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PREFACE . R o

Very few people realize the significance and the
importance of the Island of Yap as a station for modern
communication* Although there are books, periodicals,
pamphlets, and newspapers dealing with the controversy
between the Dnited states and Japan regarding the inland,
but little has been done to present a coherent and continu-
ous narrative of the whole question and Its solution. It
is the purpose of this thesis to present the factors which
caused the controversy between the United States and Japan
and the methods used to relieve the tense situation and
thus prevent international complications. For the contro-
versy over Yap was intensified by a large number of other
factors whloh In the early poet war years made it appear
that "war was in the air." Among these may be mentioned
the question over Japanese Immigration, naval rivalry in
the Paolflo, and the challenge by the United States of
Japan's contention that ahe had paramount interests on the
Asiatic mainland.

The principal source material used was found in the
Department of State's publications, Papers Relating, to the
Foreign Relations of the United States, in the Congressional

Record of 1919 and 1922, and in the New York Times.

R. 1. L.
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CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION

The lIsland of Yap, or Jap as It is spelled on some
pre-war maps, is a part of tha widely scattered archipelago
of the Caroline Islands. These islands are situated wuouth
of Japan and north of the equator in the Paolflo Ooean,
about 500 miles southwest of Guam, and about 1200 miles east
of the Philippine Islands on the direct route between Ban

Francisco and Manila.®
The Caroline Islands comprise about five hundred forty-
nineg Islands and Islets, many of which are mere coral reefs
elevated a little above the ocean. Among the more important
Islands are Yap, Pelew or Palau, Ponape, Truk and Kusale,
all of which are volcanic, well watered, and very fertile.
What Is termed the island of Yap is, In truth, composed
of a small group of three or four Islands located in latitude
90° 32 North and longitude 138° 08* Sast and measuring
about twenty miles In length and ten miles in breadth. The
group Is surrounded by a coral reef which extends from one
half to one and a half miles off the prominent points with
the exoeption of the southern extremity, where it projects
into the sea for about two miles. This reef measures about
T~ Samuel Flagg Bemia, "The Yap Controversy,” The Paolflo
Review, Il (Sept. 1921), 308. Hereafter cited as Henis,
‘'stfhe Yap Controversy."”
2. R. V. Robaon, oomp. and ed.. The Pacific Islands Yearbook,

1935-6 (Sydney, 1935), p. 74. Hereafter cited as Robson,
The Paoiflo Islands Yearbook. 1935.



fifteen miles across in a northeastern and southwestorn
direction aid about four and a half miles in breadth aa
It tapers southward.

Tonil Harbor, the main part of entry, is located in the
southeastern part of the island. The entrance iB through
the reef and is about 100 yards vide between the three fathoms
(5.5m) underwater oontour lines. The channel widens within
the .eef and provides e safe anchorage with good holding
grounds in depths of from twelve to twenty fathoms (21.9m to
36.6m).3 It is nearly three miles in length. About 1200
yards within the entrance, enoharage is prohibited in order
to prevent damage to the telegraph ochble.

Yap island is traversed by a ridge of hills reaching
an elevation of about one thousand fifty feet above sea
level in the northern part and has a deeply Indented shore-
line. The island has a moderately tropical sea olioste with
northeast trade winds from th« and of November to the earl ler
part of May. Occasional typhoons occur in the islands. The
rainy season begins in June and ends in November, when there
falls seventy-nine and a half inches or sixty-two per cent
of the year’s total.*

The natural resources of the island include luxuriant
forests of oooonut and areoa palms, orotona, and bamboos.
The soli is quite fertile, and agriculture is probably the
moat important Industry carried on by the natives. A great
3. Paoiflo Islands Pilot: Western Groups. H. 0. no. 165

(Washington, D. C., 1928), I, 695.
4. Ibid., p. 698.



abundance of coconut, sweet potatoes, giant taro, various
varieties of yams, breadfruit, tropical almond, melonB ,
bananas, sugar cane, and vegetables is to be found. Copra,
the dried oooonut kernel, is exported by the English traders
who live in the islands and who long enjoyed a virtual
monopoly. The important timber of the island is the voi. with
a wood resembling mohogany. Fishing, another Industry in
which the natives engage, merely provides food for home
consumption.

Histcr ioally, the Caroline Islands were discovered by
the Portuguese about 1527. In 1666 Spain mad®© formal annex-
ation of tbese islands together with the Mariannes, which
were discovered in 1521 by the Spaniards themselves, and the
Marshall Islands which were also discovered in 1529 by one
of their navigators, Alvaro de Saavedra. This step was taken
because of the Spanish traffic with the Philippines, whioh
are located in the same latitude. But little interest in the
Carolines was shown by Soain, after the failure of missionary
attempts in the eighteenth century, until August, 1RC5, when
the German flag was hoisted on the island of Yap in the West-
ern Carolines. Between 1666 and 1086 the thickly populated
islands, rionly furnished with natural reeources, beoune the
happy hunting ground for a great many adventurers, enterpris-
ing traders, and wandering navigutors.

It was during the latter half of the nineteenth century
that the newly consolidated German Empire, pushing into the

South oeas, became exceedingly interested in the strategic



and potential value of both the Carolines and the Marshalls.
Spain protected violently against the German occupation of
the Islands and the sharp dispute was finally referred to
the Pope as arbiter. He decided In favor of Spain, but gave
special trading privileges to Germany.5 With the rapid growth
of German influence i\r1 the islands, negotiations for the
transfer of the islands to Germany beoame a serious inter-
national affair in the nineties* Finally on February 12,
1699, a treaty was oonoluded .by whloh Spain, having lost
the Philippines to the United states, oeded the three groups
of islands-—Carolines, Marshalls, and Mariannes to Germany
for a payment of t840,000 or $3,300,000.6

The Germans carried out their vigorous colonization
polloy in the islands and nmde rapid eoonomlo progress. But
iamedlately after the World War broke out in 1914, Japan took
possession of the islands with an expeditionary force and la
now administering them nominally under a mandate from the

7
league of Nations.

The island of Tap became the seat of government for the
Western Carolines, Pelew, and Marianne Islands. The popula-
tion of Tap in 1932 numbered approximately 6,185 natives,

299 Japanese, and 10 other foreigners. The population statis-
tics for the Caroline Islands together with the Marshall and

Marianne groups under the Japanese Mandate for the period 1920

5~ Robson, The Pailflc Islands Yearbook, 1935-6, p.79.

6. Encyclopedia ~uarioana (New York, 1937), V, 648.

7. Poroy s. Allen, ed., Htewart's Handbook of the PaolfAo_
Islands. 1922 (Sydney, 1922), pp. 467-469.
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to 1932 have been as follows:

1920 1925 1927 1930 1932

Japanese............. 3,671 7,430 8,677 19,938 28,291
Chamorroe......cccoe.ee. 2,824 2,933 3,022 3,100 3,500
Kanakas......cccoeenee 45,631 45,845 45,783 46,595 46,569
Foreigners........ 46 66 83 95 97
Total 52,222 56,294 57,555 59,623 78,457

The natives of the islands, who are a part of the Malay
raoe, or a mixture of the Dravidian and the Polynesian races,
are divided into tribal groups. They are characterized as
generally, or for the most part, peaoeful, lazy, apathetic,
included to be hospitable but not particularly oordial to
strangers, and irresponsible*

The original costumes of the natives ere still worn to-
day and indicate that the people have successfully resisted
foreign Influenoe. The natives indulge in their oeremonial
dances during their feasts, have village dub houses or atone-
money houses, and community houses*

kxoept for its strategic location as a cable station,
ti» island is of little importance. Before taking up the
main issue of the Yap controversy, we may oonsider briefly
the cable systems involved in tbs international disagreement.
81 Robson, 7aolfio Islands Yearbook. 1935, p. 79.

9. F. W. Christian, The Caroline Is~n.s (London, 1899),
passim.
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Prior to the World War the s?Btem of the Japanese
government-owned lines extended from Sakhalin in the north
to Formosa in the soulh. From Nagasaki the government cables
reached out to Shanghai, China, Port Arthur, ai d Korea.
Another line also conneoted Jan&n with northern Korea. From
Kagoshima on the northern end of Kyushu, a cable ran by way
of the Nansel Islands to Formosa. To complete the picture,

a cable Joined Tokyo to the Bonin Islands, at whioh point
connection was made with the line of the Commercia-t Pacific
Cable Company. Frequent floods, earthquakes, and typhoons
have caused serious disturbances and interruptions to the
service of the Japanese lines at various places.

Germany in developing a comprehensive system of commu-
nication before the war laid cables radiating from Yap, which
is Juet west of the American island of Guam in the Marianne
group. One of these cables ran to Shanghai, another to Menado
(Celebes) in the Dutch East Indies, and the third to ne <rby
Guam, where connection was made with the main lines of the
Commercial Pacific Company the ¢»an Franci sco-Honolulu-Guam-
iianila-ohunghai oonneotion. In oase of interruption or dis-
order these German oables served as alternate dispatch routes
to the Commercial Pacifio Cable Company.

At the outbreak of the World Tar, Japan seized the island
of Yap and the oables were confiscated and sealed ftr years
lo. Leslie Bennett Tribolet, The Intern tional .“8.-»ota of

Electrical Coraaunloptions In the Paolflc ~rea (Baltimore,

1929), p. 2(3.. Hereafter cited as Tribolet, International
Aspects of Eleotrloal CommunlOL tion in the Pacifio area.



after the war in spite of the dire need far ooaaunicutlon
facilities with the far Seat and the inconvenience and de-
triment to the commercial trafflo between the United otatea
and China and Manila. 1In case of any disconnection in the
iuaerioen catue line via ifenila which necessitated a change

in route from Yap to Asia by way of Japan, American erabarr jss-
ment at having diplomatic or oonmerclal messages to China
diverted under a possible Japanese censorship became quite
obvious.

The island cf Yap is a point of intersection for the
American trans-Paclflc Cable system of oormunlcation and Is
vitally important to the United states both in time of peace
and of war. It is on the direct route of naval ooxxtunicution
between Honolulu and Manila, an essential line between the
United ;states and ita far Kastern possessions. However, Yap
la no more inr-ortant in this respect than many of the islands
recently placed under Japanese Mandate. Als& t all at these
numerous isles would make excellent submarine buses far a
fleet operating against American transports or battleships
engaged in a Paolflo Jar. The essential value of the island
of Yap is "its existence as a cable station and its relation
to the larger aspects of the international politics of the
Pacific and to the prestige and honor of American foreign
poiloy.”12
11. Tribolet, International Aspects of Kleetrio al Co ;munic tlore

in the acific *roa. p. 261.
12. Benls, 'The Yap Controversyp. 3009.



Before the United Jtates and Japan came into conflict
over allocation of the island of Yap, several diplomatic
disagreements regarded as involving national honor, and
therefore detrimental to friendly relations, had occurred at
various intervals, at the oloee of the Husso-Japanese War a
definite change in the attitude aod relations between the two
nations, from friendship and confidence to suspicion and dis-
trust, became very evident.

After Husain'a defeat, Japan was able to take her plaoe
among the great powers on the Asiatic raainiand, and began to
seek a dominant position in the development of China. In the
readjustment of Russian Interests in £outh Manotiuria the
American business men in the Far Fast sent urgent complaints
to the 5tate Department concerning the Japanese fallure to
observe the Open Door Polloy. a diplomatic note was dispatched
by the American Government on February 81, 1906, suggesting
the maintenance of absolute equality in trade in Manchuria by
the Japanese Government and hinting in the moat polite terms,
"that unauthorized subordinates may be falling to execute the
purpose of the Government of Japan."io Japan'b reply on March
15, 1906, to the American note maintained that she was unaware
of any discrimination against the Americans in Manchuria.

13. Root to Huntington Wilson (Charge in Japan), Feb. 81, 1906;

Wilson to Marquis ¢ialonji (Minister of Foreign A ffairs),

Mar. 28, 1906, Papers Relating to the Foreign Relatlona

of the United states. Ih06 (Jaahington, 1909), I, 170-171,

1~5. Hereafter ci ted as Foreign RelatloiB . Jee also

Foster Rhea Dulles, Forty Years of Amerioan-Japanese Re-
lutlona (New York, 1937), p. 74.



¢he also made It known that bar government bad decided to
enforce vigorously the Open floor Policy,14 In spite of
tills assurance, the Japanese "were carefully closing It
in practice."n'*

A more i;omeiiate controversy involving the defense of
Japanese national pride, honor, and dignity arose In the
United ¢States In 1906. for several yeirs a strong anti-
Japanese feeling arose from the immigration problem which
had been agitating the Pacific Coast, especially California.
Jince 1900 a steady influx of Japanese ooolie labor had
created a possible menace to American standards of living and
institutions. Newspapor discussions and political agitation
made sensational Issue of the Oriental problem.

Diplomatic protests b gan with the order Issued by the
ian Pranoisoo school board in 1906 which barred all children
of Oriental parentage from the public schools and segregated
then In a special institution. This act of discrimination
was considered an unwarranted insult to Japan's national pride
and honor. Consequently, Japan sent an Inaedlate and vehement
protest to the American Government and this resulted In the

signing of the famous "Gentlemen's -agreement” in 1908.2'6

IT! «llson to Root, March 15, 1906; Wilson to Root, ~pril 5,
1906, forelgn Belatlona. 1906, I, 171-172; 177-178.

15. Dulles, forty Tears of ;me ioan-Japanese Relatlons.
. 75.

16. ¢ee T. A. Bailey, Theodore Roosevelt and the Jananese-
Amerloan Grises (Stanford Unlve Blty, Gu”ifornia, 1934),
pp. 28-192.
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This understanding oontemplatea that the Japanese
Government shall issue passports to continental United
States only to such of its subjects as are non-laborers
or are laborers who, in coning to the Continent, seek
to resume a formerly acquired domicile, to join a parent,
wife, or children residing there, or to assume active
control of an already possessed interest In a farming
enterprise in this country.17

In other words, by the Gentlemen's Agreement Japan
un.ertook to settle the immigration problem without injury
to her national pride by issuing passports only to certain
types of her citizens. Despite the Gentlemen's Agreement
the Japanese-Amerlcan population increased steadily. This
was traceable to the system of pioture marriages by which a
"Japanese, while remaining far from home, could marry his
bride by proxy, with the assistance of a mutual exchange
of photographs, thus making her his ‘'wife' and eligible
to come to Amerioa."18

This system was brought to an end by a ruling of the
Department of Labor which declared illegal the entry of the
"picture bride" into the United ;i tatea after April 22, 1922.
This ruling was transferred in a memorandum to the Japanese
Embassy by the Department of State, July 17, 1922:

...in regard to a recent ruling of the Department of

Labor to the effect that the ao-oalled ‘'pioture

marriages* is illegal in the light of the i migration

laws of the United States, the Department of ;tate has
been informed that the Department of Labor, under date

17. Rodman W. Paul, The abrogation of the Gentlemen's ag: ee-
ibnt (LSass., 1936, , p. 10. Citing Annual Heport of the
Cocual3Sloner-General of liamlgratlon. 1908 (Washington,
1900), pp. 125-126.

