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ABSTRACT

LINING UP LATIN AMERICA: THE UNITED STATES ATTEMPTS
TO BRING ABOUT HEMISPHERIC SOLIDARITY,
1939-1941

by Robert W. Hodge

The United States had sought to line up Latin
America behind its foreign policy for many years. How-
ever, in the late 1930's, when an upsurge of totalitarian
aggression threatened the peace of the world, this wish
became a practical necessity. Hemispheric solidarity
against Axis aggression would help insure the national
security of the United States. Consequently, it became
an immediate goal of the Roosevelt Administration. The
beginning of World War II in September, 1939 accelerated
the movement and made it even more vital that the United
States succeed. From then until December 7, 1941, the
lining up of Latin America was one of the highest priori-
ties of the Roosevelt Administration. The purpose of this
thesis is to discuss in detail the various methods the
Roosevelt Administration used to encourage the Latin

American nations to follow its foreign policy.
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An introductory chapter discussed the Latin
American policies of the United States from 1933 to
September, 1939 in three major areas--economic, cultural,
and military relations. From then until December 7,
1941, the period was divided up into four chapters that
coincided with significant changes in the European War.
For example, Chapter II covered United States economic
cultural, and military affairs with Latin America during
the "Phony War" period. A final chapter attempted to
sum up these relations and to come to some conclusions on
the successes and failures of the Roosevelt Administra-
tion's Latin American policy.

The most significant materials used in preparing
this thesis were the Franklin D. Roosevelt Papers and the
Morgenthau Diaries located in the Franklin D. Roosevelt
Library, Hyde Park, New York. The published Foreign

Relations of the United States, 1933-1942, were also of

great importance. Many secondary works, including both
books and periodicals, were consulted in addition.
Probably the most significant finding of the
study was that domestic vested interest groups often
were able to put enough political pressure on the Roose-
velt Administration either to delay or prevent needed
changes in policy. One of the most powerful of these

groups was the Foreign Bondholder's Protective Council.
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( Because of F.B.P.C. opposition the Roosevelt

( Administration tied needed Export-Import Bank loans to
Latin America with the settlement of private debt de-
faults. This policy finally was changed but not until
after a long, hard struggle. Other vested interest
groups such as the oil companies and the cattlemen also
played significant roles in tempering the wishes of the
Roosevelt Administration.

Other findings in economic affairs dealt with
such problems as the continued conservatism of the
Export-Import Bank, the Administration's failure to carry
out such important innovations as the Cartel and the
Inter-American Bank in the critical summer of 1940, and
the Administration's general success in the preclusive
buying agreements that helped to alleviate Latin American
economic problems during 1941.

In cultural relations everything else was over-

shadowed by the formation of the Office of the Coordinator

of Inter-American Affairs and the innovations it carried
out under the leadership of Nelson Rockefeller.

Military relations were highlighted by the
successful use of Pan American Airways as the stalking
horse to get rid of Axis-owned or controlled airlines in

South America. Other major military problems included

the supplying of arms to Latin America and the using of

Latin American military bases.



LATIN AMERICA: THE UNITED STATES ATTEMPTS
TO BRING ABOUT HEMISPHERIC SOLIDARITY, y

Eheyl

1939-1941

By
©

Robert wf‘ Hodge

A THESIS

Submitted to
- Michigan State University
wtialﬂ fulfillment of the requirements
sl for the degree of

s ot et TR ) g

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY
Nehas

Department of History

1968



ACCEPTANCE

has been accepted in partial
~of the requirements for the Degree of Doctor
in the Graduate School of Michigan State

and

Dean, Graduate School







ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

I especially want to thank the three members of
my doctoral committee, Dr. Warren Cohen, Dr. Charles
Cumberland, and Dr. James Hooker for their part in
furthering my graduate career. Dr. Cumberland made the
initial suggestion for the thesis topic and also made
many valuable recommendations on style and content.

Dr. Cohen, my major adviser, was a source of constant
encouragement and advice, without which this thesis
never would have been finished.

Both my wife and my mother spent scores of hours
reading and typing. Their criticism and proofreading
abilities certainly improved the final copy.

I am particularly indebted to my parents,

Mr. and Mrs. Kenneth F. Hodge, for their faith in my
abilities, and to my wife, Donna, for her patience and
willingness "to do without" while I went to graduate
school.

Special thanks also go to my final-draft typists
Mrs. Karen Dilsworth and Mrs. Clara Williams for their

hard work and interest that everything be done right.







OF CONTENTS

Page
O T RO O MR 2 e = b e
£, SO s O O A L M ) 1

TH D NEIGHBOR POLICY 1933-1939 . . . . 5|
e 75 o0

"PHONY WAR" PERIOD AND INTER-AMERICAN
T O IO O S -

'HE CRITICAL SPRING AND SUMMER OF 1940 . . 164

[H] '!é!IPARl‘ITB PACT THROUGH LEND-
I. gy

REUPRRIRT SIS, WRVRSS JENt. SN 26D



INTRODUCTION

On the night of the Pearl Harbor attack with
reports of the disaster still coming in, Franklin D.
Roosevelt ordered Secretary of State, Cordell Hull to
keep Latin America informed and "in line with us."l The
problem of "lining up Latin America" had long been a major
concern of the United States. From the beginning of
Roosevelt's regime in 1933, when the Good Neighbor Policy
was first promised, until his death in 1945, the United
States and especially Roosevelt tried to bring about a
closer relationship with Latin America.

