the Secretary of
State, September 10, 1923, FRUS, 1928, II, 765~770.
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the German Arbassador to the United States sent a wemoran-
dur to the Secretary of State requesting action on the 1922
proposal. The German Government desired that the cable be
transferred to the Dutch Government as soon ae paasible.la

Gerwmany had cause for urging that the Yap-Menado cable
be granted to the Netherlands. Negotiations had been in
progress between the Dutch and the Germans for a renewment
of the agreement which had initiated the company. KXo de-
finite action could be taken until the cable had been
permanently allocated. 8¢ Germany rencunced all claims to
this cable in order to facilitate the transfer of the cable
to the Duteh.la The Germans would also benefit by the trans-
fer of the cable to the Netherlands because the two countries
were in the process of renewing the original contract. If
the cable were to pass into the hands of some other country,
the Germans stood to lose everything. The Germans also
had claimed that immediate action was needed because the
company was in financial danger.

Becretary of State 0lds requested permission from the
German Ambassador to forward a copy of proposal to those
government s who would have to decide the outcome of the Yap~-

Menado cable. The German Government gave the necessary

15German Ambassador (Maltzan) to the Secretary of State,
November 13, 1925. FRUS, 1926, 1X, 771-773.

16,144, 17, 014,

lﬁwhe S8ecretary of State to the German Ambassador (Maltman),
December 2, 18256. PRUS, 1928, 1Y, 773-774.
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parmissiun.la The French Government was the first to reply;
they had already informed the State Department, the French
Ambassador relayed, that France no longer had any reserva-
ttoﬁa about the Yap~Menado cable being allocated to the
Netherlands because CGermany had renounced the value of that
cable. "This point having been settled, the French Govern-
ment wishes to say that it would decline to take part in
any further conference regarding the allotment of foramer
German cables unless it was understood that France will keep
the Brest-Arzores-New York cablo."lg

The British stated that they had po desire to raise
objection to the transfer of the cable. However, the British
once more provided themselves with an escape from a definite
commitment. They had no objection--provided that the ¥rench,
Italian, Japanese and United States gave their conmont.zo
Avd for once, the Japanese were not the last party to reply
to a specific proposal. Both the Italians and the Japanese
forwarded their positions on January 8, 1926,

lgTho French Ambassador (Daeschner) to the Secretary of
State, December 28, 1925. FRUS, 1826, II, 775. The negotia~-
tions attempting to reconvenethe First Commitiee of the
Preliminary Conference which had first met in Washington in
October, 1920, had continued, Secretary Eellogg wanted this
compittee to continue discussion of the final allocation of
the ex-German cables, and suggested that the next weeting be
bheld on November 2, 1825. Secretary of SBtate to the French
éggussadnr (Daeschner), September 15, 1925, FRUS, 1926, II,

30Tbe British Chargé (Chilton) to the Secretary of
State, December 29, 1925. FRUS, 1926, 775-776.
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The Japanese Government had no objection to the granting
of the Yap-Menado cable to the Netherlands as had been
tentatively decided in Washington in 1821. At that meeting,
it had been stated that the cables would be allocated by lines
to the five Powers. Japan informed the United States that
she had at that time requested the three cables centering on
Yap Island. Japan then waived her claim to the three in the
subsequent agreemént with the United States and was satisfied
with the one Yap-Shanghai line. However, after the agreement
with the United States, the Fletcher Plan had been proposed,
providing that the cables should be divided equally among
Italy, United Statee, England and France. The Fletcher Plan
had not justified the claims of Japan.2l

The Japanese argued that the Treaty of Versailles had
promised that the cables would be equally divided among the
five allied and A:-sociated Powers. The Japanese wanted a
share (1926), but could make no proposal to the First Committee
of the Preliminary Conference because no conference or meet~-
ing had been held since (March 6, 1922) when Fletcher had
made his proposal. If any further meeting were held, the
Japanese would bring forth a claim for a share. During the
interval before the First Committee could weet the Japanese
would be satisfied with the one Yap-Shanghal cable. Japan
desired the final settlement of the Yap-Menado line; the
Netherlands could bave this cable.?22

21lrne Japanese Ambassador (Matsudaira) to the Secwmtary
of State, January 8, 1826, ¥FRUB, 1926, II, 775-776.