18. 1bid.
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of April 22, 1922, promulgated a decision in the
principle involved in the recognition of the so-
called 'proxy marriages,” or marriages performed
where one of the principals is in the United -States
and the other in a foreign country, and it has
held that suoii marriages can not be recognized as
valid for purposes of our immigration laws. This
ruling, the Department of ;State understands, is
applicable to all races and nationalities.l*

A census of the Japanese population in 1920 revealed
an Inorease of nearly 39,000 over the number of Japanese
coming to the United states sinoe 1910« This was owing to
the immigration of young women under the picture marriage
system and to the consequent high birth rate among the
Japanese in America.

The World War created among the American citizens a
sudden change of feeling toward the immigration problem,
especially the Oriental type of immigrant who was regarded
as the most dangerous and was ineligible for naturalization.
Demands for national regulation arose throughout the country
and became an important issue at Washington, D. G. Finally,
the advocates of the exoluslon program successfully secured
the passage of the | migration Aot of 1924 which excluded
all '"aliens ineligible for citizenship,"20 and ended the
Gentlemen'o Agreement. This caused a deeper resentment among
the Japanese.

Another measure which iiTltated the Japanese was the

passage of the California land laws of 1913 and 1920, itiloh

19. The Department of State to the Japanese -umbaesy, July 17,

1922, Foreign Relations. 11, 604.
20. The statutes at Large of the United States of “~merlca.
From December, 19'i3 to Maroh,"T9257 XLIIlI, Pt. | [Tash-

ington, 1935), 153.



denied certain privileges to aliens incapable of becoming
United .States citizens. Sinoe all members of the yellow
races were included as aliens, legislative discriminations
actually aimed at the Japanese were made against all
Orientals on a basis which was consistent with the naturall-

21
zatlon laws. ]

Such were some of the misunderstandings and irritations
which caused resentment and strained relations between the
two nutions prior to the Tap controversy. But more serious
was the challenge of the United otates to what Japan con-
sidered as her paramount rights and interests on the -~slatlo
mainland. Her twenty-one demands on China in 1915 were
challenged by the United states, and Japan, in the so-called
Lansing-Ishii Agreement, attempted In vain to secure recog-
nition of what she regarded as her paramount interests---—--
which would have meant a free hand in Asia. But Woodrow
Wilson would have none of it. He joined the Allied inter-
vention in Blberla partly, at least, in an attempt to prevent
permanent Japanese occupation. He fathered a new banking
consortium of four powers hoping that in this way he oould
halt the Japanese intention of becoming China's sole creditor.
And finally both before and at the Peace Conference he did
his best to secure the restoration of Shantung to China.

It is enlightening thnt in the United States there appeared
aiT. Hodman, The Abrogation of the Gentlemen's -ogreeinent,

citing footnote 2, p. 13, Revised Statutes of the United
states (2nd ed., 1678), p. 380, Aitle XXt, Section 2169.



at th,8 time books with the following titles: The Menace
of Japan: The Hew Japanese .eril; *>131lng Japan; Must M
fight Japan. “n< under President Uarding the TlJnlted Jtates
appeared aoro detemlned than ever before to restrain
Japan frora completely upsetting the balance of pcwer in

jastern Asia.



CHAPTER 11
THE CONTROVERSY

While the European nations were engaged in the earlier
stages of the war, Japan oooupied the German islands north
of the equator, including the island of Yap. By a secret
agreement with Great Britain in 1917 Japan was to lay olaim,
in ease of Germany’s defeat, to all the former German pos-
sessions north of the equator in return for the recognition
of the British claims to those Islands south of the equator.
On February 16, 1917, Great Britain, followed on March 3
by Prance and on Maroh 21 by Russia, agreed to confer upon
Japan her claims made in the secret paot. This arrange-
ment was made prior to the entrance of the United states in-
to the war and also before the idea of mandates was advanced
by any nation.2

The United States joined the Allied Powers April 6, 1917,
and at the end of the war it advanced the mandate theory.
This principle was accepted by the Allies ana adopted at the
XT British Ambassador to Japanese Foreign Minister, Feb. 16,

1917, John V. A. Mnclfurray, ed., Treaties and agreements

with and Conoerning China, 1894-191 (Tfow York, 1921),

I, IT5?;, H W. V.Temperiey, * History of the Peace Con-

ference (London, 1924), Vi, 6.54-637. See also Alfred
1. P. Dennis, The ~nglo-Japanese Alliance (Berkeley, 1923),

. 47,
2. supole.ient to the Aiita-loan Journal of International Law
(New York, X919T7 X IIl, 137-138. See also *uinoy Wright,

Mandates under the League of Nations (Cuicago, 1950},
pp. 36-48, and aaronM. Maraallth. The Interrational
Mandates (Baltimore, 1930), pp. 35-00, 93-123.
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Peace Conference in April, 1919« It was later embodied in
Article 22 of the Covenant of the League of Nations which
contained the following provisions:

l« To those colonies and territories whloh as a
oonsequence of the late war ceased to be under the
sovereignty of the ¢»tates whloh ibrmerly governed them
and whloh are inhabited by peoples not yet. able to
stand by themselves under the strenuous conditions
of the modern world, there should be applied the prin-
ciple that the well-being and development of suoh
peoples from a sacred trust of civilisation and that
securities for the performance of this trust should
be anbodied in this Covenant..

2. The best method of giving practioal effect
to this principle is that the tutelage of suoh peoples
should be entrusted to advanced nations who by reason
of their resources, their experiences, or their geo-
graphical position can best undertake their responsi-
bility, and who are willing to aocept it, and that
this tutelage should be exercised by them as mandatorles
on behalf of the League.

3. The character of the mandate must differ
according to the stage of the development of the people,
the geographical situation of the territory, its eco-
nomic conditions and other similar olrcumstances.

7. In every case of mandate, the Uandatory shall
render to the Counoll an annual report in reference
to the territory committed to its charge.
8. The degree of authority, oontrol, or adminis-
tration to be exercised by the Mandatory shall, if
not previously agreed upon by the members of the la -gue,
be explicitly defined in eaoh case by the Council.3
Gat many, in accordance with the terms of the peace treaty,
had renounced all her former possessions together with her
cables to the five prinoipal Allied and Associated Powers.
On May 7, 1919, the Coinoil of Four, with President
Wilson participating, bad allocated the former 0O« man islands
in the Pacific north of the egvmtar to Japan as a mandatory
power. Among these was the island of Tap whloh, on account

3. Judith Jaokson and Stephen King-Hall, The League Yearbook
1932 {New York, 1932), pp. 13-14.
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of Its strategic an commercial value to the United -tt tos,
was drawn to the President's attention by his nuval and
communiontlon experts at Paris « Prior to this time, the
President p according to his statenant before the ¢senate
Committee on Foreign Relations August 19» 1919, had never
heard of this island..4* The experts also pointed out to him
that the granting of the Mandate, of whloh Tap was a pert,
to a naval rival would menace the seourlty of the neigh-
boring American possessions because the Islands could be
easily fortified and used as naval bases operating against
American Interests. Furthermore, Tap lay in the direct route
of communication between the Hawaiian Islands and the Philip-
pines via Wake and Guam, and It represented a distributing
oenter of important oahle llnea whloh were neeenanry to
assure uninterrupted eervloe between the United 3tates and
the Far Aaat. Therefore, the internatlcnalizatlon of tbs
Island was vitally necessary. Aetlng upon this advice,
President Wilson and his Jeoretary of State, Lansing, insist-
ed unon the Internationalization of tne 1*land of Tsp on at
least three recorded occasions previous to the decision of
the Counoll dated May 7, 1919.
On April 21 at a seeting of President Wilson,
lie .ars. Lloyd George and Cleaenoeau, the President,

In reporting his conversation with the Japanese
delegates Baron tiafcino and Count Chindu of that

Tl "Herings on the Treaty of Peaoe with Germany,” 1919,
Jenulu Joes., 60 Cong., 1 ssss., no. 106, pp. &OL-LOG.
Hereafter cited as Jenate ~ooanenta. 60 Cong., 1 seas.,
no. To6.
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morning, stated that it had been understood that
Japan was to have a mandate far the islands in the
north Pacific altho he had made a reserve in the
ease of the island of Yap, which he considered
should be international.»

At a meeting of the far elgn Ministers held on April
30, 1919, in a discission relating to cables, Laneing
stated that he would like to dlsouss that revelant ques-
tion at a future date. He expressed the view that "in
the Interests of cable communications It would be desir-
able that the Island of Yap be internationalized and
administered by an Int rnational oo mission in control
of cable lines." He suggested that it was not neoessary
for all the islands to have the some status but that the
islqnd of Yap should constitute a special case.

On May 1, at a meeting held in the room of the French
Foreign Minister, Stephen Pinchdn, President Wilson again
emphasized the fact that Yap, being a radiating oenter of
oable comuniéntion for the north Paoiflc, should not be
controlled by one power. In discussing the allotment of
mandates on May 6, Ur. Lloyd Gearge expressed his under-
standing that Japan should receive certain islands north
of the equatcr in a mandate, recording to the minutes of
the meeting President Wilson "consented In principle to
this, with respect to mandates, the policy of the open
door would have to be applied, and that there must be equal

Norman H. Davis to Ambassador John W. Davie, Deo. 4,

1920, Foreign Belations. 1921, 11, 265.
6. Ibid.



opportunities for the trade and commerce of the other
members of the League*" According to the minutes of the
meeting, Tap was not dlsoussed in connection with the
decision on May 7t 1919, to mandate to Japan the ¢(er. an
Islands in the Pacific north of the equator.7 On this
date the controversy over the island of Yap had its be-
ginning.

On August 9, 1919, President Wilson, on being question-
ed concerning the status of Tap, gave the following testi-
mony to the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations at the
White House:

TILS CHAIRMAN. Qjenator LodgO . Going now on-
to another question,as | understand the tre ty the
overseas possessions of Germany are all nede over
to the five principal allied and associated powers,
who apparently, as far as the treaty goes, have power
to make disposition of them, | suppose by way of mandate
or otherwise. Among those overseas possessions ore
the Lairone Islands, except Guam, the Carolines, and,

I think, the Marshall Islands. Has there been any
reoommendatlon made by our naval authorities in re-
gard to the importance of our having an Island there,
not for territorial purposes, but for naval purposes?

THE PRESIDENT. There was a paper on that sub-
ject, Senator, which has been published. | only
partially remember it. It was a papesr laying out the
general necessities of our naval policy in the Pacific»
and the necessity of having some base ibr oonmunicution
upon those islands was mentioned, just In ffcat form I
do not remember. But let me say this, there is a
little island which I must admit | had not heard of
before.

SENATOR WILLIAMS. The island of Yap?

THE PRESIDENT. Tap. It 1b one of the bases and
oenters of cable and radio oonmunication on the Pacific,
and | made the point that tbs disposition, or rather
the control of that Island should be reserved for the
general conference whloh is to be held in regard to
the ownership and operation of the cables. Th t

7. N. H. Davis to J. W. Davis, Deo. 4, 1920, Foreign
Relations. 1921, 11, 265-268.
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subject is mentioned and disposed of in this treaty
and that general cable conference is to be hend =

THE CH7IRIIaN. | had understood, or 1 had heard
the report that our General Board of the Navy Depart-
ment and our Chief of Operations,had reoolLraended
that we should have a footing there, primarily in order
to secure cable oonmunloatlona.

THE PRESIDENT* | think you are right, sir.

THE CHAIRMAN* That we are litely to be cut off
from cable oommunioation—-that is, th t the cables
were likely to pass entirely into other hands unless
we had some station there, and It seemed to me a matter
of such importance that | asked the question.

1 wish to ask thla further guestion; There was a
secret treaty between England and Japan in regard to
Shantung; and in the correspondence with the British
ambassador at Tokyo, when announcing the aoqulesoenoe
of Great Britain in Japan's having the German rights
in Shantung, the British ambassador added:

"It is, of course, wunderstood th jt we are to have
the islands south of the Equator and Japan to havethe
islands north of the -Squator.”

If it should seem necessary far the safety of
dommunloation for this oountry that we should have a
oable station there, would that aeoret treaty interfere
with it?

TPE PRESIDENT. | think not, sir, in view of tte
stipulation that | made with r«gprd to the question of
construction of this oable convention. Tbat note of the
British ambassador was a part of the diplomatic corre-
spondence covering that subjeot.

THE CHalRMaN. That was what | understood*

JENaTOR MXSB. Was the stipulation that that should
be reserved for the consideration of the cable conference
a formally signed protocol?

THE PRESIDENT* No; It was not a formally signed
protocol, but we had a prolonged and interesting dis-
cussion on the subjeot, and nobody has any doubt as to
what was agreed upon.

THE CHAIRMAN. | ask the question because it seemed
to me a matter of great importance.

THE PR SIDENT. Yes; it |Is.

THE GHalR-UN* as a matter of self-proteotl on, it
seemed on the face of it that the treaty would give the
five principal allied and associated powers the authority
to make such disposition aa they saw fit of those islands,
but I did not know whether the secret treaty would thwart
that purpose. | have no further questions to ask, Mr.
President.

Jenatq .Poos.. 66 Cong., 1 sess., no. 106, pp. 505-506;
Norman H. Davis to John #. Davis, Deo. 4, 1920, foreign
Relations. 1921, Il, 207. Jee also Bemis, "The Yap Con-
troversy, "pp. 318-319.



The President also indicated that no definite agree-
ment for the final disposition of all the islands north
of the equator had been reached beoause of the Japanese
objections to the draft mandate covering the ex-German
islands north of the equator whioh was submitted to the
meeting of the Heads of Delegations on December 24, 1919.
5ince the terms of the mandate had neither been aooepted
by Japan nor approved by the principal interested powers
of the League of Nations,
it would appear that until the island is accepted
under mandate upon the terms approved by the powers
concerned the status of temporary occupation must
exist, which, in the eirouastanoes, does not signify
a vested Interest in the island, and which admits
of present determination of the condition or terms
of authority, control and adminlstr tion.
Regarding the minutes of the meeting held on May 7,
no record of any discussion in respect to mandates was made,
but the memorandum merely stated that "the following deci-
sions were reached.” The faot that such a decision had
been published erroneously would not validate it beoause
"this Government” had not been aware of any changes in the
decision of May 6. The President, as he recollected, "was
certain he had agreed to no varlanoe of the original pro-
position."~0 Therefore, he understood that it was generally
agreed that the island of Yap had been exempted from the
%~ N. H. Davis to J. W. Davis, Deoember 4, 1920, Foreign
Relations. 1921, 11, 267.
10. oenate Documents, 66 Cong., 1 sess., no. 106, pp. 505-506

N. H. Davis to J. W. Davis, Deo. 14, 1920, Foreign
Relations. 1921, 11l, 266.
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mandate and reserved far future disposal In oonneotion
with the consideration of cable communlo.tl ons.