At first this new policy toward Latin America had
been based on a repudiation of the dollar diplomacy and
military intervention of the past. The United States
wished to rebuild inter-American trade and friendship; thus
the Good Neighbor Policy was based on the principles of
equality and partnership as well as United States support
of the sovereignty and territorial integrity of the Latin

American nations.

1Lloyd C. Gardner, Economic Aspects of New Deal
Diplomacy (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1964),
p- =







This remained the essence of the Good Neighbor
Policy. But, by the mid-1930's with the world threatened
by an upsurge of totalitarian aggression, the United States
sought to insulate itself from 0ld World danger through a
series of neutrality laws. At the same time, Roosevelt
showed his concern for Latin America by taking the initia-
tive in calling and attending the Inter-American Conference
for the Maintenance of Peace which was held in Buenos Aires
in December, 1936.

By the early winter of 1936 Roosevelt was well
aware of the dangers of world peace. From that time on
he was concerned with the strengthening of inter-American
relations in order to diminish the Axis threat to the
hemisphere.2

From 1936 to the outbreak of World War II in
September, 1939, the Roosevelt administration continued
to covet Latin American friendship and support. This
support was a two way street--for the United States recog-
nized that any defense of the United States had to begin
with hemispheric defense. This was a popular policy for

nearly all citizens of the United States. Even the most

2Sumner Welles, The Time For Decision (New York:
Harper Brothers, 1944), p. 204; Cordell Hull, The Memoirs
of Cordell Hull (New York: Macmillan, 1948), P.
Anyone using Hull's Memoirs should read the review article
by Arthur P. Whitaker in the Hispanic American Historical
Review, Vol. 28 (February 1949), pp. 81-93.
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rabid isolationists agreed that the whole Western

Hemisphere had to be protected from Axis aggression be-

cause any weak spots could serve as Axis jumping off

points in attacks on the United States.

With the actual outbreak of war in Europe the most

critical period of United States-Latin American relations
| began. From September, 1939 until December 7, 1941 the
United States had, as a primary concern, to make sure that
the Latin American nations would support its foreign
policy. 1In order to bring this about the United States
tried to influence Latin America in nearly every way
possible. These attempts included the use of conventional
diplomatic and political relations and sophisticated eco-
nomic and commercial contacts. There was also a new
interest in cultural bonds, and an increasing concern for

adequate military and defense measures.

The United States was seldom totally successful
in getting the individual Latin American countries to do
exactly as it wished. Yet the attempts to bring about
consensus and cooperation were for the most part in the
best interest of all the Latin American countries. Of
course, whatever the United States did in this critical
period was to safeguard its own national security and
interests. When these interests coincided with Latin

American concerns, constructive plans and policies

Tesulted.




n policy in the critical years from
to December 7, 1941. However, it is first

“how the early years of the Good Neighbor

I Eirst t

Talatior y

chafei &% e DRed o heBc 130

2 n, Beadprait
‘Vpo{‘\nn’uhv STt ebec T velEiome

A X
BEetc ¥, Wor whim Mrard

(Al

ok







CHAPTER I

THE GOOD NEIGHBOR POLICY 1933-1939

For the first three decades of the 20th century
United States relations with Latin America were generally
deteriorating. Yankee dollar diplomacy and military inter-
vention were the major irritants. The perigee in these
relations occurred at the regularly scheduled Inter-
American Havana Conference in 1928 when the United States
rejected the idea that "no state has a right to intervene
in the internal affairs of another." Sixteen out of the
twenty Latin American countries voted against the United
States. In the words of a later expert on Latin America
this was "one of the worst diplomatic defeats ever suffered
by the United States at an important international con-
ference. "t

After the debacle at Havana the Hoover-Stimson
Administration did make some changes in the Latin American
policy of the United States, but when Franklin D. Roosevelt

was elected President no permanent improvement in relations

1Laurence Duggan, The Americas: The Search for
Hemisphere Security (New York: Holt, 1949), p. 52.







had occurred. Roosevelt in his famous inaugural address
in 1933 spoke of following a general policy of the Good
Neighbor in international relations. Soon Roosevelt
narrowed this all-encompassing Good Neighbor Policy and
applied it specifically to Latin America. This was done
in April, 1933 in his first Pan American Day address.

Roosevelt advanced the Good Neighbor Policy, but
it was Sumner Welles who worked out its details. It was
his idea that the United States had to recognize the
juridical equality of all states before a true partner-
ship of the hemisphere could be formed. Since the policy
of unilateral intervention was the antithesis of equality,
the surrender of this so-called right was what the Good
Neighbor Policy was based on.2

In a memorandum early in 1933, Welles suggested
to Roosevelt that, although the Monroe Doctrine was con-
sidered a doctrine of self-defense for the United States,
it was also vital to all the other American Republics.
Therefore, why not make the Monroe Doctrine a doctrine of
continental self-defense with each nation taking part in
proportion to its own strength. The new partnership would

then consult on matters of joint interest and carry out

21pid., p. 6l.







