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hypocrisy. The sccond conference discussed oxclusively questions of inter-
national politics: Immigration, uncqual treaties, tariff autonomy of China,
ete.
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The League of Nations appreciated this situation and scnt two obscrvers
to the seecond conference, Cummings and Loki., Besides these Mr. Caldwell of
the Intornational Lobour Office was present. At that conference the League
of Nations prcsonted quitc a menorandum upon the work of the Mendatcs
Commission in the Pacific Occan. At the present time thc only thing thot
keeps the Institutc of Pacific Relations from cntire success is the abscnec
of the U. S. S. R. The entry of the U. S. S. Rs would make thc Institute an
almost complete Leaguc of Nations of the Pacific. Thereforc, it is easy to
understand the cxcitcment with which the loaders awaited our crrival at the

conference in Kyoto.

The third confercnce of the Institute took place in Kyoto from October
28th to November 8th, 1929.

First of all it is neccssary to note the cntircly now attitude of
Americans toward the Leaguc of Nations. If at first thoy mercly laughed at
the Geneva talk-fest, they werc now more inclined to look on with indulgent
approval. Onc american conforence member oven went so far in his indulgence
as to proposec that the Leaguec creatc a special commission to discuss and
solvc Chino-Japancse conflicts in South Manchuria. The Chinesec attitude
toward this proposzl was very cold; the Japencsc no better.

The attitudc of amcricans toward the U. S. S. R. 1s interesting. At the
1927 confereonce Ray Lyman Wilbur preached to the Sovict Union, suggesting
they roturn to "democracy." At this later confercnce the american speaker
said in his speech that he was sorry for the "isolation" of thc U. S. S. R.

which, he said, had rcal diplomatic relations only with Turkey.

As the U. S. S. R. was rcproscnted at the confercence only by a silocnt
observer, who was not taking part in discussions, thc whole intcrest was
centcred around the Chino-Japancsc ducl. Thc speakers did not always keep to
diplomatic etiquette. The heross of the conference were Hsu Shu-hsi, pro-
fessor at Yengching University in Peking and Yosuke latsuoka, formerly
dircector of the South Manchurian Railway. Their dialogue sometimes took such
a lively Torm that the head of the British Group, .Lord Hailsham, had to
remind these duelists about the sacred pacifistic idcals of the Institute.
The Jepanesc speaker referred to the groat sacrifices Japan mado of men and
money to opposc thc annexation of Maonchuria by Czarist Russia, and hec seid
that the danger still existed as Soviet Russia was pushing toward thec East,
and the collision with China is unavoidablc. Hsu-Shu-hsi in reply to this
lyrical effusion of his opponent, cynically as'ed: "Jell, how much do we have
to pay to Japan to insure that shc become les. .ctive?"

However, no matter what the rcesults of the Kyoto Conferecnce may be, the
growth of the Institutc itsclf, as an organ of political influence for
American ruling circles is evident. 4nd in the Manchurian problem, and tho
question of extraterritoriality, the American point of vicw dominated. An
American, Jeromc Greence, the leader of the Amcrican group, was clected
Chairman of the Institute.

The Japancse newspaper, the Osaka Mainichi’, which paid closc attention
to the conference, c¢ven called the Institutc a "Leaguc of Nations in