22 .
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The Italian Goverament replied thaf it had always desired
a settlement of the cable guestion and it had agreed to the
Fletcher Plan of 1822, When the Italiane had accepted
Fietcher's proposal, they had also agreed to the assignement
of the Yap~Menado cable to the Eetharlaads.ﬁs Although France,
Great Britain, Italy and Japan all agreed that the Yap—-Menado
cable could be assigned to the Netherlands, the United States
was forced to inform the Netherlands Minister that the negotia-
tions had ended in zaitura.z‘ The Yap-Menado cable was a
part of the agreement concerning the Island of Yap between
the United States and Japan. The United States was willing
to grant the Yap-Menado cable to the Netherlands, but the
Americans wanted a ratification of the entire Yap agreement.
The powers concerned did not consent to the Yap assignment;
they only agreed to the part thich concerned the Yap-Menado
cable. Such an approval would not have granted rights on
the Island of Yap to the Americans.

The Dutch waited & year for further developments, and then
they decided that they no longer desired the possession of the
cable. The Reparations Commission had decided that the Yap~

23Tha Italian Ambassador (Martino) to the Secretary of
Btate, February 13, 192é. PFRUSB, X1, 778.

24Bﬁnoranéuu by the Assistant Becretary of Btate
(Harrison) of a Conversation with the Netherlands Minister
(De Graeff), March 18, 1928. FRUS, YXI, 778~779.
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Menado cable was worth 2,388,671 gold marks, and the Duteh
demanded this amount, plus 8§ per cent interest beginuing
from the first of February, 1922.2% 7The five Powers comcerned
nere not so willing. The Bpitish Ambassador informed the
Becretary of State that the British Govermment refused to
grant any concession to the Dutch in the form of money for
the Yup-~Menado cable. They once more asserted that they
had given their support to the proposal made in Washington
in 1923 to grant the cable to the Netherlands.2®

The French Government stated to the State Department
that it was impossible to support the Dutch claims. The
French insisted that they had given permission for the cable
to be given to the Dutch.?? The Italtan Ambassador like~
wise informed the United States that the Italian point of
view concerning the Yap-Menado cable had been contained in his
note dated February 13, 1926: The Italian Government adhered
to the main provisions of the Fletcher Plan and was not
against the granting of the Yap-Menado cable to tha Nether-
lands.?8 The Fletcher Plan was the last hope of the Italians

in thelr desire to obtain some of the ex-German cables.

gsthe Becretary of State to the British Ambassador
(Howard) , November 2, 1927. U.8., Department of State, Papers
Relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States, 1927,
3 vols. (Washington, 1942), IIX, 283.

261ne British Ambassador (Howard) to the Secwetary of
State, May 2, 1827. FRUS, 1927, IIX, 280.

277he Secretary of State to the British Ambassador
(Howard) , November 2, 1927. FRUS, 1927, I1II, 283,

281pid., p. 284.
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The Secretary of Btate, Kellogg, continued the negotia-
tions with the Japanese Goveranment in order to obtain a more
definite statement concerning the position regarding the Yap~
Menado cable. He wrote to the British Ambassador that after
favorable replies had been received from the French and
Japanese Governments, "the necessary steps will be taken to
bring about the formal transfer of the Yap~Nenado cable and
also to convene a meeting to discuss the question of the
allocation of all former German cables."29

After the Fletcher Plan, which had eliminated the
Japanese from & share of the Atlantic cables, had been an-
nounced, Japan wavered in her commitment teo give the Yap~
Menado cable to the Netherlands. After repeated attempts by
Secretary Kellogg, the Japanese Ambassador informed the
Department of State on November 11, 1927, that his Goveroment
would consent to a temporary operation of the Yap~Menado
cable by the Dutch.3® Once the problem with the Dutch had
been settled. the United States could have turned its atten~
tion to the ex~Gerwman cables in the Atlantic. They would
sttempt to bring the five Powers together ian Washington to
discusse the ulitmate fate of the cables. But no meetings

wore ever held. "In view of the failure of some of the

29rne Secretary of State to the British Ambassador
(Howard), November 2, 1927. FRUS, 1927, ITI, 283.

30
1bid.
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Governments concerned to reach an agreement on points of dif-
ference, neither the proposal for the allocation of the Yap~
¥enado cable to the Wetherlands noxr any other proposal was
ever ndoptod.“31 Great Britain, France, Italy and Japan were
not interested in holding any communications conference if
their demands for certain parts of the German cables were

not fulfilled.

The United States had destroyed any hope for a reconven-
ing of the Communications Conference when it had entered into
bi-lateral negotiations with Japan for the control of Yap.
Even though the United States had been surprisingly success-
ful, any agreement between Japan and the United Btates would
have to be ratified by Great Britain, France and Japan., Great
Britain was satiefied with the Gerwan cables in her possession.
France wanted a clear title to the Brest-Azores-New York
line and the cables from Pernambuco to Monrovia. Japan had
fliiared her spoils with the United States; but she did not see
the justification of her elimination from the Fletcher Plan.
Italy had no German cables; she would not ratify any agree~
ment which did not ipciude the intereste of Italy. A Com~
munications Conference was useless because none of the five
Powors was willing to compromise its interests.