——

plans by joint action.3 This was a fond hope at first,

but the essence of it became an aim of the Good Neighbor

Policy. Yet in 1933, despite professions of turning over

a new leaf, Latin America remained unconvinced.

With the Inter-American Montevideo Conference
meeting in December, 1933, the United States got its
chance to repudiate formally the position that it had

| supported in 1928 at Havana. Cordell Hull in an address
at this Seventh International Conference of American
States said:

The people of my country strongly feel that the
so-called right of conquest must forever be banished
from this hemisphere and, most of all, they shun and
reject that so-called right for themselves. The New
Deal would be an empty boast if it did not mean that.

Soon afterwards Roosevelt echoed this statement by saying
"the definite policy of the United States from now on is
one opposed to armed intervention."5 These actions
promised a new direction in United States foreign policy
but meant nothing until they could be tested. Still, the

conference was considered a huge success both by Latin

Americans and by the United States. The road to good

3Donald Dozer, Are We Good Neighbors? : Three
Decades of Inter-American Relations 1930-1960 (Gainesville:
University of Florida Press, 1959), p. 39.

4James W. Gantenbein (ed.), The Evolution of Our
Latin American Policy: A Documentary Record (New York:
Co ia University Press, 1950), p. 164.

SIbid.
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relations was going to be a long one, but the Montevideo
Conference had at least marked a start.

In the next four years a number of significant
events occurred that appeared to back up Roosevelt's con-
tention that Latin America had nothing to fear from United
States foreign policy: (1) the Platt Amendment with Cuba
was abrogated; (2) United States troops were evacuated
from Haiti; (3) a treaty over the Panama Canal was signed
that was favorable to Panama; (4) the United States cooper-
ated in furthering a peaceful solution to the Chaco War;

(5) the Hull Reciprocal Trade Program lowered tariffs;

(6) bilateral trade agreements were signed with a number

of Latin American nations; (7) the United States volun-
tarily gave up its 19th century treaty right of free
transit across the Isthmus of Tehuantepec in Mexico;

(8) and the United States abandoned the policy of non-
recognition of revolutionary governments thus ending the
policy of protecting the "ins."6

However, these actions were only one side of the
problem, and they tended to obscure the shortcomings of
the Good Neighbor Policy in its early years. One example
stands out, and that is that political achievements were

not often matched in the economic field. By the time

6Dozer, P. 20; Duggan, p. 65; Gantenbein,
Pp. 167-168.

=



Latin American fear of United States domination had
diminished, the United States had become preoccupied with
inter-American action to build up hemispheric security and
was not as interested in economic problems. Also, the
Good Neighbor Policy was not widely supported by the
people of the United States. Many domestic pressure
groups were at odds with government wishes to end economic
nationalism. For example, domestic copper producers sup-
ported by the mining lobby of senators from the West com-
plained that low cost Chilean copper would hurt them. The
same kind of pressure was found among petroleum and sugar
producers as well as cattlemen. Even within the govern-
ment itself there were few high officials outside of
Sumner Welles and Henry Wallace who were interested in
adding to the Good Neighbor Policy. Ironically, few of
our diplomatic and consular officials in Latin America
wholeheartedly backed innovations in the Good Neighbor
Policy.7 Apparently many were affected by the common
governmental malady of being afraid to "rock the boat."
Even the Hull Trade Program proved to be relatively weak
in the face of the Nazi and Fascist revolutionary barter

trade tactics.®

7Duggan, The Americas, p. 75.

BJ. P. Humphrey, The Inter-American System: A
Canadian View (Toronto: Macmillan, 1942), p. 121.
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By early 1936 though, the Roosevelt Administration
was convinced that the Good Neighbor Policy was helping to
change Latin American opinion of the United States. This
belief, combined with the end of the Chaco War and rearma-
ment in Europe and Asia, made Roosevelt feel that the time
was ripe for the United States to call an extraordinary
inter-American conference for the purpose of determining
the best way peace could be maintained in the Western
Hemisphere. This, he believed, also would advance the
cause of world peace.9

During the time between Roosevelt's call for the
conference on January 30, 1936 until it met in December,
1936 world wide threats to the peace were piling up. 1In
March, Hitler occupied and fortified the Rhineland, and
Japan refused to adhere to the London Naval Treaty thus
marking the end of naval limitation. In May, Italy com-
pleted the conquest of Ethiopia which it had begun the
previous October in defiance of the League. In July, the
Spanish Civil War began. It soon served as a testing
ground and preview for World War II since leading European
powers chose up sides and supported their choice with arms,

equipment, and even men. On November 25, just before the

9Presidene Roosevelt to President of Argentina,
January 30, 1936 in Department of State, Foreign Relations
of the United States, 1936 (Washington: Government Print-
ng o ce, ¢+ V, Pp. 3-5.