Nothing more was heard of the natter until the spring
of 1920 when preparations were being made by the United
states Departaent of tttete for the proposed conference on
international electrical oonnunicatlons which had been
deferred to a later date at the Peaoe Conference."l The
interest in Tap was once Bore revived, especially by the
Dutoh Government, which became apprehensive of the Japa-
nese oontrol of the cable line from dan Francisco to the
Dutoh East In lies via Tap. In a memorandum to the Depart-
ment of State dated March 25, 1920, the Minister of the
Dutoh Government emphasized that it was of vital importance
that the above-mentioned cable system be controlled by the
two powers, the Netherlands and the United States, and that
the mandate of Yhp should not be given to a third power.

The Chinese Government was similarly apprehensive
and urged the American Government to seek oontrol of the
Tap-Shanghal cable. A memorandum of the conversation
with the Chinese Counsellor of the Legation by the assist-
ant Chief of the Far Eastern Division August 9, 1920, express
ed the desire of the Chinese Government In the following
wards:

11. Foreign Relations, 1920, 1, 132-168.
12. Ibid.. pp. 115-1Ift; 132-134.



...it (3he Chinese Govurn”jent] would be quite
satisfied to see the Yap-Shanghai cable allooated

to the American Governnent but that It would be a

great disappointment to China If the Japanese

were to obtain this cable inasmuch as It would be

another link: in the efforts of Japan to entirely

oontrol.the communication service into and out of

China.

American business circles were also concurned over
the great Importance of controlling the oahle stations
in Yap. The Ame loan Asiatic Association, representing
the Amerloan Interests in the Far East, stated in its
resolution to the President and to the (senate that it
was of

supreme importance to the ooameroial Interests of

the United states of the possession of sovereignty

over the island of Yap, so that the cable system
radiating from Guam should be subjeot to no

Interruption of control, and its development be

made possible on the lines best fitted to Insvre

economy and efficiency of service.

In voicing the sentiments of these interests in a
letter to Senator Lodge, John Foord, seoretary to the
executive committee of the American Asiatic associt tion,
made the staten&nt th.-t ’some action ought to be takf.n
to prevent so inopportune a bestowal of one of the man-
dates far the former German islands in the Pacific.*™4

A preliminary conference on inturnational electrical
oo anunioatlon was held at Washington, D. C., October 8 to
December 14, 1920. The preparation of the agenda as well
15~  Fojrelta Hexations, 1920, X, 126-127.

14. Congressional Record. 66 Cong., 2 sess., pp. 4677-4678.

See also Eleanor Tupper and George E. MoReynolda, Junan

in American Public Opinion (New York, 1937), pp. 151-154.
15. Forelgn Relations, 1920, I, 132-160.
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as the opening sessions of the conference reawakened
the American Interest in Tap. This led the Department
of State to revive the olalms raised by President Wilson
at the Peace Conference. Thus, starting on November 9,
192D, about a year and a half after the Council of Four
had mandated the former German islands to Japan, the
United States began a s ries of correspondence with the
Couno | of the League to Bet forth its claims.

Simultaneously, the American Secretary of State,
Balnbrldge Colby, forwarded instructions to the United
States Ambassador to Great Britain, John W. Davis, to
remind the British Government that the United States had
reserved the right to participate in the final disposal of
Tap, and that it had clearly understood that the island
had not been included in the Japanese .Andate of May 7, 1919.16
The British Government rejected the Anerioan contentions
because, it claimed, there was no written record of the
exolusion of Tap from the above mandate, and that the mandate
had been formally approved by the Council on December 17, 1920.

Therefore, it sal no reason for the United states to oontest

the right of Japan to oontrol Tap as sole mandatary.17

According to Leslie B. Tribolet*s18 suggestion, Great Britain's

16. Foreign Reiatlona. 1921, IX, 263.

17. Ibid., pp. 263-264.

18. Secretary of Convention Committee of the American dele-
gates to the International Radiotelegraphic Conference
in Washington during the fall of 1927 and autuor of
The Internatl onal Asneeta of Kleotric al Communications
in the Paolflo Area.
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unwillingness to support the American clalras was due to

her desire to prevent American inroads on her cable monopoly
In the Pacific and the Far Kast, and that therefore she
followed the divide and rule tactlos of supporting the claims
of Japan.19 On the other hand, she had promised to support
Japan*s olalms to the Oerman islands north of the equator In
return for Japanese support of her cl ains to the German Is-
lands south of the eqgimtor, and therefore could not support
the amerloan claims.

JiImllar replies were also received from France end
Japan. Italy waa non-committal. Secretary Colby, who
succeeded Lansing toward the close of the Wilson adminis-
tration, and Seoretary Hughes, who took office in 1921,
tried vainly to rehabilitate the Tap reservation and received
no satisfaction in the matter. They maintained that the

knowledge of the President*s desires enjoined on the

other parties to the controverted decision the sanm
responsibilities as a condition precedent, tbat the
award of the German islands to Japan had not express-

ly included Tap; that its rejection of the Vers illee

Treaty and defaulted membership in the League did

not preclude the right of the United states to chare

in disposing of the spoils of a war that it had play-

ed such a decisive part in winning.

But Japan would not alter her stand. France merely suggest-

ed a settlement of the controversy be mode directly between

19. Whitney A. Griswold, The Far Eastern Folloy of the Ignited
otutea (New Tork, 1930)"," p. 267, citing TriboTet*s Ehe

International Aapoota of Eleotrioal Communloatlons
pp. 265-266.



the United states and Japan*20 But the United States tas
not content to attempt a settlement on this basla. Resent-
ment was keen over the fact that the one infinitesimal

piece of territory in which the United states was Interested
after the World (far was not only denied to her but that the

Powers even refused internationalization*

20. Colby to Davis, November 9, 1920; N- H. Davis to J. 1.
Davis, December 4, 1920, Foreign Relations, 1921, I1,
263-287 and I, 14-15, 52, 88, 90-9~, 95, 923, 966-967.
See also Griswold, Far Eastern Policy of the United
States, pp. 265-267.



CHAPTER I 11

THE UNITED STATES PROTESTS THE TAP MAID"NTE

On February 21, 1921, Secretary Colby, on behalf of
the United States, dispatched a formal note of protest
regarding the Tap Ifendate to the Council of the League
of Nations and requested the latter to reopen the question
for proper settlement.® The Ameriaan contentions formulated
in Colby's note were discussed by the members of the Council
in the strictest privacy and then sum rized for publication
in the following words:

The Government of the United States declares it
seizes the ocoaslon to send the Council of the League
a oopy of the note addressed to Earl Curzon, British
Minister, on November 20, 1920,2 setting forth in
detail the views of the United States on the respon-
sibilities of mandatory powers. A copy of that note
has been sent to the French and Italian Governments.

The United states Government draws the attention
of the Council to the requests made in that note that
the projects of manflates intended for the Society of
Nations, before they were submitted to the Council,
be communicated to the United otates Government, and
that it has precise indications of the prinoiple on
whioh the United States conditioned its approbation.

The United States Government has received the
text of tbe mandates attributed to the Emperor of
Japan over all former German lIslands situated in the
Pacific Ooean north of the equator, whioh text waa
approved by the Council of the League December 17,
in Geneva.

The United States Government declares it has
never given its consent that the Island of Tap be
included in territories subjeoted to the mandate of
Japan.

It recalls that it has already so informed the
Governmoits of Great Britain, France, Italy, and

Tl Colby to lallaoe (Ambassador to France), February 21, 1921,

Foreign Relatione . 1921, I, 89-92.
2. Coby to Curzon* (Brllish Decretory of State for Foreign
A ffairs), November 20, 1920, ibid.. 1920, Il, 669-673.

See also N. H. Davis to Wallace, December 1, 1920, ibid.,
p. 674.
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Jupan, informing then at the sane time that its

reservation rested upon the opinion that Tap

enters necessarily Into any project or system of

praotloal communication by oable in the Pacific,

and that no Power can limit or control Its use.

Consequently, the United states Government
Is m~ved to deolare respectfully that it cannot
regard Itself as bound by the terms of said mandate
and desires particularly that note be taken of its
protests against the decision of the League
Council of December 17 upon this question.

At the suae time It asks the Cou oil, whose
action resulted evidently from an Inexact repre-
sentation of the facts, to submit the question to
a new investigation whioh an equitable solution
requires*

The dlupatch of the note to the League asserting the
right of the United states to participate in the disposition
of the mandates under the League Covenant, gave rise to a
considerable amount of comment and inference among the
foreign newspapers. The Petit Paxlalen said, "some states-
men see in the note the possible reentry of the United
Dtates in the League*" Other more prudent ooresenta were
that President Wilson's term of office was nearing its end,
and the ¢(«publican Party had spoken too bfdly of thB League
to permit favorable reconsider tion of the matter In such
a short interval of time before the new administration was
inaugurated* It was suggested that if the United states
were given more tiie It might reoonsider and Join the League
of Nations.*

After the note of protest had been made public by

secretary Colby, the American press remarked that it was

3. Co*by to J. I. Davis, Nov. 17, 1920; Beil ICharge in Japan),
to Colby, Nov. 19, 1920, Pore ten Relations. 1921, 11,
203-264.

4. New York Times, Feb. 24, 1921.
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one of the strongest documents ever written by the out-
going administration in defense of American rights.
The note stated, most emphatically, the faot that

as one of the "Principal Allied and Assoo lated Powers"

the United states has an equal ooncern and an Insep-

arable interest with the other iTincipal Allied and

Associated Powers in the overseas possessions of

Germany, and ooneededly an equal voice in their

disposition, which it is respectfully submitted

cannot be undertaken or effectuated without its
assente
It also disclosed for the first time that prior to the
assignment of the mandate to Japan, in which the United
States had not been adequately consulted, the State
Department had sent a series of notes to the Prilnolpal
Allied Powers asserting Americans claims.

The fact that the United states had not been heard in
the granting of mandates was a challenge to the "validity"
of all decisions reached by the Powers disposing of the
Mesopotamian, Syrian, end Palestine mandates as well aB
that covering Tap and the Paolfio Islands. The American
insistence upon the publicity of mandates revealed that
the .allied Powers had already made mandate rules without
considering the United Ste- tes, and that the texts of the
mandates had never been submitted to the American Government,
which had to obtain them through other sources. The Govern-
ment of the United States also challenged the aocuraoy of
5* York Times. Feb. 20, 1921.

6. Colby to JTTT Davis, Nov. 9, 1920; Ambassador J. W. Davis

to If. H. Davis, Nov. 17, 1920; Bell to Davis, Nov. 19,

1020, Foreign Belatinns. 1921, 11, 263-264. Also see

Sforza (Italian Minisier of Foreign affairs) to Johnson
(Ambassador to Italy), Deo. 24, 1929, ibldm. p. 270.
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a statement made in the mandate to Japan that "the Prin-
cipal Allied and Associated Powers" had "agreed" to that
nendate by pointing out that the United states, whloh was
a Principal Associated Power, had never agreed to that
mandate, and had never agreed that Japan should have a
mandate over all the former German Islands in the Paoifio
lying north of the equatcr. 1t not only denied that the
United States had ever given its consent to the inclusion
of Tap in any proposed mandate to Japan, but, on tbe con-
trary, atuted that President Wilson particularly stipulated

that the question of the Tap disposition should be "re-
served for future consideration.” It insisted that Tap
constituted an Indispensable part of any scheme or practi-
cable system of oable communication in the Pacific, and that
ite free end unhampered use should not be limited or con-
trolled by any one power. The note reiterated
the principle that in establishing mandates the
victorious powers created trusts, and that before
a definition of the powers of the mandatories can
be binding there must be an agreement among all
the Interested nations, inoluding the United (it tea,
having authority to dsolars such definitions, the
authority deriving from the victory over the enemy
powers.
It was also stated that thia point of view held by the United
States had never been directly challenged by the Allied
Powers. The note to the Council of the League did not
deolure that the United otates would never recognize a

Japanese Maude te over Tap, but affirmed that the American



30

Government mould not reoognize the mandate In its present
form.7

The Council, in acknowledgment of the Colby note on
Jaroh 1, 1021,8 handed a conciliatory reply to the American
Ambassador at Paris, who, in turn, forwarded it to Wash-
ington. This was received by the (State Department on the
following day. The note conceded to the United States
the right of consultation in determining the mandates
which was its due as one of the "leading actors both in
the war and in the negotlationn for peaoe.” But, it also
deolared that the f&ot that the United States had "so far
abstained from ratifying the Peaoe Treaty and had not taken
its seat on the Council of the League” had brought about
a complicated situation. The Council had also taten several
decisions with regard to mandates, whloh it confidently
hoped would commend themselves to the American Government.
It had already determined on February 21, before the reoeipt
of the American note, to postpone the consideration of the
"A" Mandates far the former Turkish possessions Inoludlng
Mesopotamia, aid it was also deferring the "B" Mandates
until the next session, which would probably take plaoe in
May or June. The Bbunoll invited the United states to
participate in the discussions at this meeting When the
Tl CoTEy™to Wallaoe (Ambassador to France), Feb. 21, 1921,

Foreign Relations. 1921, I, 89-92,
8. Ourtoo D& Cmha ~President of tbe Counoil of the League

of Nations) to Colby, Mar. 1, 1921, Foreign Relations.
1921, 1, 93-95.
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final decisions for the "A* and "B" Mandates would be made.
Regarding the third olass of mandates, tbe "C" group
which included the farmer German possessions in South
Africa and the Pacific, the Council dodged the issue by
placing the responsibility of the actual allocation wupon
the Allied Supreme Council. It declared that the awarding
of all the mandated territories was a function of the Allied
Supreme Counoil, and that the league Council was concerned
only with the administration of these territories. Since
it had been notified in tbe name of the Allied and -associated
Power8 that all the islands north of tbe equator had been
mandated to Japan, the Council was merely fulfilling its
duty of defining the terms of ths mandate. Consequently,
if any misunderstanding existed as to the allocution of the
Island of Tap, that misunderstanding would seem to be among
the Pr inolpal Allied Powers rather tban between the United
States and the League. However, in view of the American
contention, the Council of the League had hastened to for-
ward the American note to the Governments of Great Britain,
Franoe, Italy, and Japan. The Council hoped that the ex-
planations would prove satisfactory to the American Govern-
ment, and tbat reciprocal goodwill would find a solution
in harmony with the generous spirit which Inspired the
principle of mandates.Q As quoted by Bemis, from tbe April
9T Guatao Da Cunha to Colby, liar. 1, 1921, Forelgn Relations.

