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of the Lime Conference mey be its use &5 a case study

in the application of democratic methods to internationsl
relotions. I% revesled the limitutions of that method
in securing prompt and conerete results. But it may sleo
demonstrate the long-term value of such procedure for

the development of realistic understanding and freely

given cooperation.
The United States delegation ocame to the Conference

primarily concerned to forge inter-smerican unity againet
commercial and cultural penetration end possible srmad
sgression by the totalitarian .t-atos. Secretary Hull,
in his opening address, asserted thet an "ominous shadow
falla athwaert our own continent" and proclaimed repeatedly
that there should not be"s shadow of & doubt anywhere"
concerning the determination of the American nations to
oppose either a military or en ideslogicel invasion of the
Western Hemisphere. Por this program the United States
found substantial support in s Caribbean bloc of twelve
nations, made up of Hexico, the Central Aserican countries,
Panama, Colonbis, Veneszuela, and the three Weest Indisn
republics.

A distinotly different point of view was voleed by
& South Ameriocan group headed by 'u-..nsm. and including
the neighboring states of Uruguay, Paraguay and Solivia.
Chile, and, to & leaser degree, Brazil were also found
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au Oﬁ“&. uumn. to the mm.
determined not by mysterious or sinister influences,
but by sound ressons of nantional self-interest. The
economic life of Argentine and the countries which
supported 1t depends to a --302 degree oa Zuropeen
markets. A large proportion of their population is mmde
up of Xuropesn lmmigrants, whose ties with their home
lands still foster vital currents of sympathy and
interest. Moreover, Apgentine foreign policy has
traditionally fevored a universal rsther than a regional
emphasis. Buenos Aires has long viewed the United Stetes
as its leading rivel in the vwestern Hemisphere, a habit
of mind which five years of the Good Neighbor policy have
not entirely erased. Argentina consequently declared
its willingness at Lima to cooperate against any real
threat to the inter-American order, dbut at the same time
reserved its freedom of action. It saw no need for spec-
ific pacts to maintain "continental solidarity“. Thus
at the moment when the United States gave indicstions
of offering to the iAmeriocan nations the type of
"entangling slliance" which it had slways refused to
Purope, its proposal fell on deaf ears. Ironically
enoughy Argentina's policy - general support of
international cooperation with opposition to apecific
commitments - was almost an exaet parallel of what
washington has demanded for itself in the past both in
suropean and inter-American affairs. As la#e as the
1928/




on impreseive numericsl msjority for the mm States
program. But this procedure would necessarily have
isolated Argentina, made it the possible nucleus of &
future opposition dbloc, and definitely disrupted Pan-
Americsn unity. Or the United States might have sought to
go only so far as common agreement would permmit. It was
decided to follow the latter course, and Mr. Hull's
policy of unanimous support for important decisions,
initiated in 1933 at Montevideo, was continued at Lima,.

Working hermony was thus maintained, but only at
considerable cost to tuclbl'; achievement, particularly
in cementing an inter-American front. The United
States delegation had brought to Limea a reported draft
for a protocol to the consultative pact signed st
Buenos Aires in 1936. This dreft provided for joint
defense against  externsl agression, with establishment
of a permanent consultative commission, made up of the
Foreign Minlsters of the American countries. Opposition
from the Argentine bloc forced the scrapping of this.
projeet, and instead, after profracted negotiations, o
Buenos Aires proposal for "A DAR3&ration of the Solidsrity
of imerica" was finelly adopted on December 22, with
only slight changes from its original text.

This document substituted for any elear-cut obligstion
to cooperate in mutnal defense, & reaffimation of
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It was further provided that, to facilitate
consultation “"the Minigters for Foreign Affairs of the
Ameriean Republics, when deemed desireble and at the
initiative of any one of them, will meet in their severasl
capitals by rotation and without protocolary gharscter".
This cesutious pledge of cooperation did not go sub-
stantially beyond the Declaration of Inter-Ameriesn

Solidsrity adopted at huemos Aires, in which the
American nations went on record in favor of consultation.
But the clause prescribing how consultation was to be
carried out represented a definite, if small, advance.
A second project approved at the Conference provided that
consultation might be invoked for economic and cultursl
as well as political gueastions.

While the Conference avoided any open expressions
of hostility to the Fsscist states, vaerious resolutions
adopted at Lima indicsted determination to check the
tactics of divisive penetration. A Brazilian resolution
opposed introduction into the Western Hemisphere of the
prineiple of political minorities. An Argentine resolution,
directed at the plebiscite of German residents recently held
in the Latin American countries, declared against tpe

collective exercise by foreigners of politieal rights
grented by countries of origin. A Quban propossl
condemting/



In the economic field, Seeretary Hull secured
unenimous support for the introduction and spproval
of u resolution recommending “"reasonsble tariffs in lieu
of other forms of trade restrictions" and "the negotia-
tion of trade agreements, embodying the principle of
non-diserimination”, This move, however, only reaffirmed

similapéction taken at the Montevideo and Buenos Aires

Conference,

-On the previously controversial question of women's
rights, the Conference adopted compromise messures, which
may possibly presage an end to the struggle waged
between the advoecates of "equal rights™ and those
favoring protective lagislation for women. "The Lima
Declaration of Women's Rights" proclaims that women are
entitled to equal political and civil status with men.
but also "to the most ample opportunities for work and to
be protected therein" and "to the most ample protection
as mothers"”. Provision was made for continuance of the
Inter-imerioan Commission of Women as & consultative body.

In tangible results, the Lima Conference fell far
short of the two preceding Pan-imerican gatherings at
Montevideo and BuelMos Aires. Ite failure to conclude
a single treaty or convention is matched by only one
other Pan-/merican Oontbmoo = the first, held in 1889.
It refused to take amction on mediation in the Spanish
civil wgr and avoided discuseion of the refugee guess$ion.
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m-nn ‘Equally olear was the m of Oih
leading South Americen nations to support the type of
idenlogical war spparently favored by many in Washington,
or to joinin any concerted program of rearmement againet
the possible threat of external agression.

umoth;rhnd. the lima Conference was free
from the open manifestations of inter-smerican friction
which marked the 1923 and 1988 conferences at Santiago
and Havana. It conserved the gains made at Montevideo
and Buemos Aires, and made some improvements in the
machinery for inter-Ameriocan consultation. In positive
achievenents, the Canference may be ranked &s & failure.
Negatively, it may claim to be & success; for it at
lesst took no bacﬁvard stepss At & time when general
retreat charactérizes the forces of pesceful cooperation
end international understanding, it held ground
previously won and kept the road open for further
edvance in the future.