PP

i1

Buenos Aires Conference met, Japan and Germany announced
the Anti-Comintern Pact which was the first overt indica-
tion of their common designs in foreign policy. All these
things made Roosevelt look like a prophet and enhanced the
chances for success of the conference, as did his strictly
confidential April 30 instruction to United States diplo-
mats in Latin America that they were not to become involved
in internal political affairs either by expressing opinions
or by giving suggestions.10

Roosevelt used his political acumen in many ways
both in bringing about the Buenos Aires Conference and in
actions at the Conference itself. In the original proposal
calling for the conference, he mentioned both dangers to
peace originating outside and inside the hemisphere. If
he had mentioned only threats to peace from outside the
hemisphere, some Latin American countries would have feared
that he was attempting to drag them into European or Asian
Wars. Politically, Roosevelt had scored another point in
1936 when he was able to exempt Latin America from parts of
the United States neutrality legislation. This showed that
Latin America was a special, preferred case to the United

States. Also, Roosevelt's advocacy of Buenos Aires as the

1°Secretary of State to Minister in E1l Salvador,
August 13, 1937, in Foreign Relations of the United States,
1937 (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1955), V,
P. 525.
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site for the conference was dictated by politics. Since
the Argentines were traditionally opposed to United States
influence in South America, flattering them by asking their
president to call the conference in Buenos Aires practi-
cally guaranteed their support. Then, Roosevelt sent the
highest ranking officials of the United States to the
conference including himself, Secretary of State, Hull,

| and Assistant Secretary of State for Latin American

‘ Affairs, Sumner Welles.

Secretary Hull also showed great political ability
| in creating a climate of friendship and trust, especially
with Argentina's Foreign Secretary Saavedra Lamas. His
method, that of declining the nomination for the Nobel
Peace Prize and instead nominating Saavedra Lamas himself,
may have been unethical and was certainly tinged with
political implications. Yet, it undoubtedly helped the
United States position at Buenos Aires.

Despite the great political offensive, the United
States certainly did not get all it wanted at Buenos Aires.
The major wish of the United States was that a permanent
Inter-American Consultative Committee be set up to provide

for compulsory consultation among the foreign ministers of

the American Republics if the peace of the hemisphere was
threatened. When Saavedra Lamas of Argentina opposed the

plan, as going too far, the United States gave in thinking
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unanimity was necessary if the conference was to be a
success. Thus, the resolution was watered down and the
plan for the permanent Inter-American Consultative Com-
mittee was dropped. Nevertheless, the American Republics
did agree to consult, "if they so desire," if a threat to
the peace of the hemisphere occurred. As a result, the
groundwork was laid for meeting threats to peace in the
Western Hemisphere. It was certainly a victory for the
United States that the Latin American nations recognized
that a threat to one of them affected the security of all
of them. While Secretary Hull and many Americans were
disappointed because the United States did not get exactly
what it wanted, Assistant Secretary Sumner Welles said in
retrospect that this conference was "the most important
inter-American gathering" that ever took place. This was
because "on its foundation there has since been erected
the whole structure of the inter-American system, which
preserved the unity of the hemisphere at the outbreak of
the Second World war."ll
One other precedent of the conference became

increasingly important in the next few years. This was

11Duggan, The Americas, pp. 71-72; Hull, pp. 497-

502; Welles, pp. 206-208. For the view that in the early
years of the Roosevelt Administration the Good Neighbor
Policy was only an expression of modified isolationism,
see William L. Langer, "Political Problems for a Coali-
tion," Foreign Affairs (October, 1947), p. 75.
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the consistent wish of the Roosevelt Administration that
| the unanimity of inter-American actions be preserved in
order to prevent dissension. In the later Inter-American
Conferences at Lima in 1938, Panama in 1939, Havana in
1940, and Rio de Janeiro in early 1942, this often resulted
in compromises from the strong positions taken by the
United States and some of the Latin American countries.
This facilitated solutions but made meaningful negotia-
tions more difficult.

It was apparent by early 1937 that the Good
Neighbor Policy was making headway in Latin America. The
| reasonable United States attitude shown at the Montevideo
and Buenos Aires Conferences and the dynamic personal
leadership of Roosevelt both in his liberal domestic pro-
grams and in foreign relations persuaded many Latin
Americans that fear and distrust of the United States
could be tempered if not forgotten. What was especially
fortunate for the United States, in light of later events,
was the fact that this new opinion of the United States
was coming about before increased inter-American solidarity
was necessary for defense. This meant that the United
States could not legitimately be criticized for changing
its foreign policy only when it was threatened itself and

therefore needed Latin American friendship and support.
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There is no doubt that by 1937 the Good Neighbor
Policy was to be the permanent policy of the Roosevelt
Administration. Roosevelt had been overwhelmingly re-
elected in November, 1936, mainly on the basis of the
accomplishments of his Administration's first four years
in office. The United States had given up military inter-
vention in Latin America, yet no major crisis threatened
the new position. Trade had increased by 236% since 1933.
This was a significant increase although trade would have
to improve much more just to reach its predepression high-

point. e

Still, much of the substance of the later Good
Neighbor Policy was either in its infancy or had not even
been thought of by 1937. New concepts in cultural,
military, economic, and diplomatic relations would not be
implemented until the threat of the Axis made them neces-
sary.