1921, 1, 95. oee also Current History. JEV (1621},
103-104.
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2, 1921, number of Millard's Revlew: "this technicality
In it 8 admission takes the mandate power out of the
hands of the League, weakens Its functioning and gives
the United States even greater grounds for her present
aotion,*10

~fter President Harding was Inaugurated, the new
administration once more reiterated the definite stand
taken by Secretary Colby, regarding the Tap Mandate. On
April 2, 1921,~-»eore tary Hughes, who succeeded Colby,
addressed to the Supreme Counoil Powers an Identical note
concerning the necessity of consulting "his Governmentn
about mandates and especially concerning the status of Tap.
He quoted in full a memorandum left at the state Department
by President Wilsgn on Matrg:lh 3, 1921, the day before he
went out of office, whereb)I/ the President carefully reoorded
his spedflo reservation regarding Tap: that the island
should be internationalized for communication purposes;
that he had never abandoned or modified that position; and
that the oonsent of the United States should be given to
both the assignments of mandates and the terms and pro-
visions of such mandates.I2 The Japanese reply to the
American note contended that If there had been any Buoh
reservation, It had been made In bad faith. It also argued
ToZ 3e;iis, "The Tap Controve sy," p. 323.
11. Hughes to Bell, April 2, 1921, Foreign Relations. 1921,

IX, 279-283.
12. Ibid.. p. 281.
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that the assignment of Tap aa a mandated area to Japan
by the Supreme Council, May 6-7, 1919, was valid and final,

but it did not mention the oontrol of the cables which was

13
the main objeot of the Amerloan protest.

Trance, replying to Seoretary Hughes's note, definitely
plaoed on reoord its peaoe delegation's reoollection of
Wilson's Tap reservation. However, it reserved its final
answer until after a more thorough discussion of the matter
with the other Council Powers at the next conference, where
the Frenoh Government would champion the Amerloan iause
and approach the meeting with "an ardent desire to find a
solution satisfactory to the United States." Furthermore,
the Frenoh note stated that

President Wilson and Seoretary Lansing in the oourse

of the Council meetings, which preoeded the meeting

of the Supreme Counoll on May 7, 1919, had formulated
in the presence of Baron Makino of Japan "oatagorloal
reservations” on the subjeot of Tap; that the Japa-
nese representative had not raised any objection to
the discussion of the question raised by the United

states, and that consequently the Japanese Govern-
ment had knowledge of the American reservations. *

Thus was the President's memory unreservedly corroborated
and a lucid denial of the ignorance of the Japanese Govern-
ment as to the Amerloan reservation made. Italy, profess-
ing to understand the Amerloan note as a plea for the Open
Door Polloy in Tap, declared that she "completely agreed
13. Beil to Hughes, Feb. 27, 1921, Foreign Relations. 1921,

11, 272-276.
14. Walluoe to Hughes, April 9, 1921, ibid.. pp. 283-284.
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with the text of the American note.'715

On the other hand, Great Britain and Japan delayed
their answers. Meanwhile, Prince Hirohito, the heir to the
Japanese throne, paid a visit to Great Britain. The
Anglo-Japanese Alliance, whioh was due to expire on July
13, 1921, had become more and more strained, and discussion
of its renewal was now a problem whioh confronted the
British Empire.

Coincidentally, the meeting of the British Imperial
Conference was due at London and the renewal of the alliance
had to be considered, for by its terms it was to continue
automatically after the end of the ten-year period unless
denounced one year in advance by either party. Prior to
this conference and after Prince Hirohito's visit a notice
was given by the State Department at Washington that Japan
had sent a friendly oomaunlcation whioh made possible a
continuation of negotiations concerning Tap Island. Since
a corresponding reply had not been slent by Great Britain,
this suggested to some observers a difference of opinion
between the two allies of the Paoifio, which had not been
reconciled by the state visit of Japan's representative.
This became more evident when the Imperial Conference could
Ib. The Italian Kmbaasy to the Departi»nt of State which

was handed to the Secretary of state by the Italian

Ambassador, April 29, 1921, Foreign Relations. 1921,
I, 287.
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not agree on the anglo-Japaneae Alliance.~* It want that
Great Britain had to choose between deserting her erstwhile
ally or shaking the foundations of Anglo-oaxon solidarity
upon whiah rested the securest hopes of the peaoe of the
world and upon which was based also the unity of the British
¢mpiro. It was suggested that, sinoe the two allies oould
not agree. Great Britain and Japan ou”it to confer with
the United states to oonsider the problems of the Paoiflo.17
But the Anglo-Japanese Alliance was to continue technically.
Under cover of an Intornational conference, that at Washing-
ton In 1921-1922, Great Britain was able to break away
from an embarrassing alliance without appearing to deaart
an eratwhlle ally* Consequently the conference called at
iffashingtan was not only for the purpose of discussing the
problems of the Paoiflo and disarmament but to enable the
British Slapire to find a substitute for the Anglo-Japanese
Alliance.18
is. Premier Hughes of Australia, fearful of Japan, was en-
tirely in favor of a renewal of the Anglo-Japanese
Alliance. Canada's Premier tfelghen, on the other hand,
was definitely opposed and It waa largely due to hia skill
that the British ;aplre sought a way out of the allltmoe.
The United otatea also worked to break the dual alliance,
not because of fear that Britain would join Japan in an
Amerlcan-Japaneae war in the Paoiflo, but for fear that

Britain would allow the Japanese a free hand in osla.
17. Harvey(Ambassador to Great Britain) to Hughes, July

8, 1921, Foreign Eolations. 1921, I, 19-21.
18. Hughes to Harvey, July 8, 1921, Foreign Relations.
1921, 1, 18; Hughes to Harding, July 9. 19%1. IEId..

21-22. See also Bemls, "The Tap Controversy,"” pp. 322-324.
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Meanwhile the American publlo "had It Impressed 190n
it that Japan should not have control of the Island of Tap,"
This opinion was proclaimed in editorials in the New York
Times and other American newspapers such as the New York
EvenIing Mall, the New York ¢marl can, the Indianapolis News.
the New Orleans Timea-Picayune. the oan Franolsoo Chronlole .

and the Los Angelea :I'imes%g Magazine articles also urging

Amerloan rights in Yap were published in the American Review

of Reviews. Collier'a Natlonal Weekly. Current History.

Current Opinion, the Independent. the Literary Digest, the

Nation, the New RepubH o. the Outlook, and other journals.
¢,Stressing the necessity of having Yap as a cable

station the Nation on September 6, 1919, remarked satlrloally:

We are not after Yap in order to make it safe for
democracy, or even to assure it self-determination....
"It is one of the bases and oentres of oable and radio
communication in the Paolflo,"....It is not the
Bureau of Education but the United States Navy that

is Interested in Yap— with the idea, no doubt, that
it will make a quiet and secluded spot for an old
sallord' home now that world peaoe 1b understood to
fee at hand and our sea power is presently to be re-
duced. But one may venture to predlot that for other
Amtirloans the value of Yap will be something different;

and the Nation asked, why not popularize our demand for Yap

with the following song:

Give us Yapl O0lve us Yapl
The Yanks have put it,

The Yanks have put it,

The Yanks have put it,

On the Map! 20

1 9 . Tupper and MoReynolds, Japan in American public Opinion,
p. I£>2.
20. The Nation, SIX (Sept. 6, 1919), 328.
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"It would hardly be oorreot to Imply that this aong
swept the oountry."2i But the Amo*loan public Inoreased
Its demand that we hold on to our rights In Yap as a means
of thwartlqgg Japanese Imperialism. Newspaper headlinea
gave more publicity to the word "Yap" and eventually It
became a household word throughout the country. Moreover,
the Yap controversy "loomed large on the Paoific horizon

as a symbol of mounting tension between the rival Posers

on either shore."22

American business circles were also deeply oonoerned
over the Importance of the oontrol of the cable stations
in Yap. as quoted in the American Review of Reviews.
November, 1919, Millard’s hevlew of September, 1919,
which was interested in the final disposition of the cable
station, stated that "American business in China for the
lest two years has been sadly handioapped by the cable
altuatlon.” In many oases it had been quioker to send
messages by mail than by suhnarlne wire. Now several
months after the eloee of the war, the situation was still
Intolerable, ifelays averaged from six to fifteen days.

It had been maintained by managers of responsible American
flrnm in Shanghai, the report in Millard’s Review continued,

that their business would have been Inoreased one**third in

21. iXilles, Forty Years of Agerloan-Japanese Relations,

p. 148.
22. lbid.. p. 149.
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volume If the cables had bean up to pre-war strength.
Another provoking situation whioh oaueed the cable delay
was the breakage of the cables, just off the Chlna ooaat.
This was charged to Chinese pirates Ao, it was claimed,
had been instigated by unknown sources. At other tinea

the breakage occurred in the deep aea near Guam. This
situation had never prevailed before the war jet after

the war was over it had beooms a regular occurrence. The
Japanese merchants, on the other hand, had benefited in
almost equal proportion to the dlaoomfltura of American
firms. This advantage over the Amo*loans was due to the
good cable servloe between China and Japan and the effiolent
wireless connections between Japan and the Pacific Coast
as wall us Ehe use of the Japanese ehlp wireless in getting
their business aoross to their Aatffloan connections.23 In
consideration of these facts the American «esiatia -seo-
elation, representing the American Interests in the Orient,
presented a resolution to the President and to the ¢»enats
voicing its opinion that American control over the Tap
oabies was necessary to protsot the commercial and eoonomlo
interests of the United otatcs.34

33. Tim ~aaerloan H”yjew of Heviews. LX (November, 1910),

740641

24. Congressional rtcoord. 66 Cong., 2 seas., pp. 4676-4677.
.joe a*ao John Poord, "The Island of Tap," Asia. XX
(July, 1U30), 631-633; Oeorge T. Odell, "The Cable
Control Controversy,** The Nation. CHI (Feb. 2, 1921),
160-170.
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Haw York ?inea on February 27, 1921, remarked that
"the future commercial expansion of the United States re-
guires communications with asia that «111 not be under the
oontrol of any competing nation.”" The United States, It
continued, was determined to emancipate Its Pacific and
Atlantio communications and prepare for American communi-
cations in the Paciflo as «ell as the Atlantic. The ex-
periences of the recent «ar, in «hlch the cables had been
entirely at the disposal of the Allied belligerents, had
brought about conditions that the American Government had
deoiared to be intolerable.

7116 Outlook on hay 4, 1921, remaried that the American
public woiud welcome the definite position taken by Secre-
tary Hughes to assert the American rights of consultation
in the Yap liandate. Although Hughes's note related to "the
tiny lIsland of Yap, its application is world wide,” for
he not only motifled Japan that the United States would
maintain its right of consultation in the final disposition
of Yap, but he also notified the Principal Allied and
Associated Powers of a new "American Bill of Bights, ' which
was a declaration the.t "League or no League, the United

States has international rights and will maintain t em.”

2c. The Outlook. CIXYIIl (May, 1921), 11-12.



CHAPTER 1V
JAPAN REPLIES TO THE AMERICAN PROTEST

From the beginning of the Tap controversy, the Japa-
nese government insisted that It was entitled to the rights
surf Interests formerly held by the Germans In the mandated
islands north of the equator, and thet it would oontinue
to defend its claim. Suoh was the attitude of Japan as
revealed by Foreign Minister Vlaoount Uohida In the Diet
in answer to an inquiry made by Kotaro Moohizuki, a leader
of the opposition party, concerning the outcome of the
Japaaese-Aaarican negotiations regarding the disposition of
Yap. "When tne mandates were considered,” the Foreign
Minister continued, "President Wilson voiced Ms protest,
but when the final decision was made the United States made
no reservations, and Japan oonld only adhere to her policy
to the end.” He, therefore, considered the question of the
Tap Mandate to be definitely decided.l

In a note addressed by Foreign Minister Visoount Dcnlda
to the Amis’! can Government on February 26, 1921, he set forth
the Japmaose Government*a point of view in reply to the
American contentions:

1. mat no Japanese delegates were present at the
meeting« of the Supreme Council of April 21, Hay 6, and

|*y V; therefore, the Imperial Government had no means of

TT New York Times. March 9, 1921.



ascertaining the utterances of the American delegates on
those occasions; that, assuming they «ere as olaimed, they
«ere merely the expressions of President tilson's or Mr.
xanain«’a opinion, and «ere mlueless unless proven to have
been accented by the Counoll, and that views previously
expressed by the deletea before a decision «as made «ere
not neoesasrlly reservations attachea to £uoh a decision;
further, thet the Yhp Mandate must be judged by the decision
of My 7, and previous utteranees must be regarded as only
preliminary conversations of no cogency as to qualify or
limit the decision. This view was strongly supported by the
faot that Ithe Imperial delegates had never expressed their
agreement with those views and that Baron Jakino had dis-
tinctly disagreed with then at the useting of the Foreign
Minis ter« on April 20, 1919.

2. That instead of the spedfio designations of Yap
in the mandate being required, sound Interpretation would
require that it be specifically excluded, if thet were
aeunt, as m exception must be definitely at* ted; that, if
a decision to exclude Yap, on which the Japanese delegation
had maintained a firm attitude, had been made on May 7, 1919
when Japan was not represented, it would have been an aot
of bed faith which wasinconceivable to the Imperial Ccvern-
mnt; that Japan had notes from Great Britain and Franoe
supporting this interpretation; and tbe words *oertaln

islands* used by Mr. Lloyd George at the Supreme Council



meeting of May 6, 1919, did not tend to prove the exclu-
sion of Tap since there were "other islands in the South
Paolfio north of the Equator *ioh did not belong to Oer-
many;" and that only idiat appeared on the faoe of the
deolsions should be aooepted as authoritative in such a
grave matter, and no unusual interpretation on vague grounds
as to the interest of a Power, not expressed in the text,
should be aooepted.

3. That the deolsion of May 7, 1919, was made public
on the following day, and if it differed from the .American
oonoeption of its meaning, an immediate protest would
have been expeoted from the United States, but none follow-
ed until more than a year and a half had elapsed; and that
this rule did not apply to President Wilson's statement
to the Senate Committee on foreign Relations on August 19,
1919, as one oase was the publication of an international
agreement while the other was a purely domestic affair.

If the published text should be erroneous or different
from the understanding of one party it was incumbent flpon
it to reotlfy the error. However, the fact that no nation
or third Power made any adverse consent against the Pres-
ident's view did not have any bearing on the matter.

4. That the language as to the proceedings in oase of
any dispute in the draft of the mandate submitted to the
Supreme Council on December 24, 1919, was solely to pro-

vide a means of Battlement in oase of any dispute as to



boundaries or the assignment of lands* Similar provisions
sere also InoLuded in all the original draft Mandates. |If
the American contentions sere upheld, all the Mandatory
territories would be honeycombed with exceptions or exclu-
sions.

b. That whether or not Tbp, though under mandate to
Japan, should be freely opened to other powers far the land-
ing and operation of oablcs, was a wetter exclusively far
Japan to decide, Moreover, Colonel House at the weeting of
the Camlaslon on fendatea on July 8, 1919, opposed Viscount
Chlnda'a claim that the Open Door Polioy should be guaranteed
in nandatee belonging in Class C as well as in Class B.
Therefore, the United states Government oould not justly con-
tend far this polioy in the Class C territories, at least as
agalnat Japan. The latter oould not oonsider herself bound
in any way to reoognize the rights of other governments in
regard to the natter of cables.2

The Japanese newspapers also supported their goveni-
nent in maintaining the abots attitude. The Tpfcyo Hjghi
Niohl took the view that the United States was in no position
to interfere, because it did not ratify the Peace Treaty
and therefore was not a member of the League of Rations.