After almost ten years of unavailing debate and negotia~

tions, the five Principal Allied and Associated Governments

314 note in FRUS, 1927, IIX, 284.
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again met in Washington on November 17, 1827. A partial agree~-
ment ratified by the necemsary parties was made. France was
assigned the Brest~Azores-New York cahle which she had in~
sisted upon before the reconvening of the Communications
Conference of 1920. The other cable, Pernambuco-Monrovia,
which also had caused a dispute between the United States and
France and which the United States insisted would not be
given to France, was "not repaired and reopened by rrnnaa.“az

The cables which had radiated from the Island of Yap
were not assigned. After all of the controversy and debate,
the United States did not use the Yap~Guam cable. The Yap~
Shanghai line which bad been diverted by Japan was not
utilized. The Netherlands had lost claim to the Yap~-Menado
cable when its Government had demanded umonetary ¢ompunsutisn.33
The British were satisfied with the German cables they already
had. Italy did not obtain any of the German cables, but she
had & new cable tc the United States by way of the Azores.

The final text of the Paris Peace Treaty had listed
fourteen cables. Of this number, Great Britain retained
the Emden-Vigo, Emden-Azores, Azores-New York, Moanrovia-lome
and Lome~Duala cables. These were the cables Great Britain
had obtained during the war. France retained the Emden~Brest

32y. 8., Department of State, Papers Relating to the

Foreign Relations of the United Btates, 1819, . .Paris Peace
Conference, 13 vols. (Washington, 1942-47), XI11XI, 521-522.
33

1bid.
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Emden~Teneriffe and Teneriffe-Monrovia cables. She had re-
celved a clear title to the Azores-New York cable in 1827,
Roumania had obtained the Constantincpde~Constanza cable at
the Paris Peace Conference. The Pernambu-o-Moanrovia cable
was not given to the French. Although the Japanese were
not assigned any cables, none of the five Powers had made
explicit demands in 1527 that the cables radiating from Yap
could not continue to be used by the Japanese. The actual
status of the cables had not changed since the meeting of
the Council of Four on May 3, 1919. The United States had
not obtained any of the cables; the cables were not placed
under interpational control.

The partial success of the final negotiations hinged
around the Brest-Azores—-New York cable, If the United States
had granted a clear title to France for that cable in 1820,
the French probably would have consented to return to Germany
the Pernambuco-Monrovia cable and ratified the agreement
relating to Yap between the United States and Japan. If the
French were satisfied, so were the British., Italy's domands
for a share of the cables at the Peace Conference bad been
ignored; her demands in the post-war years were partially
fulfilled by means of the new cable to the United States.
Great Britain and France could have ratified the United '
States-Japanese agreement relating to Yap, and Japan could
not have used effectively her objections to the Fletcher Plan.

If the United States had been willing to compromise at the
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Preliminary Communications Conference in 1920, a more success~-
ful Conference might have been the result. The United States
refused; they had done their share of the compromising at the

Paris DPeace Conference.



CHAPTER IX

CORCLUSION

Although the delegates of the United States at the
beginning of the Paris Peace Conference of 1919 gave the
impression that their position and arguments against the
Allied retention of the CGerman cables were based on principles
and international law, national interests dominated the
American debates. The submarine cables were a part of a
competitive ownership and control which had its foundation
in the successful laying of a cable across the Atlantioc in
1866. The United Btates had handicapped itself in the
acquisition of cable facilities,

When the Americans finally realized that the long
submarine cables were necesgary for their security and business
interests, they were far surpassed by their principal rival~~
Great Britain. The islands needed as relay stations for
the long oceanic cables were no longer avsilable, and the
materials necessary for the construction of the cables were
controlled by Great Britain. Many foreign nations had
granted exclusive landing licenses to countries other than
the United States. Although the United States had become
the second ranking owner in the total mileage of cables by
1914, she did not own any lines which crossed the Atlantic
to England.and the European Continent, although the British

controlled cables were leased to American corporations.