While both Europe and Asia were heating up in
early 1937, Roosevelt was forced to react to the first
real test of the United States policy of the Good Neighbor.
This happened on March 13, 1937 when the Bolivian Govern-
ment expropriated the properties of the Standard 0Oil
Company of Bolivia. In the past this might have resulted

in United States intervention and certainly could have led

12Gardner, p. 61.
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to immediate diplomatic and perhaps economic pressure to
restore the company's property. In this case the United
States government said Bolivia had the right to expropri-
ate the property as long as compensation was forthcoming,
thus upholding the spirit of the Good Neighbor.l3

In May, 1937, two small moves were made that re-
flected the Good Neighbor spirit as well as the increased
importance of Latin America to the United States. First,
the United States merged the Division of Latin American
Affairs and the Division of Mexican Affairs into a new
Division of the American Republics. This meant that the
new Chief of the Division of American Republics, Laurence
Duggan, would be in charge of relations with all the Latin
American states and all inter-American organizations.
Hopefully, this would lead to better coordination of policy
in the future. Also in May, the new Neutrality Act exempted

Latin America from its provisions as had the 1936 Act.“

13This is not to say pressures were not put on
the Bolivian Government later, but cordial relations
continued throughout the protracted negotiations until
January 27, 1942 when Bolivia agreed to pay the Standard
0il Company $1,500,000 plus interest from the date of
Seizure. This was about $15,500,000 less than the company
wanted on the basis of their overinflated valuation. See
Hull to Chargé in Bolivia, January 26, 1942, in Foreign
Relations of the United States, 1942 (Washington: Govern-—
ment Printing Office, 1963), V, pp. 587-88.

l41-\ugust: C. Miller Jr., "The New State Department,"
American Journal of International Law (July, 1939), p. 509.

F N
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This continued the policy of favoring Latin American
nations over most of the rest of the world in defense
matters.

In July, following the Marco Polo Bridge incident,
Japan began an undeclared war with China. The United
States quickly offered its good offices in the hope of end-
ing the conflict, but the war went on with Japan victorious
on all fronts. This further alerted the United States to
the deterioration in international affairs and was a spur
to increased interest in Latin America.

Interestingly enough the next United States move
was an attempt at defense cooperation with a Latin American
state, and it had to be called off because of outside pres-
sure from a very unlikely source, at least in light of
later events. In early August 1937, Brazil asked the
United States for six decommissioned destroyers for train-
ing purposes until her own vessels were constructed.
Argentina opposed the move as a threat to the balance of
Power in southern South America. However, it was the
British opposition to this move that carried the decisive
Weight. Britain opposed the move ostensibly as a violation
Of the spirit of the Washington Treaty of 1922 and the
London Naval Treaty of 1936. They said that despite the
Professed aim of using the ships only for training

purposes, they still would have "fighting qualities and
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potentialities." The whole idea bothered the British,

for they feared if the practice became general "the whole
balance of naval power might be upset and it might become
impossible to calculate the effective strength of the fleet
of any given country." By mid-September the United States
dropped the project.l5 This was unfortunate because action
at this time would have set a precedent and made the later
task of giving military aid both to Latin America and
Britain much easier.

Soon afterwards Roosevelt hinted at a possible
change in foreign policy. His "Quarantine the Aggressors"
speech of October 5, 1937 was a sensation. But its very
success took him by surprise because he had no plan to
implement it. This forced him to revert to a more tra-
ditional stance in Asian affairs. Yet, in Latin American
affairs the State Department began to make it known that
the Western Hemisphere was the first line of defense for
the United States. This meant that the United States was
willing and, in fact, planning to assume the major burden
Of hemispheric defense. The problem was to avoid offend-
ing the Latin Americans through unilateral action, while
insuring that no Latin American nation would fall under

Nazi domination or control. If the latter aim was

LForeign Relations, 1937, V, pp. 149-173, passim.
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successful there would be no need for any unilateral action
which certainly would undermine much of the successes of
the Good Neighbor Policy.

More proof that the world was heading for further
trouble became apparent in November and December, 1937.

In November, the nineteen nation Brussels Conference on
peaceful means to end the Japanese-Chinese conflict failed
when Japan refused to participate. In the same month Italy
joined Germany and Japan in the Anti-Comintern Pact. On
December 12, Japanese airplanes bombed and strafed the
United States gunboat Panay in Chinese waters killing and
wounding many sailors in the process. Yet, the crisis

was only temporary as Japan quickly apologized and promised
financial compensation.

In late December there were evidences that the
major concern of the United States was with areas much
closer to its boundaries. On December 22, the Colombian
Minister to the United States informed Sumner Welles that
a so-called Japanese trade mission had come to Colombia
and that it was in close touch with a number of German
nationals who resided in the part of Colombia closest to
Panama. He asked if the United States would be interested
in a joint surveillance of the groups in question. The
next day, President Roosevelt agreed and stated that the

United States wanted to begin conversations which "should
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include also the possibility of exchange of information

in relation to certain other nationals in the Republic of
Colombia near the Panama border."16 The State Department
obviously felt that the Panama Canal was threatened by
possible hostile actions of foreign nationals based in
Colombia. Yet, it dragged its heels for well over a year
before beginning a campaign, with the knowledge and support
of the Colombian government, to root out the biggest Axis
threat in Colombia, that of German control of commercial
aviation. Despite this slow start, United States attempts
to eliminate Axis influence or control over Latin American
commercial aviation were to become priorities of the first
dimension after September, 1939. From then until after the
attack on Pearl Harbor, the Roosevelt Administration spent
much time and money on plans to end this danger.