But, it continued, it would be Immoral not to oonsider the
IT. Bell to -¢avis, February 27, 19E1, Foreign Relations,.
1921, 11, 272-276. See also Charles i.obie Gregory,

"The Mandate Over Tap,” amb loan Journal of Interne-,
tional ¢aw, IV lJuly, 1971),4 ™" 427V
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American contentions in vie« of America's part In «Inning

the war.3
The following comments taken from editorials present

the Japenese side of the Tap controversy. They «ere taken
by Ur. K. K. Kavaksmi* from the translations published in
the Japan Advertiser. an American dally pap« 1 published in

Tokyo: "from the purely logloal point of vie« the American

claims are unreasonablecommented the Osaka -"sahl on

Deoember 4, 1920. Before the United states entered the

war, the editorial continued, the German cables in the

Pacific were occupied by Japan, Great Britain, and France;

and Germany, because of her defeat, forfeited those cables

under the Peace Treaty. It was natural, therefore, that
the control and ownership of the cables should go to those
who had oeoupled them. Moreover, the British and French

Governments, which bad been indebted to the United otates

for moral and financial support during the war, had opposed

the American claims to the cable rights. Japan had never

received any financial aid from the Amerioan Government,

and she, therefore, felt that her rejection of the American

claims was not a breach of international courtesy. The
New York Tines. Feb. 28, 1921.

4. iir. Kawakaml is a journalist and the author of In World
Politics (New York, 1921), What Japan Ti.lnka (New York,
1921) and Japan's Pacific Policy (New York, 1922). He
served as a poi.itioal science fellow in 1903 in the
State University of lowa and was correspondent for the

New York Herald oyndioate at the Conference on Disarma-
ment in Washington, D. C. 1921-1922.



Powers had been compelled to tolerate the American Inter-
ference because the German cables had been abandoned for
the benefit of the "Principal Allied end Associated Powers,
Qi term which implied the inclusion of the United States).
Japan could only continue the stand which she had so far
taken. The only ground for America's claim was that its
oommunication lines to the Philippines and China would

be Inconvenienced should its Paoiflo oahles break down
while the Yap oahles were monopolized by Japan. After
considering this argument, Japan doubted whether the

true desire of the Amerioan Government was to share the
oontrol of the Yap cables. |If Amerioa were apprehensive
only of its oorvaunloatione, then, it could lay down

its own cable from Gunm to Shanghai or the Philippines

by ing a small portion of its naval expansion funds.
Therefore, Japan contended that the United otatea was not
really concerned with only the cables, bit with Japan's
administrative oontrol of the island of Yap. Should Yap
beeat&e a base for the American Paoiflo or Asiatic Squadron
it would be a strategic point along the line of Amerioan
communication with the Philippines and would consequently
guarantee the security of the Amerioan possessions in the
Pacific. Otherwise, Yfcp under Japanese oontrol, would
constitute a sort of menace to the defense of those
possessions. Therefore, the United States should alter

its "aggressive attitude regarding the naval policy" if
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it intended to carry through its olaima. Moreover, it
would be unreasonable to place the blame on Japan only
for the disagreement regarding the disposal of the Tap
cables.

The Tokyo Hoohl of February 13, 1921, expressed the
same opinion regarding the difficulty encountered in
settling the Tap problem, which concerned not only the
disposal of the oablee, but also the question of mandatory
rule for the f crmer German possessions north of the equator.
Although the latter question had been decided at the Council
meeting of May 7, 1919, when Japan was not represented,
it was difficult to understand why Japan had been excluded
from the conference, especially as she had a vital interest
in the islands. It was at that meeting, it was claimed,
that President Wilson voioed his reservation for the future
disposal of Tap. There had been no minutes of the proceed-
ings of the meeting, and no referenoe to it in the Council
secretary *s memorandum to Ur. Lloyd George, ncr was there
any knowledge of the President's reported conversation.

The Japanese contended that it was unreasonable that Japan
had not been allowed to participate in the May 7 meeting,
and that in consequence she did not have to reoognlze the
reported reservation of the United dtates, concerning which
she had never received any formal notice. Furthermore, no
objections had been raised when the question of the Class C

Mandate for the farmer German islands north of the equator



had been decided in favor of Japan Deoember 17, 1920.
Thus, Japan should be granted the sane Class C Mandate
for Tap as veil as for the other islands. However, the
United States had been aiming at the internationalization
of tbe island, and with that object in view, it had
objected to Japan's getting the Tap Mandate, and had been
trying to prevent Japan's monopolizing the cables. In con*
sideration of these circumstances the issues involved had
become very serious and complicated. As the will of America
had been uncompromising, there should be no optimism re-
garding the future of the problem. |If the question ooncerned
only the disposal of the cables, then the settlement would
be easy as was the case with the Atlantic cables, but the
fundamental objeot of America had been to internationalize
Tap. If this American claim should be entertained, there
would be no use in Japan's acquiring a few cables.

The Tokyo Torodzu. March 4, 1921, was more critical
in its attack upon the attitude of the United dtates. It
emphasized the faot that the American Government had re-
fused to ratify the Peace Treaty and the League Covenant,
yet spoke as if it were a member of the League, and tried
to rejeot the League's decisions by basing its olaims on
the statements of its President without any corroboration
in the reocrds of the League's proceedings.

The Tokyo Chugal -;hogyo. March 5, 1921, remained firm

in asserting Japan's right to her mandatcry rule and the
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oontrol of the oahies In Tap. It would mean a "loss of
the authority of the Supreme Counoil of the Allies and a
great humiliation on Japan's part" if the deoislon of the
Supreme Counoil had to be altered by reason of the protest
of America, a non-member of the League of Nations.

The Tokyo Niohl Nlohl on Marah 8, 1921, assumed an
apologetle and optimistic point of view. It hinted that
there oould be a compromise for the oontrol of the oables
if they constituted the only Issue, but the American pro-
test aimed at the mandatory rule of Tap would mean lack
of confidence in the League Counoil. "It is regrettable,
that some of the statesmen and militarists of the two
countries are trying to Inoreaae the dark clouds hovering
between Japan and America rather than to dissipate them."”
For instance, America and Japan had been strengthening
their military, naval, and aerial defenses in the Pacific.
This faot should be taken more seriously by the proper
authorities of the two countries in trying to settle the
Tap question.

The Tokyo Asahl. March 8, 1921, expressed the view
that Amerioa was a neutral when the agreement to oede the
German islands north of the equator to Japan was transmitted
by the British Government on February 16, 1917, and similar
promises were given by the French Government on March 3,
1917, and by the Russian Government on March 21, 1917.

From Japan’s point of view America should recognize those



pledges, although they were unknown to the American Govern-
ment at the time it entered the war.

The Toigyo Hoohl. March 27, 1921, declared that the
more Insistently the American Government pressed its claims
the oahles, the mare strongly Japan would assert herself.

The Tokyo Yomluri. March 28, 1921, stressed the fact
that the United States had not raised any objections to
the former German eontrol of the Yep oables. Yet, when
Japan was to land her oables there, the United (States
suddenly interfered. This discriminatory act could not
but wound the feelings of the Japanese and would strain
the traditional friendship between the two oountrlea.5

The Japanese Foreign Offloe in an official statement
answering the Amerloan orltiolsm of the mandate for Japan

declared,

It might as well be said that the United states
obtained control of the Atlantic seas by the purchase
of the Virgin Islands as to say that by the mandate
to the islands in the South Pacific Japan has staked
a sea area of four million square miles from Kaa-
ohatka, in the north, to the South Pacific Islands.

Other, but more encouraging, remarks In the Japanese
Press stated that in diplomatic olroles the prevalent
impression was that "Bvery effort would be made to reaoh
a settlement mutually satisfactory to the powers oonoerned.”
The Government, according to the ~aahi Shinbun, had been
57 immtCawakarnl, What Japan Thinka (New York, 1921),

pp. 225-237.
6. New York Tines. Maroh 26, 1921.

to
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considering the advisability of appointing a special
commission with the above view in mind.7

"The dispute over the i3land of Yap will be settled
through diplomatic channels,” was the opinion expressed
by Toyokiohi lyenaga, Director of the iiast and West
News Bureau, in the course of an authorized statement
from the Japanese viewpoint which he had been requested
to prepare for consideration by American readers. This
expression of a peaoeful settlement was regarded by son»
as a semi-offle lal reflection of the Japanese views.

By the summer of 1921, a very dangerous state of mind
had developed on both sides of the Pacific. The daily
press, and even the more thoughtful publications, of both
America and Japan had Indulged in such reckless and un-
reatrained criticism of the oonduot and polioies of the
other oountry that the traditional friendship between the
two countries seemed to have completely disappeared.9
Public interest was aroused orer the controversy between
the United States and Japan. "The general attitude of the
American Press was that it would be intolerable for us to
have to submit our cable dispatches to the Philippines and
the Far Baat to the offiolal censorship of the Japanese
1~ Mew Ycgk Times. April 23, 1921.

Ibid.. April 2d, 1921.

8 .
9. Payson J. Treat, Japan and the United States, 185371921,
Revised and Continued to 1928 (Stanford, 1928)t p, 258.
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in The Nation under the title of "Tap fcr »appers” ridiculed
the size and character of the island, but stated that the
American desire to have this pin-point isle was from a
"naval point of -»lew.” It also suggested that the Americans

wanted Tap beoause the United states had placed it on the

i(])XPeM

Meanwhile, the British Imperial Conference whloh had
opened in London on June SO, 1921, had deolded to relin-
guish the Anglo-Japanese Alllanoe of 1905 in favor of a
general understanding to be effeoted at a proposed con-
ference on Pacific affairs among the United Statee, Great
Britain, Italy, and Japan.IB At this Juncture, the Harding
administration approached the governments of the four powers
on the subject of a conference to consider limitation of
armaments* The aoope of the discussion was broadened to
include the Paoiflo and the Far Kestern questions. On
July 10, 1921, the State Department announced that the
Principal Allied and Associated Powers had approved the
conference* Consequently, formal invitations to these
to: Current History. XIV (April, 1921), 10fc-110.

11.
12.
12.

14.
15.
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nations were dispatched August 11, 1921 f and the opening
date for the conference on Nowember 11, 1921, was announced.
China was alio Invited on the same day to participate In
the disouesion relating to Far Eastern Problems. Belgium,
the Netherlands, and Portugal were not invited until
Ootoher 4.16 Every one of the powere who were invited to

the oonferenoe, altered it willingly, except Japan.1

The Japanese press was full of lamentations. The
"Imperialist Kokunin stated that the Washington Conference
was a 'plot* to plaoe Japan at the mercy of the United
otates and England.”" The Yorod7u said that "the Paoific
Conference was linked up with America's 'ambition* In China,
and that the fsolutlon* of such problems was intended to end
in stripping Japan of all influence, and plaolng China at
America's meroy."18, Oeapite all the protests against the
oonferenoe, the Ja*poanese finally accepted America's invite-
tlon on July 26 aftgor she had proposed the poliey of limit-
ing the scope of tne agenda so as not to affect her spheres
of speoial influence in the Orient. 19

The preparation and discussion of the agenda, never-
theless, oonform&d to the wishes of the American Oovern-
ment in so far as the original purpose of ths summoning the
TW. Bugtea to Harvey, July 8, 1921, Foreign Relations. 1921,
17. Elaé||18t'o Hughes, July 13, 1921, IbId., p. 31.
18. Raymond Leslie Buell, The hashington Conference (New York,

1922), p. 149.

19. Beil to Hughes, July 26, 1921, Foreign Relations, 1921,
I, 43-40.



conference wae oonoerned™nnaneljr, to dieoues limitation of

20
arn»B»nte and the Pacific and Far Keetem questions.

TKT. Aie Agenda, Foreten Relation», 1*22, |. 312-313.



CHAPTER V
KEGOTIATIORS FOB A ORTU M » OF THE TAP CONTROYSRoT
After the attitude of the Japanese Government regard-
ing the Amorloan opposition to the Japanese control of the

Thp Mandate and Its cables bed been revealed by Foreign

Minister Uohida in a coifidential note dated February 26,

1921, to the Charge In Japen, Bell, the note was forwarded

to the £tate Department.1 Upon receipt of this correspond-

ence, Ambassador Hijuro Shldehara, in a conversation with

Under Jeoxe tary Norman H. Davis,2 expressed his desire to

understand more clearly the previous proposal recommended

by the latter with regard to the disposition end operations
of the ex-German cables in the Pacific. Ur. Davis Inform-
ed Ambassador 3hidshare that his suggestion had been as
follows: first, that the Guam to Thp oable should be ceded
to the United States; secondly, that the Tap to Menado
cable be oeded to the Netherlands in settlement of all Dutch
interests in the three oables; and lastly, that the Yap-

Naba-Shanghai oable be oeded to Japan. The above proposed

division was conditional upon an understanding among the

owners of the three respective cobles that they eould have

Tl Bell to Deals', February 27, 1921, Foreign Relatl na.
1921, 11, 272-276.

2. ur. Davis was Under ;Secretary of State until Maroh 7,
19.1. The memorandum of his conversation with the
Ambassador on Maroh 17, 1921, was received by the
Department qgf atete n on enclosure to his letter of

March 18, 1921, to tteorstary of Dtate Hughes. The
letter was not printed.
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complete oontrol of the oabie operations at both ends;
that the United states and the Netherlands should not

only operate their cables but should be free from super-

v islon, oontrol, or taxation; and that every right be
extended to the employee™ who might reside at Tap.
Furthermore, he suggested that a satisfactory arrangement
should be made whereby the Yap-Naba-Shmighai cable could
be used for service through to China rtiich might be desired
>y the Yap-Guam line.

Ambassador Shldehara then wished to know whether all
the Amarlean demands concerning Tap and the cables would
be satisfied If Japan consented to the proposed arrange-
ment* Ur. Davis replied that It would meet the demnds
regarding those specific ei-German cables but not the
demands regarding the status of the island of Tap. He also
added that Tap should not go to any single Power; that it
should be internationalized far cable purposes; and that
It was unfortunate that the Japanese Government should
contend that the American Government, "even on a techni-
cality, had ever consented to Japan having the Tap Mandate,
because suoh a contention oould not prosper and It would

Memorandum from the Japanese Embassy to the Department

of state, September 15, 1921; Hughes to Shldehara,

September 28, 1921; Shldehara to Hughes, October 6, 1921,

Foreign Delations. 1921, Il, 307-313. The latter

suggestion was made to facilitate transmission of mes-

sages between the United States and Japan in case of

disrupted servioe on the Tokyo-Bonin line and was later
incorporated in an Exeoutlve Order, Dec. 24, 1921, to

provide far the provisional use of the Naba-Yap-Guam

Cables,
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merely result In the Japanese Government being charged

by Its opponents with giving in to the United states.”
Furthermore, he continued, that on the assumption that

the alleged deolsion of May 7 might be eonstrued as con-
ferring the Yap Mandate upon Japan, this would necessarily
have been subjeot to a subsequent agreement as to the terms
of the mandate, and that the United States had never con-
sented to such terms without whioh there could be no
definitive agreement.