YN
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When the Allies cut and seized the German cables iwm~
mediately after the World War erupted. the United States
did not know that Great Britain, France and Japan had no
intention of returning the strategic cables to Germany after
the hostilities had ended. The retention of the submarine
cables by the Allies would have further handicapped the United
States and added to the monopoly of Great Britain. And when
the United States had entered the war in 1817, no German
cables were available which could be seized or diverted.
¥ilson may have had a plan for the Gcrmin cables prior to
the end of the hostilities. The Executive Order which
placed the communications systems of the United States under
the control of the government may have been a part of his
plan for the internationalization of all the world's com~
munications.

The future of the German submarine cables became an
issue at the Paris Peace Conference. The German submarine
cables, although insignificant when compared to the total
bill of reparations, became only one of the many items extorted
from Germany by the Allies as compensation for damages in~
flicted furing the World War. Great Britain and France also
wanted to eliminate some of their competition from the world's
parkets. Although the British, French and Japanese insisted
that the cables would not be returned to Geérmany, the dele~
gates of the United Btates argued that the seizure had been
illegal. Therefore, the Americans claimed that the cables
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would have to be returned to Germany. The United Btates had
rightfully maintained that the cutting of such cables as the
Pernambuco-Monrovia cable had been a violation of neutrality.
The American representatives argued that the submarine cables
were not comparable to other enemy property captured at sea,
The application of legal principles did not move the Allies;
Great Britain. France and Japan were aware that the United
States had a vital interest in the German cables.

When the Americans realized that arguments based on
supposed legal arguments and principles could not move
the Allies, Lansing and Wilson proposed that the nations of
the world would be served more equitably if the cables were
placed under international control. The United States would
also henefit by an adoption of the proposal, At the sanme
time, the American representatives made known their true
position and interests regarding the German cables~-the
Island of Yap should be placed under international control.
This apparently insignificant plece of land in the KNorthern
Pacific was vital for a successful communication between the
United States and the Far East.

The other Powers agreed that the cables could be placed
under international control if the subject were not considered
unil German had ratified the Peace Treaty. When Wilson
compronised and agreed that the status of the cables would
not be altered during this intermediate period, he destroyed

all hope of a successful conference which would consider the
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international control of the world's communications. The
Gorvan cables were only one of the many problems which had
confronted Wilson at the Peace Conference. He may have

given his final consent to the clauses relating to the cables
because he became aware that his plan for international con-
trol was hopeless,

The German submarine cables were the only material
commodity in which the United BStates expressed an interest
at the Paris Peace Conference. The German cables also caused
a reversal of the British and American policy of international
control. Unlike any other items, the British did not want
the cables placed under an international control. Both
nations wanted one of the German cables corossing the Atlantic.
A government-owned cable could have forced the private companies
to reduce their rates. Neither of the two countries wanted
a Gorman cable added to the system of the other. The plan
for international control of the cables had failed at the
Paris Peace Conference,

Nevertheless, the United States did not wait when the
Peace Conference ended and immediately began the negotiations
for the convening of the Communications Conference which would
decide the final status of the German cables. The United
States did not have any of the cables in her possession; the
cables were still retained by France, Great Britain and
Japan. These three nations were aware that if a Conference
were not held., the German cables would remain in their

possession. After protracted negotiations, the Allies sent
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delegates to Washington; any agreement made by the representa-
tives would have to be ratified by their respective Govern-
ments.

The United States had learned from her mistakes at the
Peace Conference. Although the Amaricans were sincerely
interested in a successful Conference which would benefit all
nations, including the United States, the American officials
entered into bi-lateral negotiations with Japan in order to
protect and strengthen the interestis of the United States.
Insisting that the status of the Pernambuco~Momrovia cable
and the Brest~Asores~New York line would have to be declded
by the Cowmunications Conference, the United States demanded
their their intersts in the Island of Yap be recognized by
Japan. Surprisingly., the Americans were suacesa:ul;'hut their
very success destroyed all hope of a successful conference.

Nevertheless, the United States continued the negotiations
for a final settlement of the status of the German cables
after the Preliminary Conference of 1820 had ended in failure.
The other Powers insisted that they could not attend any
conference until they were given a clear title to the German
cables in their possession. It bad been agreed at the Paris
Peace Conference that any alteration in the status of the
German cables would need an unanimous consent of the five
Powers. No plan for the allocation of the cables was proposed
which would have satisfied all the Powers concerned. In
1827, the United States brought representatives of the five

Principal Allied and Associated Powers to Washington; the
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the Goversmente finally agreed to a partial allocation of
the German cables., The ten years of negotiations had not
altered the status of the German cables which had been
seized during the World War. The United States had used
various arguments and procedures in order to obtain a share
of the German cables; all of the efforts of the American
negotiators beginning with the Paris Peace Conference and
onding with the allocation in 1927 had failed to obtain a
share of the cables for the United States.
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