The events of 1937 did alert the United States to
possible changes in its military posture, although it took
a long time to implement these changes. For example, at
the beginning of 1937 the Army conceived its mission to
be confined to the defense of United States territory
against external attack. It planned only to maintain a

sufficient peacetime force that could be rapidly expanded

16w«alles to Roosevelt, December 22, 1937, ibid.,
Pp. 438-39; Memo by Roosevelt to Welles, December 23, 1937,
ibid., p. 439.
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in an emergency. The war plans did not even consider the
possibility of war with the European dictatorships. Until
Roosevelt's Quarantine Speech in October, 1937, the "avowed
policy of the Roosevelt administration came near to being
one of peace at any price, unless the United States was

directly attacked." &

From late 1937 onward, President
Roosevelt and Secretary of State Hull both saw the basic
threat to security to be the increasing probability that
Germany, working with Japan, might dominate the Eastern
Hemisphere, thus wrecking the British Commonwealth of

Nations. With the British and her supporters out of the
way, they would "almost inevitably threaten the Western

Hemisphere with military attack and cz:mql.\est:."l8

Events
in 1938 were to fortify this view.

On January 10, 1938 the Department of State took
the initiative in calling an informal interdepartmental
conference. This conference was summoned because of
governmental alarm at the increasing volume of German and
Italian military activity in Latin America. This increased
Axis activity contrasted strongly with United States mili-

tary cooperation with the Latin American nations. For

17Stetson Conn and Byron Fairchild, The Framework

Of Hemisphere Defense (Washington: Government Printing

ce, » @ volume of United States Army in World
War II, ed. Kent Roberts Greenfield, pp. 3-4.
18

Ibid., p. 41l.
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example, in early 1938 the United States Army had
relatively little contact with the Latin American armed
forces. Only six military attachés and two military
missions were accredited to the twenty governments in
Latin America. The main reasons for this apparent lack
of interest were found in the Army's defense plans and
in its political orders from the State Department. In
the first place, Army planners considered the mission of
the armed forces to be one of continental and territorial
defense of the United States. This was to remain the
Army role until late in 1938 when an extraordinary confer-
ence broadened the Army's defense role. Secondly, the
Army was forced to follow the political aspirations of
the Good Neighbor Policy. Because of this, they were
ordered to avoid anything that might be termed an inter-
ference in Latin American military affairs for fear of
inflaming the public's memories of previous intervention
policies.

Because of these limitations the January 10 confer-
ence was not particularly innovative. The conferees
discussed methods of providing greater military assistance
to the other American Republics, but the best suggestions
that came up were only to train additional Latin American
students in American service schools, to make more frequent

Visits of naval vessels and aircraft flights to Latin
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America, and to provide military libraries in Latin
America with Army and Navy publications. A month later,
the State Department further recommended that more military
and naval attachés, and for the first time, air attachés,
be appointed to Latin American capitals.19

The Roosevelt Administration won a notable, if
limited, political victory on January 10 when the long
debated Ludlow Amendment was defeated in the House of
Representatives. This amendment, if passed, would have
required a popular referendum before the United States
could declare war except in case of direct attack. The
bill was the darling of the isolationists and had been
fought long and hard by the Roosevelt Administration.

Yet, the attitude of both the Congress and the country
was reflected in the final decision which rejected the
amendment by only twenty-one votes.

Within one week in March the United States was
confronted with both a European problem and a hemispheric
dilemma. On March 11, Hitler achieved his Anschluss with
Austria much to the chagrin of Britain and France. How-
ever, they still thought the proper way to avoid war was
through appeasement. Consequently, Hitler's action had

little immediate effect. To the State Department Hitler's

29 hid., cpa. 173,
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action was just one in a series of events that was slowly
alerting the country to the German dangers.

The dilemma that confronted the United States
Government was brought about on March 18, 1938 when Mexico
expropriated foreign oil properties. Since most foreign
properties were owned either by United States or British
citizens great political pressures were put on these two
governments to force the return of the properties. For
the United States this, of course, would have required
breaking the pledge of nonintervention made at Montevideo
in 1933 thus violating the Good Neighbor Policy. The
United States press was hostile to Mexico, and the United
States o0il companies immediately began a propaganda cam-
paign designed to force action. Yet, Roosevelt resisted
domestic pressures to intervene although he did allow the
Government to suspend temporarily its monthly silver pur-
chase arrangement with Mexico. The world.price quickly
dropped two cents, and soon afterwards the United States
resumed open market purchases probably because many
Mexican silver mines were owned by its citizens.20
There is little doubt that the Roosevelt Adminis-

tration would have liked to see the Mexican Government

20Duggan, The Americas, pp. 68-69; Gardner,
P. 116; Edward O. Guerrant, Roosevelt's Good Neighbor
Policy (Albuquerque: University of New Mexico Press,
5eDs 114,
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back down and restore the companies' properties.
Nevertheless, Roosevelt and the State Department agreed
that Mexico had the right to expropriate providing just
compensation was forthcoming. The question of compensation
was the most difficult of all to solve. The companies
wanted prospective profits on oil still in the ground given
to them as part of any settlement while the Mexican govern-
ment cleverly valued the companies' properties on the basis
of previous taxes paid. Since the companies had under-
valued their properties for tax purposes, the two sides
were many millions of dollars apart. No settlement was
possible in 1938, but it was also apparent in that year
that the Roosevelt Administration was going to uphold the
Good Neighbor Policy despite tremendous domestic political
pressure to take overt action against Mexico. The oil
question was constantly recurring and was a blot on rela-
tions with Mexico. After war began in Europe it became
especially important to solve this problem in order to
help insure hemispheric solidarity.