Shidehara then expressed his anxiety for a quiok
settlement of the controversy whloh, if delayed any longer,
would be more difficult to settle. He therefore wondered
whether a compromise oould be reaohed whereby the United
States would oonsent to Japan having the mandate over Yap
upon conditions satisfactory to the American desires re-
garding cable facilities. He slbo remarked that his
Government had to consider public opinion and would desire
to avoid the appearance of being "forced to give in to the
United States.” Mr. Davis suggested that he might be
Inalined to recommend that the island be internationalized
but that Japan have the nominal mandate over Yap as egent
of the Interested powers, upon conditions, however, whloh
would in fact internationalize the island; that ths Island
should not be fortified and that nothing should be done
whloh would interfere with the oable communications; and

that the United States, the Netherlands, and any other
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Power should be Riven free and unhampered aooesa to the
island for the landing and operotlon of tbe cables*

After considerable disc melon Ambassador Shidohara
stated that he «as not authorized by his Government to
make any auoh proposal but that he thought it would be
easier for his Government to oonsent to euoh an agreement
provided it oould be presented to the Japanese Diet in
auoh a way an to avoid orltloiaa for giving in to the
United States. He added that it occurred to him that thia
oould be accomplished by Americal# allowing Japan the right
to land aid operate cables on some American island» auoh
as those agreed upon with England and Italy* In reply to
this suggestion Mr* Davis recommended that Japan Join with
j&gland, Italy, and the United States in the agreement
reaohed by the delegates of these three countries in ttie
Cable Conference for a reooraaandatlon to their respective
Governments. This reooraaendutlon waa to the effeot that
any unfortified island owned by such Governments might,
upon application, be ueed for the landing of a cable by
one of the other three Governanta* This r eoosanendution
was rejected by Shldehara on the grounds that the Japanese
Government would not like to enter such a general arrange-
ment* Under Secretary Davis then »intalned that the United
States would never oonsent to any such stipulation of
allowing Japan to land and operate cables on some American
island in connection with the settlement of the Tap con-

troversy, because tula might be considered ae a quid pro mo
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Cone thing for another) for a concession from Japan, which
the American Government did not for a moment admit that
Japan alone had the right to grant or refuse. He also
added that he would be willing to have two distinct agree-
ments, and not link one with Yap. Under Secretary Davis
assured Shldehara that he would be glad to recouaend any
reasonable arrangements which would assist Japan in meeting
the American views regarding Tap* He stated further that
he would be glad to reoommend a reciprocal arrangement by
which Japan and the United states might land and operate
a cable on an unfortified American or Japanese island.
Slnoe Japan comprises many islands, Shidehara said that

4
he would oommunloate further with his Government.

On June 3, 1921, Ambassador Shidehare upon instruction
from his Government oonferred with the American Secretary
of State, Charles Evans Hughes, to aaoertaln mare definitely
the Araerioan position regarding the question of Tap. Slnoe
the mandate oovered other Islands north of the equator, he
desired to know whether the United states claimed an in-
terest in those islands.

In reply Secretary Hughes made the following statements:
that the principle was of general application to all the
oversees possessions of Germany, and that there was no reason
for denying the United States an equal participation. How-

4~ Memorandum by Davis, March 17, 1921, Foreign Relations.
11, 276-279.



over, the United states In »Intainlng the porinoiple of
equal participation bad no desire to advance it far the
purpose of obtaining territory or of increasing its
possessions, but merely for the purpose of protecting Its
interests so that there should be no denial of equal
opportunity through the exclusive use of the farmer Ger-
man possessions by any of the other Powers. Hughes re-
marked that he could not conooive of any reasonable grounds
for attempting to deprive the United states of eqtml priv-
ileges in those German possessions; that as far as the other
islands north of the equator «ere concerned, the United
States ¢xtd no interest with reapsot to which it desired to
make representations; but that Yap, being located ins
strategic position, the American Government maintained

that it should have the earne rights and privileges enjoyed
by the other Posers.

Shidehara then reviewed the proceedings of the Supreme
Council and stated that after a great deal of discussion
the islands, including Yep, had been awarded to Japan with-
out any reservations; that the United states made its
protest nora than a year after the decision of mandating
tne islands to Japan; and that this alloc tion had been
known by the people of Japan; and that If it apn« red that
Japan surrendered t was regarded as already hers as a
result of the ¢juserloan protest, it would make a bud Im-

pression; and that to do this would be humiliating to her



OoTtrnnnt and that the ptopit of Japan would not penalt
It. Hughes oould not refrain from calling the *abeaiador*a
attention to the faot that, If Japan had consented to the
American dealre of equal participation In the island when
the question was first brought up, especially after rec-
ognizing the faot that the United states waa only concern-
ed with Tap beoauee of ite advantageous position far
otxjjunloutlon purposes, it would bewe orested a most friend-
ly feeling throughout the United dtatea.

shldehera seemed to aoqulesoe with Hughes*a point
of view, but oontinusd that tbe people of Japan had been
led to believe that the island was thalra end therefore
the Government oould not take a contrary view, decretory
Hughes then said that the opinion of the people of the two
countries should always be ooneldered in adjusting their
relations end since the oonsensue of opinion in America
hed been to Insist upon eg\»l opportunity in the former
German possessione, this should also be taken Into con-
sideration when suggesting a settlement of the controversy.

MIth regard to tbe oablos, Shldehara said that an
agreement could be reached; for example, the Yap to Ouea
line oould be ceded to the United dtates and the others
equally divided. Hughes aald that the question did not
relate merely to those cables already in existence but to
all future rights, and not only to cables but to radio

stations und all methods of oomunio”~tlon. Shidehura aald
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that at far aa radio was oonorned, Guam, which was only
two hundred miles away, wauld serve the purpose juat as
well as Yap. Ho also doalred to know whether the United
States would be satisfied If It had rights for existing
and all future cables that It might want to lay. Be stated
that the internationalization of the Island for cable
purpoues oould be arranged but if the United states press-
sd for anything more, it would bs extremely dIft'ioult to
aooede to the American desires.

Hughes said that if there was anything that the
island oould be used for aside from cables, he saw no
reason for excluding the United States from an equal oppor-
tunity for such uee. In answer to the question as to
whether Japan desired to fortify the island, Shidehara
assured the Scoretary that his Government did not have any
deslgne to do so. According to the terras of the type "O*
Mandate, Hughes said that ths mandated teiTltory was made an
integral part of the territory of the moidatary and that the
United States oould not consent to having Japan, as a sovereign
power in possession of the territory, grant or withhold
whatever lloensea it might sec fit os a sovereign to grant
or withhold; that the United States desired that the authority
of whatever Powar cr Powers charged with the administration
of the IbjA wX be subjeot to ths equality of rights, end the
maintenance of such functions be guaranteed under suitable

terms to assure equal privileges in which all the Powers



were entitled to share* Shldehara again inquired whether
the United States would be satisfied if the island were
Internationalized for oable purposes, and once more suggest-
ed that his Government might be willing to consent* Hughes
repeated that there should be an equality in the enjoyment
of all the privileges afforded by the island, wnloh if
seoured, would facilitate the arrangérent for a civil admin-
istration; that the .American Government had no desire to
humiliate Japan; and that it was not intent upon mere
guestions of form of prooedure provided the interests of the
United states were guaranteed; and that he felt that after
a full consideration of the uses of the island, there
should be no difficulty in arriving at an agreement with
regard to the manner of administration. Hughes suggested
that Shldehara should prepare a memorandum w ich could be
submitted informally, stating the proposition whioh the
latter would desire to have discussed and that he would
review such a memorandum and make informally whatever counter
suggestions that might ooour; end that after the matter had
been threshed out the Governments could make such represen-
tations as they thought best, shldehara stated that he would
prepare such a memorandum.5

In another conference with Secretary Hughes, on June
18, 1921, Ambassador Shldehara stated that, following the

former*s suggestion to present a confidential and Informal
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~ iitemorandum of a Conversation between Hughes end Shldehara,

June 3, 1921, Foreign Relations. 1921, 11, 287-290.
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memorandum with hie views as to the bases of aettiiM nt of
the Tap controversy, be had two nemoranda from the Japanese
Embassy to present to the Qapartcsnt of ;tate, which were
duly reoeived. The tentative drafts were aa followsi With
respeot to the general Question of Tap it was agreed thati

The United Jtates should have freo aooees to
the Island of Tap on tbs footing of entire equality
with Japan cr any other nation in all thct relates
to the landing end operation of the existing Yap-
Guam or of any aahie whioh nay hereafter be laid
by tbs United Jtatas or its nationals.

With respeot to the existing cables, the following
provisions were rode:

1. The Yap-Shanghei cable to be assigned to
and owned by Japanj the value of eald cable to be
oredlted by Japan to Germany in the repartition
aooount oomfarmably with the provielons in Part
Till, Section I, Annex VII of the Treaty of
Versailles.

Z, The Yap-Guam cable to be assigned to and
owned by the United dtotee; the value of eald ouble
to be llfcewiee oredlted by the United States to
Germany.

3. The Yhp-Msnado cable to be assigned and
owned by the Netherlands, in full sad final eatls-
fcotion of all ciaima for their interests in the Ger-
man-Netherlanda Telegraph Company.

4. Each country to operate both ends of the
ouble whioh it owns under the foregoing plans of
allocution.

&. Arrangements tor the regulation of connect-
ing ouble aervloee at YSp to be made by the three
Powers.

6. Establishment of Tgp-Nabe-Shanghai service
to promote facilities of communiontitn e

7. Arrangfsaents to be vds between the Japanese
Telegraph Administration and tbs Great Northern
Telegraph Company far trensmission of mesaages along
Yap-Nabu-Shanghai line.

8» operation cf Amurloan and Jlutofc oehles at
Yap to be exempt from taxation or oontrol by loeal
authorities.

9. Securing neoeouury consent of the Frinolpal
Allied and Associated Governments and Interested
parties to the terms of the jrecent arrangement.
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After some deliberation, Hughes remarked that he
was unable to understand why cosraunio ation by radio had
been excluded. Shldehare reminded Hughes that the United
states had full opportunity for radio communication on the
lax and of Quad. Hughes said that In case of a break in
the oable between Tap and Guam the wlrelesa would then be
used to bridge the distance; and regardless of how much or
how little the radio station at Tap might be used, there
was no reason for the United states not having an equal
opportunity and facilities for the purpose. Slnoe the oable
was a mere instruzosnt of communication, the substantial
thing was the oorsaunioutlon itself; and as the island was
of importance only with respect to communication, ¢Jeoretnry
Hughes maintained that tbs Island ought to be available
to all nations alike for all purposes of oonmunloatlion
whether by oable or by other msone.6

The United crtates dispatched Its memorandum to the
Japanese Embassy on August 19, 1921, adding to the tentative
draft submitted by Ambassador Shidehara the following
constants, rtiich it considered should be included In the
formal agreement»

1. Ho residential restrictions, full rights of qgoqul-
sltlon of land and property, and freedom from requisites
far enj yment of rights and privileges.

— Memorandum of a Gonvers tlon between Hughes and Bhidahara,

June 18, 1921; the Jaoanuse JSabassy to the ¢*»purt»ent of
Jteta, June 18, 1921, Foreign Kel&tlons, 1921, IX, 290-292.



2. Freedom from censorship or supervision of operation
or messages.

3. Free entry end exit for persons and property.

4. No discriminatory police regulations.

6. Exemptions from taxes on pronerty, persons, vessels,
or cable operation.

6. Halntenanoe of radiotélégraphie service by Japan
with no discriminatory exactions or pester enoes.

7. Provision for an appropriate convention among the
Principal Allied and Associated Powers for the purpose of
embodying the above suitable provisions which relates to
the adminis tratlon of the island. Also providing provi-
sions for extradition and expropriation of property.

The Japaneae Embassy acknowledged the receipt of the
¢(Jamorandum of August 19, 1921, and proceeded to add that
an understanding between the two Governments should be
recorded either in the proposed Convention or -ugreemont
to th4 effect that the United states would not object to
the assignment to Japan of the mandate ov r Tap and the
former Qemmn possessions in the Pacific lying north of
the equator, on the assumption ihat Japan recognised those
rights proposed in the Amerloan memorandum.

The American Oovei nment replied that it would not
object to the assignment of the mandate to Japan provided
71 Department of state to the Japanese Embassy, August 19,

1921; Japanese Embassy to Department of State, Foreign
Relatione. 1921, 11, 295-297.
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that an agreement waa reached with reapeot to the additions
to, or qualifications of, the mandate, which war* deemed
necessary to guarantee suitable protection of Amre loan
interesta. Appropriate stipulations and provisions to
cover those points might be incorporated in the earns
Convention regarding Tap. Those deemed important ware

as follows:

1. Extension of benefits set forth in the mandate
to the United states, a nan-mambar of the League =

2. Nationals of tht United States to share in the
privileges enjoyed by missionaries, Inoluding rights of
acquisition and ownership of property, and establishment
of religious buildings and eahools.

3. Prohibition of menopollatlo concessions by the
mandatary ar monopolizing of natural reaouroes by the
mandatory itself.

4. Application to mandated islands of trestles between
the United States mod Japan now in force.

5. Maintenance and reapeot for vested American
property rights.

It was also understood that the Japanese administration
of the mandated islands should bo subject to the Convention
with the United states and that the terms of the mandate
which should be embodied in the Convention and which were of
benefit to the Amerloan Government, could not be modified

without the exprese consent of the United states. Moreover,
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th# United states would desire a duplicate report from
Japan Wiion she, as a mandatory, was required to submit
to the Counoll of the League of Nations concerning the
progress of her adminlatr tlon of the mandated Islands
assigned to her.

After a oareful consideration of the above stipula-
tions and oonments suggested in the Memorandum of Septem-
ber 16, 1921, the Japanese Government acknowledged Its
reoelpt and her gratification of the closer positions of
both OovernnentB In reaching a satisfactory settlement of the
controversyThis autxml exohangs of memoranda continued
on through the month proceeding the Washington Conference
to the sutie faction and conciliation of both Powers. Mean-
while It was hoped that a final treaty or agreement might
be concluded with the Principal Allied and Associated
Powers prior to the convocation of the approaching Con-
ferencej this agreement to have regard not only to the
status of Yap hut also to the position of the United States
as one of the several Powers having equal rights in cer-
tain ten-1torios ceded by Oermsny, with regard to mandates
In general, as the other Principal Allied and “sodated
Powers had taoitfy agreed to direct negotiations between

8. Hughes to Shidehsra, Septsi*or 16, I&a , Foreign Relations.

1921, 1, £97-299.
9. Mmaorsndum fras the Japanese Ankaasy to the Department
of otate, October 17, 19KL, Foreign Relations . 1921,

I, 301.



the United States and Japan regarding the statue of Tap,

It «as assumed by the former that any settlement agreeable
to both oountries would be satisfactory to the others.