A significant military defense action was taken
on April 4, 1938 when President Roosevelt gave his approval
to the formation of a Standing Liaison Committee. This
committee, which consisted of the Under-Secretary of State,
the Chief of Staff, and the Chief of Naval Operations, was

originally supposed to coordinate all diplomatic and
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military problems between the State Department and the
Army and Navy. However, once the committee began meeting
in June, 1938, it became concerned principally with Latin
American military problems. The committee was needed
especially in order to carry on confidential discussions
affecting the State, War, and Navy Departments, but
Roosevelt played down the committee's importance to the
public by claiming it was a "routine matter."Zl

After the January 10, 1938 interdepartmental meet-
ing, concern about Axis military penetration in Latin
America caused the War Department to make a separate study
on how to expand and improve military relations with Latin
America. 1In April, the Army's own Military Intelligence
Division recommended a more extensive range of activities
than the State Department had suggested. This was approved
by the Chief of Staff in mid-May, but in reality the Army's
program did not go very far beyond the State Department's
program except for two ideas that were to take years to
implement fully. These new ideas were the backing of
United States owned commercial aviation interests in Latin

America, meaning Pan American Airways, and the active

21

Conn and Fairchild, The Framework . . . , p. 174;
Roosevelt to Cordell Hull, April 4, 1938 in Elliott
Roosevelt (ed.), F. D. R. : His Personal Letters, 1928-

1945 (New York: Duell, Sloan, and Pearce, 1950), p. 770.
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promotion of the sale of munitions to Latin America.22

These two ideas were of great importance especially in the
attempts after September, 1939 to line-up Latin America.
Both however were extremely difficult to carry out.

A less important concern of the United States in
April 1938 had to do with deficiencies in propaganda broad-
casts to Latin America. 1In mid-April the Ambassador to
England, Joseph Kennedy, wrote Roosevelt that, according
to a comprehensive report he had seen, Germany and Italy
were making great strides in international broadcasting
to Latin America. Consequently, he felt that foreign
representatives of the United States, both governmental
and business, ought to become more "radio conscious." At
the end of the month Roosevelt received a report from a
special "Interdepartmental Committee to study International
Broadcasting." The report recommended governmental and
private radio cooperation particularly until a government
station could be put into operation. It also mentioned
that only about 1% of Latin American radio sets could pick
Up international shortwave broadcasts. Therefore it would
be necessary to arrange for the re-broadcasting of programs
by local stations in Latin America. The report concluded

on the ominous note that "so far, only Germany has made

22cann and Fairchild, The Framework . . . , p. 174.
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substantial progress in this direction." Consequently,
Roosevelt was well aware of German inroads in broadcasting
when he replied to Kennedy on April 30. Yet the best
Roosevelt could do was to promise that the United States
would not be "left behind," while he complained that
European nations had an advantage over the United States
because their radio stations were government owned. In
the following month there was much discussion in govern-
mental circles on whether the United States should set up
a government short wave broadcasting station to counter

German stations.23

Nothing concrete was done however as
this issue was not a high priority.

The interdepartmental committee which made the
report on Axis broadcasting was retained by the State
Department. It was asked to draw up a program of co-
operative action with the Latin American republics in
"social, economic, scientific, cultural and related

fields." 1In May this newly named "Interdepartmental

Committee on Cooperation with the American Republics"

23Joseph Kennedy to Roosevelt, April 14, 1938 in
Official File 3093, Franklin Roosevelt Papers, Hyde Park,
New York; Frank R. McNinch to Roosevelt, April 28, 1938,
ibid.; Roosevelt to Kennedy, April 30, 1938, ibid. Two
1lls to set up a Government broadcasting station for
transmission to Latin America had died in committee--one
in early 1937 and the other in early 1938.
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met for the first time.24

Under-Secretary of State,
Sumner Welles headed this committee which linked together
thirteen government agencies. What the committee meant by
"cooperation" was that whenever possible both the United
States and the Latin American countries were to contribute
to the support of individual projects. It was felt that
this would lead to success because all the countries in-
volved would have a stake in the outcome. These projects
were mainly those of technical cooperation such as agri-
cultural research, exchange of specialized information,
and exchange of materials such as technical books.25
A further effort occurred on July 28, 1938 when
the Department of State created a subsidiary Division of
Cultural Relations. The primary objective of this Division

was to improve cultural relations and intellectual coopera-

tion between the United States and Latin America with

24Apparently this was an outgrowth of President
Roosevelt's February, 1938 request for a committee to
discover ways to oppose Axis influence in Latin America.
See Duggan, p. 8l and Charles A. Thomson and Walter H. C.
Laves, Cultural Relations and United States Foreign Policy
(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1963), p. 36.

25Thomas and Laves, pp. 27, 36-37; Duggan, p. 8l.
In November, 1938 the Committee gave its recommendations
to Roosevelt. Apparently he was impressed because he
immediately recommended that Congress put the program
into effect. Despite this plea it took until 1940 for
Congress to vote a paltry $120,500 to begin the projects.
See Duggan above.
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special emphasis on the contribution of education, science
and the arts to foreign relations. It hoped to combine
the support of both government and private agencies in
carrying out its plans.26 These were small beginnings

but at least a start had been made in getting the United
States more involved in Latin American cultural and social
relations.

These two government agencies were rather tardy
outgrowths of recommendations passed at a number of Pan
American conferences calling for closer cooperation and
interchange in the arts, science and education. But until
1938, the United States Government had not taken any
responsibility in cultural relations except casually to
encourage private efforts to increase cultural activities
as one phase of peaceful cooperation between nations.

The Roosevelt Administration's attitudes toward both
cultural relations and trade were approximately the same
until 1938. That is, both were essentially private in
character, but each could be helped or hindered by govern-
mental action depending on whether they were following the

Government's foreign policy.27

26Thomson and Laves, p. 27.

&'Tpia., p. 28.
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Every other major power had developed governmental
programs in cultural relations before the United States.
France had been the forerunner in the latter nineteenth
century. Germany, Italy, Japan, and Russia did so after
World War I, and Britain began the British Council in
1934. It was apparent that despite years of discussions
the United States Government took direct actions in cul-
tural relations with Latin America only when the Nazis and
their Italian and Japanese allies began to threaten Pan
Americanism in the mid to late 1930's. Later after World
War II began, one Latin American diplomat summed the situa-
tion up in an ironic comment that:

Nothing would be more fitting than a statue of

Adolph Hitler in the Pan American Union, for who
more than he has been responsible for drawing the
American Republics closer together?28

That these cultural projects were small scale is
certainly pointed out by the amount of money originally
appropriated for their use. For 1938-1939 the Inter-
departmental Committee was allotted $370,500 and the
Division of Cultural Relations $28,000 mainly for salaries.
It would take until 1940 for Congress to appropriate the
small amount of $69,000 for the interchange of students

and professors between the United States and Latin

28Quotad in ibid., p. 35. The diplomat's name
was not mentioned.
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lxmex:ica.z9 Despite the small scope of the program
something was being done for the first time. Cultural
relations never were nearly as important as economic or
military matters but they did accentuate a much needed
part of overall diplomacy.

In the late summer of 1938, European affairs again
occupied the center of the American stage. It was apparent
that Hitler was not satisfied with Austria and now wanted
to "liberate" the Sudetenland Germans from Czechoslovakia.
With Europe heating up Roosevelt was especially concerned
with hemispheric solidarity. Consequently, in an address
at Kingston, Ontario on August 18, 1938 he pledged that
the United States would not "stand idly by if domination
of Canadian soil is threatened by any other Empire."

While this pledge specifically dealt with Canadian rela-
tions, it was clearly a forerunner to the hemisphere

neutrality zone that was announced once war broke out in
September, 1939. The United States was working towards
an inter-American continental guarantee in the summer of
1938 but feared that a hurried action would alienate the

latin Americans.>°

29Ibid., p. 27; Guerrant, p. 118,

3°M. LeHand to Fulton Oursler, August 27, 1938 in
President's Personal File 2993, Franklin Roosevelt Papers,
Hyde Park, New York.
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The Munich crisis in late September, 1938, despite
| its apparent settlement by appeasement, was the turning
point in United States foreign policy. In an interview in
nid-October Roosevelt said "all signs point here" meaning
the United States was going to concentrate on hemispheric
affairs, especially defense. Since the United States
already had close ties with Canada, Roosevelt looked for-
ward to the forthcoming regularly scheduled Lima Confer-
ence, He hoped that it would adopt a hemispheric foreign
policy which would keep the Western Hemisphere safe from
Europe's troubles.3l

Roosevelt received increased public support after
he announced his intention to concentrate on hemispheric
defense. This was something that even his greatest
foreign policy foes could agree upon. Soon afterwards a
more realistic foreign policy began to be discussed.
These discussions culminated at a conference of Roosevelt's
major advisors held on November 14, 1938. The main reason
for the conference was the realization that technical
deVelepments in air power posed a threat to the United
States., It was pointed out to the President that, if the

Axis controlled any bases in the Western Hemisphere, they

3]‘Joseph Alsop and Robert Kintner, American White
p&& (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1940)7 pp. 6, ;
Conn and Fairchild, pp. 3, 5; Anne O'Hare McCormick, "As
ie Sees Himself," New York Times Magazine, October 16,
38,







34

could menace the United States. This conclusion led
Roosevelt to call for a rapid increase in air strength.
The immediate goal was an Army air force of ten thousand
planes and an aircraft productive capacity of ten thousand
planes a year. He also emphasized that national defense
and continental defense were one and the same.32

This new policy of hemispheric defense focused
United States attention on Northeast Brazil because it was
the most isolated and vulnerable spot in the hemisphere.
Any enemy that controlled this area would threaten both
the Caribbean defenses and the most heavily populated and
developed area in South America. Consequently it was soon
to become the keystone in the United States plans for the
defense of the continent.33

On November 15, 1938 President Roosevelt made
Public his exact feelings on continental solidarity. He
said that the United S