In reply to president Harding's request for Information
regarding the advisability of appropriating $26,000,000

for the construction of another trans-Psolflo cable as
provided for In a bill Introduced by Senator Jones of
Washington, the Secretary of State stated that mutually
satisfactory settle®nt of the controversy would he reach-
ed in tbs near future; that the subjeot had been discussed
among the American and Japanese dele”~tes to the Preliminary
Comtaunlcations Confersnoe at Washington and that negotiations
were still proceeding; that the construction of another
trans-Padflo oahle should be left first to private inltlati
and endeavor, md if private enterprise, having been given
the opportunity, was unable or unwilling to venture sueh

a project of laying a new oahle, the government "should then
but not until then, cede the neoeesary authority from Con-
gress.” Furthermore, he reoo«sanded withholding any euoh
proposal until a final agreement over the Yap controversy

had been concluded, and terms of toloh, he informsd the

President, were almost entirely agreed upon.

lo. NewTork limes, July 30, 1981s Awugust 30, 19 *.



CHAPTER 71

THE WASHINGTON CONFERENCE AND THE YAP SETTLEMENT

The United States, in extending its invitation to the
Principal Allied and Associated Posers to the Washington
Conference on Limitation of ornament, and Paolflo and Far
Eastern (Questions, had very definite alms in vies. These
sere indicated in broad terms to embrace a wider scope of
subjeots far dlsoussion; namely, to bring about a limita-
tion of armaaents, and to solve the Paolflo and Far East-
ern problems by the united efforts of the nine participat-
ing powers; Belgium, China, France, Great Britain, Italy,
Japan, the Netherlands, Portugal, and the United States,

On November 12, 1921, the First Plenary Session of
the Conference was opened, A definite agenda was provided
for the Conference and praotioally embodied the American
Far Eastern policies In diplomatic language. The first
order of business covered the subjeot of limitation of
armaments. Under this broad title, the following were
discussed: Ilimitation of naval armament, rules for oontrol
of new agencies of warfare, and limitation of land arma-
ments. The aeoond broad subjeot was the "Paolflo and Far
Eastern Questions,” which ooverad three main topics, the
first being questions relating to China, These included
territorial integrity, administrative integrity, the open
door and equality of eoonomlo and industrial opportunity,
concessions, monopolies, or preferential economic privileges,

development of railways, inoluding plans relating to the



Chineso Eastern Railway, preferential railroad rates,
and the status of existing oomoltcents Involving un-
settled questions under which olalma of rights might
be asserted hereafter. The next toplo under Pacific
and Far Eaaturn questions was Siberia, which was to be
dlsouased under "similar headings." Lastly oame ";fan-
dated islands, the subjeot covering gleotrloal Communi-
cations in the Paolfio.” It was Intended to include
under the aubjeot of eleot loal oommunlo .tions the sub-
ject of wireless and cablea concerning Yap.A
The Aae loan dcLeffition, heeded by Secretry Charles
Evans Hughes, was oomposcd of Ellhu Root, a distinguished
former Secretory of utete; Henry Cabot Lodge, Chairman of
the ->enate*a Foreign Relations Committee; and Qsoar W.
Underwood, a leading Demooratlo meaber of that committee.
Japan sent as her dele&tea Admiral Baron Xonasaburo Kato,
Minister of the Navy; Baron Klijuro Shldehara, ambassador
to the United States; Prlnoe Xyesato i'‘okugawa, President
of the House of Peers; and 'ftt, Masanao Hanlbara, Vice-
Minister for Foreign Affairs, Tbe British delegates were
the Right Honorable A. J. Balfour, Lord President of tbe
Council; Lord Lee of Fursham, Flret Lord of the Admiralty;
1. nughea to Harvey (Ambassador to Great Britain), Sept.
10i 192~; and Hughe» to Phillips (Minister to the
Netherlands), Oot. 4, 1921, Foreign Relation*. 1921,
I, 67, 76, See also "Conference on tbe Limitation

of *vnBmsnta," Senate Jopt.morttg,67 Cong., 2 seas.,
no. 126, pp. 789-796; Buell .fee Washington Confer nos,

pp. 150-151.
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and 3Ir Auckland Geddea, Ambassador to the United states.
The nature nd aoope of the agenda made it obvious
that the Washington Confere noe waa composed of two dis-
tinct conferences each with Its special tasks and organi-
zations. Mr. Hughes presided over the Inaugural session
and ess elected permanent chairman of the conference at
the close of the welcoming address made by President
Uarding. From November 12, 19£1, to February 0, 1922,
the deiejptes of the United states, Great Britain, France,
Italy, and Japan conferred upon the disarmament problem,
and together with their Belgian, Chinese, Dutch, and
Portuguese ooxleagues discussed the problems of the Pacific
and the Far -iast. The five-powtal conference on disurma-
rant and tbe nino-pow-r conference on the Paclflo and
the Far East held parallel seeslone = The tueineas of the
two conferences waa referred to groups of experts and
Innumerable cooaittees and sub-committees before It woe
acted on in the plenary seaeions of the conference as a
whole. Hughes of ths United States, Balfour of England,
and Kato of Japan, through constant Informal meetings over
the disarmament problem, beaame known as the "Big Three"
of the conference Just as Wilson, Lloyd George, and CLemen-
oeau hud been at Paris. Thelr seoret negotiation govern-

ed the tranauotion of their oolleagues and determined

Z. 'Jenate Joouaent. 67 Cong., 2 seas., no. 126, pp. 783-785.



largely the final outcome of their undertakings.
One of the first Important achievements of the
Conference «as the Four-Power Treaty which was agreed

upon on December 9,1921, and announoed at the fourth
plenary session December 10. As the subject was not

suggested in the agenda, it was stated that negotiations
4
for the treaty had been mde with great seoreoy. The
object of the treaty was plainly stated in its preamble
whereby the contracting powers agreed to maintain the
general peaoe In their Paciflo "insular possessions and
insular dominions.”" Oliver provisions were as follows:
to aooept mediation in cose of a controversy over these
possessions; to hold frank discussions if their respec-
tive rights were threatened by any other Power; to have
the treaty remain in fbroe for ten years, and to termi-
nate the Anglo-Japanese Alliance upon the ratification
of the pact The cancellation of the Anglo-Japanese
Alliance of July 13, 1911, upon the ratification of the
Tour Power Treaty, affected a closer relationship between
the ¢ngiiah-speaking peoples of the world end removed
the possibility of a war between the two nations, ether
3™ Griswold, The Far ¢astern Policy of the United states,
pp. 269-306; Buell. The Kashington Conference, pp. 150-
171. See also Yaraetd Ilohihaahi”, The hashington Con-
ference and ~fter (Stanford, 1928), pp. 24-33.
4. Buell, The Washington Conference, p. 174. See also
lohihaehi, The .Washington Conferenoe and A fter, p. 113.
5. Foreign. Relations. 1922, 1, 33-35, 375. SOe also Bernis,
Diplomatic Ulstery of the United utates, pp. 695-696;

Buell. ~fhe ffaahlngton Conference, pp. 172-200; loiiihashi,
The Washington Conference and A fter, pp. 113-134.
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suocesBful achievements regarding limitation of armament
«ere ooncluded in the followin' treaties: the Five-Power
Treaty limiting naval armament; the ¢Submarine and Poison-
ous Gas Treaty; and the Naval Treaty which with the Four-
Pawer Paot removed the causes of war* With respect to the
Paoifio and Far Eastern questions the following were
ooncluded: the Nine-Power Open Door Treaty in relation
to principles and policies to be followed in matters
concerning China; another Nine-Power Treaty relating to
Chinese customs tariff; and the Shantung Treaty between
Japan and China providing for restoration to China of
rights and interests in Shantung*6

Amcng the subjeots listed for discussion in the agenda
for the Washington Conference was the topic "mandated
islands” which was not discussed* the matter was not
taken up by the Conference, negotiations concerning it
were oarried on independently between the -;me loan and
the Japaimse delegatee. Before the conference convened,
it was believed in Japanese quarters that the controversy
with the United States over the cable rights in the Island

of Tap might be settled "out of court” through diplomatic
negotiations between the two Powers, The Americans were

more skeptloal concerning the matter because it war fully
understood that the isaue, although apparently confined to

a mere question of the right to operate a submarine cable,

in Senate Documents. 57 Cong., 2 seas., no. 126, pp. 7y0-79i.
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might easily he greatly enlarged so as to Involve the
whole subjeot of mandates over the Faoiflo Islands.
Therefore» It was believed to be almost inevitable that
the Washington Conference would consider the subjeot in

its broader aapeot if the dlreot negotiations between the
representatives of the United States and Japan should fall
to arrive at a satis factory solution. Japan» it was re-
marked » would be fully prepared in that case to challenge
the right of the British Pacific Dominions to the exclusive
oontrol of the many islands in the Pacific south of the
equator whloh were formerly cwned by Germany and whloh
Japan regarded to be more important economically than thoee
mandated to her by the Supreme Couneil.7 Fortunately,
through the exchange of diplomatic memoranda prepared by
the State Department and the Japanese Smbasey, a more con-
ciliatory and diplomatic method was used to arrive at a
solution to the Yap controversy.

On December 12, 1921, Secretary Hughes announced at
the meeting of the conference that the United States and
Japan had reached a final agreement with respeot to the
island of Yap and other nandated islands in the Pad fie
Ocean north of the equator.® It was said that the general
publio did not know of this until ths following day whan

7. New York Times. July 20, 1921 -
8. Statement Issued to tbs Press by the Department of State,

Deoember 12, 1921, Foreign Relations, 1922, 1, 31.



the Now York Tlaea published an article on the subjeot which
wae accompanied by tho text of the treaty.9 This treaty
was to be formally signed iebruery 11, 1922, a few days
after the Washington Conference adjourned.10 By this
agreement the United states, a non-member of the league of
Nations, obtained the rights end privileges enjoyed by
other league n»nmbera in all the mandated islands hcxd by
Japan. In return, the United ate tea recognized the Paciflo
Mandats of Japan.Other rights Ineluded In the treaty

are sunaé&rlzed In the following artiolee:

Article 1. The United states consents to the Jars nose
Mandate as defined in the preamble, thereby recognizing
the principle of mandates of the league of Nations.

Artlole I1. Japan guarantees to the United atetea ail
rights and privileges granted to aenbera of the league,

although the United Ststea Is not a member. Also*

(1) Religious freedom, right to aoqulre and poeaeas

76

property, erect religious buildings, and open schools through-

out the Islands.
(2) Hespeot for vested American pronerty rights.
(3) Application of existing treaties between the
United stetea and Japan to mnduted islands.
(%)Addressing a duplicate of annual report on

administration of mandats to the United states.

9. lohihaahl, The r»aehlngtoa Oonfarcnee end Attar., p. 835.

10. Convention between the United ™ te « of Amaiica and Japmn,

ifobruai'y 11, 1922, yen-sign Relatione, 1928, 11, 600.
*1. lbid*



Article 111. Guarantees to American citizens free
access to the island of Yap on a basis of egxmlity with
Japanese subject or any other nationals to land or operate
existing Yap-Guam oable or any cable It wishes to build in
the future. Similar rights are aooorded in regard to
radiotélégraphie aervloes.

Artlole £7* Guarantees apeoific rights, privileges,
and exemptions in relation to electrical ooimaunio&tlons
as follows:

(1) Unrestricted rights of residence, entry and
departure, acquisition of all kinds of property, real and
personal.

(2) Exemptions from 1loanees to operate oablea
or establish radiotélégraphie services.

(3) Exeug»tiona from oensorahip or supervision over
oable or radio messages and exemptions from taxes for land-
ing and operation of cables or radio stations as well as
taxes on property, persons, or vessels in relation to the
forego log =

(4) No disoriminatcry police regulations.

(5) Japan to exercise power of expropriation in
the island of Yap to guarantee to the United States or its

rationale all neoeasary property and facilities for purpose
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of electrical communications if such cannot be obtained
otherwise.11
The Tap Treaty was submitted to the United States Senate
for oonsent to ratification after it was signed by Secretary
Hughes and Ambassador Shidehare February 11, 1922. By a
vote of sixty-seven to twenty-two, the treaty was ratified
by the Senate March 1, 1932.12 About three months later,
It was announoed by the preea on June 21, 1922, that the
treaty was approved by the Japanese Privy Council and the
Prince Regent.13 On June 23, 1922, Seoretary Hughes was
notified that the ratification of the Tap Treaty between
the American and Japanese Oavernnonts had been affeoted
on the latter's part by the act of the Prince Regent of
Japan, the final authority in that oountry in the ratifi-
cation of treaties. The ratification came in as a report
from the American Embassy at Tokyo which stated that the
signature of the Prince Regent had been affixed on this
TTI Congressional Record. 67 Cong., 2 sess., February 6-
Maroh IT 1932, pp. "3181-3185; 3190-3192; Foreign Ren
latlone, 1922, 11, 600-605; league of Nations Treaty

Series. 1922, XII, no. 311, 204-510“ Bryis¥'and ~
Fore Jgn State Papers (London, 1925), GXFI, Tg31-1008;

See Appendix.

12. Congressional Reoord. 67 Cong., 2 sess., Februsry o-
ifcrch 1, '1922, pp. 3190-3192. See also New York Tines,
Maroh 2, 1922: Levermcre, League of Nations Seoond
Yearbook. p. 406.

13. Hew York Time3. June 23, 1922.



date upon the favorable rooomsndation of the Japanese
Privy Gounoil. It was understood, the report continued,
that the Japanese ratification w>uid be forwarded Imedlete-
ly to the Japanese Kabassy at Washington and that the ex-
change of ratifloatlons would probably take piaoe In the
latter part of July or early In August«i4

On July 13, 1922, Secretary Hogues, representing the
United States, and Sadao -aburi, Counsellor and Charge of
the Japanese iiabaaoy at Washington, D. 0«, exchanged the
final ratifications af the Tap Treaty, which was put Into
effeot imaediately. The treaty, as desoribed above,
reoognlsed on the part of the United States Japan’s Mandate
ovar the island of Tap end confirmed to the United States
full equality in the maintenance of wireless and oable
stations on the iuiund.14 Inuosdiately following the ox-
change of ratifications, the Tap Treaty was*“]‘:iled with
the League of Hatione on Augubt IB, 1922,17 and thus ended

the controversy ever the island of Tap.

agigiM &L
A AARISA
923}, pp.2723-

16. New York Times. July 14, 1922.
league of Nations Treaty ->crlee, pp. 20C-210.
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CONCLUSION

From an obscure spot In the Paolfio Ooean the tiny
island of Yap leaped Into prominenoe fbr a few years,
early in the third deoade of this centu*y, and seeiaed to
some Amerloans "to hare suddenly spread over the world.”
From an apparently Insignificant question of oable rights,
a serious international controversy developed Involving
not only the United States and Japan but also the League
of Nations« Its slgnlfloanoe was due in large part to
the olalm of the United States, a ncn-member of the League
but one of the Principal Allied and Asaooiated Powers, to
maintain and establish its rights of oonsultation on all
mandates assigned by the Supreme League Council or defined
by the Council of the League of Nations, and Its Inalatenoe
An maintaining its prestige In the Far East.

The controversy dated badlc to the Peace Conference In
Paris when the Supreme Counoil on May 7, 1919, awarded to
Japan aa mandatory the island of Yap, a former German
possession. President Wilson later claimed that he had
taken particular pains to sxoept Yap from the general man-
date over German Micronesia, on the grounds that its inter-
natlcxiallzatlon was necessary to assure to the United States
uninten upted communication with the Far East, and that suoh
Internationalization mlgit poaslbly be arranged by a futu-e

agreement. It was the President's understanding thi t his

outlook. May 14, 1921, p. 11.
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exception in toe oase of Yap bad boon admitted, and that
Japan would not be given the sovereignty over the island
when she reoelved the mandate for the other German islands
north of the equater e

The s\i>jecu was bitterly dieou sod at the Preliminary
Communications Conference held in Waehington beginning
November 1E> 1980, and ended in a deadlock. The American
delegates insisted on the internetlegalization of Ybp,
while the rest of the Allies contended that the United
states had lost its right of oomultatlon beoause of its
rejeotion of the Treaty of Versailles. The Japanese, de-
fending their claim to absolute sovereignty over the Island,
pointed out that there was no evidence of the President's
exception In the minutes of the May 7 meeting of the Supreme
Council. Since the deadlock could not be broken, it was
daolded that the oables ctould be administered jointly
until an agratae nt wua roached.

The acuteness of the situation was considerably relieved
at the beginning of March, 1981, by a oonolliatory reply to
the African protest by the league Council promising to defer
consideration of the mandates already assigned until suoh
time «hm the United states should be able to pmrtiolpete in
the disoussiona. But with regard to the Yap Mandate the Oounoll
failed to give the United States any sntisfaction. The matter
was finally considered as a question to be settled between

the United States and Japan. Through diplomatic negotiations
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and discussions at the Washington Jiaarmament Confersnoo
In November, 1921, the controversy was finally settled by
the signing of a treaty at Washington on February 11, 1922,
and later ratified by the United states Senate, Maroh 1, 1922.
Japan ratified the treaty on June 23* ~ftar the rati floutlona
were exohanged at Washington, July 13, 1922, the treaty was
proclaimed the same day»

The nature and aoope of the Tap Treaty by vhloh the
guestion was settled reflected the fact that "it eas a ouse
at much ado about nothing,"8 since It was logloal from the
beginning that Tap had to be inoluded in the Japaneae Mandate»
Aside from the question of the Inclusion of Tap in the mandate
there «ere "noreal issues,¥ fcr Japan had Indicated early
that aha «ould extend to the United states such rights and
privileges as «ere enjoyed by the League Members» From an
international point of view, concluded lohihaehl, the
"significant phase" of the treaty «as the recognition by the
United ¢States of tl* mandatory regulations as formulated by
the League of Nations» In respeot to Anerl®n-Japanese
relatione "another aore epot eas healed by thle pact.“3
On the other hand, the eettlement at the Tap incident and
tte cable irmident «era Important for »hat they represented.
"They symbolized the Asietlo Monroe Doctrines the right
to dlotate the settlements of the Crient." Especially »as this

Ti— lohihaAi, The. Washington Confersnoe and A fter, p. 239.
3. Ibid.



true of the cable controversy, for none of the three ex-
Oerman oabxes touched Japan. Tet Japan claimed them all.
"If Japan*a contention had been granted by the United
States,” one authority points out, ”tfhe Aslatlo Uonroe
Doctrine would have paused Into the category of an acoon-
pile had fact.‘*4 Far the main concern of American diplomacy
In the early post-war year« were the serious Issues with
Japan. And while the greatest difficulties were involved
In the relation of Amerloan policy In the Far East to Japan*a
demands far recognition of a paramount position on the
continent of Asia the other questions which aggravated the
feeling between the two nations---of Which 7ap*s status was
one-—should, not be neglected.

The ~orld War had destroyed the Far Eastern balunoe
of power and substituted in its place a definite Japaneae-
Amerioan antagonism. Because the United States through
moral suasion, diploantio pressure, political and even
military intervention resisted the Japanese expansionist
tendencies the war-clouds were believed to be gathering.
Said »resident Harding: "We have semi the eyes of the world
turned to the Paolflo. With Europe prostrate and penitent,
none feared the likelihood of early conflict there. But

the Paolflo bad Its aenaoea, and they deeply oonoemed

£
us. And the popular den&nd grew that the United States

should hold on to its rights In Tap as a sign that there

T. Buell, Tne Washington Conference, p. 62.
5. Dulles, Forty Years of Amtrloan-Japanese Belations.,

pp. 145-14674
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would bo ajn end to Japanese imperialism. Americans demanded
an answer as to whether the Japanese were or were not "to
become the masters of the Paolfio."”

The island of Yap was not only regarded as important
for its cable landings, but it was strategically aituated
in the Japanese mandated islands and the United states was
concerned over whether these islands might be oonverted into
naval baseB threatening the security of neighboring American
possessions, as a strategic oable oenter Yap would give
to its possessor an Important eoonomlo and polltloal censor-
ship over messages destined for, or emanating from China,
the Philippines, end the Hutoh East Indies.6

Like many of the problems outstanding between the two
countries, the Yap controversy was settled with, but not by,
the Washington Conference. 1t was included in the agenda
of the Conference upon the insletenoe of Secretary Hughes
hut was settled by a separate bilateral treaty. The United
States had withheld recognition of the League's Pacific
Mandates as a means of bringing pressure on Japan. But in
the end a satisfactory arrangement was made and Amerioan-
Jap&nese relations altered upon an "Bra of Good feeling”
whioh was to last until on September 19, 1951, a slightly
incredulous American publlo read in its morning papers that
Japmese troops had oocupled Mukden and that the military

oooupatlon of Manohurla was underway.

6~ Senaie Documents, 66 Cong.» 1 sees., no. 106; X, 505-506.



APPENDIX 1

THE YAP TREATY, SIGHED FEBRUARY 11, 1922*

Considering that by Article 119 of the Treaty of
Versailles, signed on June 28, 1919, Germany renounced
In favor of the Powers described in that Treaty as the
Principal Allied and Associated Powers, to wit, the
United States of Amerioa, the British Empire, Franoe,
Italy and Japan, all her rights and titles over her
overseas possessions;

Considering that the benefits aoorulng to the United
States under the aforesaid Artlole 119 of the Treaty of
Versailles were confirmed by the Treaty between the
United States and Germany, signed on August 25, 1921, to
restore friendly relations between the two nations;?2

Considering that the said four Powers, to wit, the
British Empire, France, Italy and Japan have agreed to
confer upon His Majesty the Emperor of Japan a mandate,
pursuant to the Treaty of Versailles, to administer the
groups of the former German Islands in the Paolflc Ooean
lying north of the Equator, In accordance with the follow-
ing provis ions :

"Artlole 1. The Islands over whioh a Mandate is
oonferred upon His Majesty the Saperor of Japan
(hereinafter called the Mandatory) comprise all the
former German Islands situated in the Pacific Ooean
and lying north of the Equator.

"Artlole 2. The Mandatary shall have full power
of administration and legislation over the terri-
tory subjeot to the present Mandate as an integral
portion of the Empire of Japan, and may apply the
laws of the Empire of Japan to the territory,
subjeot to such local modifications as olrourastences
may require.

The Mandatory shall promote to the utmost the
material and moral well-being and the social pro-
gress of the inhabitants of the territory subjeot
to the present Mandate.

"Artlole 8. The Mandatory shall see that the
slave trade Is prohibited and that no foroed labour
is permitted, exoept for essential publio works
and services, and then only far adequate remumeratlon.

Tl Foreign Relations. 1922, 11, 600-604.

2. Treaty between ihe United States of America and Germany,
Signed at Berlin, August 25, 1921; Ratification by
President Harding, Containing Senate Reservations,
Foreign Relations. 1921, 11, 29-33.
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The Mandatory shall also sea that the traffic
in arms and »munition ie oontrolled in acoardanoe
with prinoiplea analogous to those laid down in the
Convention relating to the oontrol of the arms
traffic, signed on Septanbar 10th, 1919, or in
any convention amending same.

The supply of intoxicating spirits and beverages
to the natives shall be prohibited.

<Article 4. The military training of the natives,
otherwise than for p\rposes of internal police and

the looal defenoe of the territory, shall ba prohibit-
ed. furthermore, no military car naval basea shall be

eatabllsbed or fortifioationa erected in the territory.

*Article 6. Subject to the provisions of any
local law for the maintenance of publio order and
pdblio morals, the Mandatory shall insure in the
territory freedom of oonsoloice and the free exercise
of ail forma of worship, and shall allow all misslonerlea,
nationals of any State Member of the League of Hattons,
to enter Into, travel and reside In the territory for
the purpose of prosecuting their calling.

'e Article 6. The Mandatory shall make to the
Council of the League of Nations an annual report to
the satisfaction of the Council, containing full in-
formation with regurd to the territory, and indicating
the measures taken to carry out the obligations assumed
unddr Articles Z, 3, 4, and S.

1Article 7. The ooneent of the Counoil of the
League of Nations is required far any modification
of the terms of the present mandate.

The Mandatory agrees that, if any dispute, what-
ever should arise between the Mandatory and another
member of the League of Nations relating to the Inter-
pretation or the application of the provisions of the
Mandate, such dispute, if it cannot be settled by
negotiation, rhall be submitted to the Pernsnent
Court of International Justice provided for by Article
14 of the Covenant of the League of Nations*;

Considering thtit the United states did not ratify the

Treaty of Versailles and did not participate in the agreanent

respecting the aforesaid Mandate;

Desiring to reeoh a definite understanding with regard
to the rights of the two Qoverncents and their respective
nationals in the aforesaid Islands, and in particular the
Island of Tap, have resolved to conclude a Convention for
that purpose and to that end have named as their Plenipo-
tentiaries:

T. Convention fbr the Control of the Trade in Arne end
Ammunition, and Protooal, Signed at oaint-Qeri® in-en-
Laye and Paris September 19, 1919, Foreign Relatlone.
1920, I, 160-196.



The President of the United states of Anerioa: Charles
iivans Rushes, Beoretary of Btate of the United Btates; and

Bis Majesty the Bmperor of Japan; Baron Xljuro BLide-
hara, His Majesty’s Ambassador Bxtraordinary and Plenipo-
tentiary at Washington;

Who, after having oommunioated to eaoh other their
respective full powerst found to be In good and due form,
have agreed as follows:

Article 1
Subject to the provisions of the present Convention,
the United States oonsents to the administration by Japan,
pursuant to the aforesaid Mandate, of all the former
Serinan Islands in the Paoiflo Ocean, lying north of the
ISquater.

Article 11
The United Btates and its nationals shall receive all
the benefits of the engagements of Japan, defined in
Articles 3, 4, and 5 of the aforesaid Mandate, notwith-
standing the faot that the United St* tea is not a Member
of the league of Nations.

It is further agreed between the High Contracting
Parties, as follows:

(1) Japan shall insure in the islands complete
freedom of conscience and the free exercise of all forms
of worship which are oonsonant with public order and
morality; American missionaries of all such religions
shall be free to enter the islands and to travel and reside
therein, to acquire and possess property, to ereot religious
buildings and to open schools throughout the islands; it
being understood, however, that Japan shall have the right
to exeroise such control as nny be neoess ry for the main-
tenance of public order and good government and to take all
measures required for suoU coctroi.

(2) Vested Ame loan property rights in the mandated
islands shall be respected and in no way impaired;

(3) Existing treaties between the United Btates
and Japan shall be applicable to the mandated islands;

(4) Japan will address to the United Btates s
duplicate of the annual report on the administration of the
Mandate to be made by Japan to the Counoll of the League
of Nations;

(5) Nothing contained in the present Convention
shall be affected by any modification which may be made in
the terns of the Mandate as recited in the Convention, unless
such modif ication shall have been expressly assented to by

the United Btates.

66
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Article 111

The United dtates and Its nationals shall have free
aoeess to the Island of Yap on a footing of entire equality
with Japan or any other nation and their respective nationals
in all that relates to the landing and operation of the
existing Yap-Ouam cable or of any cable which nay here-
after be laid or operated by the United dtates or by its
nationals connecting with the Island of Yap.

The rights and privileges embraced by the preceding
paragraph shall also be aooorded to the Government of the
United dtates and Its nationals with respect to radio-tele-
graphic oommunlcstion; provided, however, thnt so long as
the Qovoxnaant of Japan shall maintain on the Island of
Yap an adequate radio-telegraphic station, cooperating
effectively with the oablea and with other radio stations
on snips or on ahare, without discriminatory exaotlons or
preferences, the exerolse of the right to establish radio-
telegraphic stations on the Island by the United States or
its nationals shall be suspended.

ARTICLE 1V
In connection with the rigtus embraced by Artiole 111,
speoiflc rights, privileges, and exemptions, in so far
as they relate to electrical communications, shall be en-
joyed in the Island of Yap by the United States and its
nationals In terms as follows:

(1) Rationale of the United states shall hsve the
unrestricted right to reside in the Island, and the United
States and its nationals shall have the right to aoqulre
and hold on a footing of entire equality with Japan or
any other nation or their respective nationals all Kinds
cf property and interests, both personal and real, includ-
ing lands, buildings, residences, offices, works, and
appurtenances.

(L) Nationals of the United States shall not be
obliged to obtain any permit or license in order to be
entitled to land and operate cables on the Island, or to
establish radio-telegraphic service, subject to the pro-
visions of Artiole Il1l, or to enjoy any of the rights and
privileges embraced by this Article and by Article I11.

(3) No censorship or supervision shall be ex-
erolsed over oahle or radio messages or operations.

(4) Nationals of the United States shall have
complete freedom of entry and exit in the Island for their
persons and property.

(5) No taxes, port, harbour, or landing charges
or exaotlons of any nature whatsoever, shall be levied
either with respect to the operation of oehles or radio
stations, or with respect to property, persons or vessels.

(A) No discriminatory police regulations shall
be enforced.



(7) The Government of Japan will exeroiae its
power of expropriation in the Island to secure to the
United Btates or its nationals needed property and
facilities for the purpose of electrical oo tmuniottiona
if such property or facilities cannot otherwise he
ob rained.

It is understood that the location and the area of
land so to be expropriated shall be arranged between the
two Governments according to the requirements of eaoh
case. Property of the United Btates or of its nationals
and facilities for the purpose of eleotrioal communication
in the Island shall not be subjeot to expropriation.

Article V

The present Convention shall be ratified by the High
Contracting Parties in accordance with their respective
constitutions. The ratifications of this Convention shall
be exchanged in Washington as soon as practicable, and it
shall take effect on the date of the exchange of the
ratifications.

In Witness Yihereof, the respective Plenipotentiaries
have signed this Convention and have hereunto affixed
their seals.

Done in duplicate at the City of Washington, this
eleventh day of February, one thousand nine hundred and

twenty-two.

Charles Evans Hughes.

K. Bhidehara
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