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AGENDA.

QUESTIONS REFERRED TO THE THIRD COMMITTEE BY THE ASSEMBLY, DURING ITS MEETING

ON OCTOBER 2ND, 1936.

(a) The part of the Report on the Work of the League of Nations during the Year
1935/36 dealing with the question of the reduction and limitation of armaments;

(b) The statements on the same subject made during the general discussion, particu-
larly those concerning the resumption of the work connected with international
disarmament.



THIRD COMMITTEE OF THE SEVENTEENTH ORDINARY SESSION

OF THE ASSEMBLY.

(REDUCTION OF ARMAMENTS.)

FIRST MEETING.

Held on Friday, October 2nd, 1936, at 4 p.m.

Chairman: M. LANGE (Norway).

1. Election of Chairman.

M. AGHNIDES (Director of the Disarmament Section) declared the meeting open and
called upon the Committee to elect a Chairman.

M. DE VASCONCELLOS (Portugal), seconded by M. HOLSTI (Finland), proposed M. Lange,
delegate of Norway.

M. LANGE was unanimously elected Chairman.

2. Election of Vice-Chairman.

On the proposal of M. AROCHA (Venezuela), M. SADAK (Turkey) was elected Vice-
Chairman.

3. Publicity of Meetings.

The Committee decided that its meetings should be public.

4. Programme of the Committee's Work.

The CHAIRMAN read a letter from the President of the Assembly, dated October 2nd,
1936, which read as follows:

"The Assembly, having adopted, at its meeting to-day, a draft resolution submitted
to it by five delegations, has decided to refer for examination to the Third Committee;

"(1) The part of the report. on the work of the League of Nations during the
year 1935/36 dealing with the question of the reduction and limitation of
armaments;

"(2) The statements on the same subject made during the general discussion,
particularly those concerning the resumption of the work connected with
international disarmament.
" I should be much obliged if you would communicate the foregoing to the Committee

of which you are Chairman, and take such action on the present letter as you may think
fit."

The Chairman then observed that the Third Committee had not met in 1932, 1933, 1934
or 1935, owing to the existence of the Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of
Armaments. That Conference had not so far been able to carry through its work. The
Bureau of the Conference would probably meet at an early date. Nevertheless, the Assembly
had decided to set up the Third Committee this year, not only to consider the part of the
Secretary-General's report dealing with the question of disarmament and the statements
made on that subject in the course of the general discussion, but also to enable the Committee
to proceed to an exchange of views on the present aspect of the disarmament problem, in the
hope of contributing to the achievement of the difficult task entrusted to the Conference.

All the Governments represented on the Committee had received in November 1935 the
preliminary report on the work of the Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of
Armaments, drawn up by the late Mr. Arthur Henderson, President of the Conference. 1

The report had just been circulated in a printed edition, which also contained an annex (No. 5)

1 Document Conf.D.171(1).
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showing in schematic form the provisional text of the Convention in the light of the
modifications adopted at the first reading and the amendments submitted by the delegations
to the Conference.

The Committee would certainly desire to take that opportunity of paying a heartfelt
tribute to the memory of a man who had worked unremittingly and with complete loyalty
for the great cause of peace and disarmament. During his long career, Arthur Henderson
had rendered the most eminent services to the League. In spite of opposition, and at a
time when everyone despaired of the cause of armament reduction and limitation, Mr. Hender-
son had not lost hope of the conclusion of a convention. His health had been impaired
by the efforts he had made, and he had fallen as a valiant soldier in the cause of peace and
disarmament.

Whatever the controversies that had divided the various delegations on the delicate
subject of disarmament, their members had been unanimous in their recognition of
Mr. Henderson and their affection for him. His personality was so human that no one could
help loving the man who was universally known in his own country as " Uncle Arthur ".
He had had other intellectual and moral qualities. His devotion to an ideal and his sense
of reality, his impartiality and his generosity, had made an indelible impression on everyone
who had had the privilege of working with him. The Council of the League had paid him
a moving tribute in the previous January, and the Chairman was sure that he was speaking
for everyone there when he said how deeply they honoured the memory of Mr. Henderson.

(The Members of the Committee stood for a few moments in silence, in honour of

Mr. Henderson's memory.)

The CHAIRMAN then observed that, in view of the existence of Mr. Henderson's preliminary
report, which had been circulated nearly a year earlier, it would not be necessary for him
to recount in detail the numerous vicissitudes of the Conference. He need therefore only
make a brief reference to some outstanding facts relating mainly to its more recent activities.

Convened by the Council in accordance with the wish expressed on several occasions
by the Assembly, the Conference had met on February 2nd, 1932; its last meetings had been
held during the closing months of 1934 and the early months of 1935.

He would not refer to the general discussions of the Conference and the General
Commission; nor would he recall the lengthy investigations carried out by the experts, the
negotiations on equality of rights and security, the various resolutions of principle adopted
by the Conference during the first phase of its work, etc. On the other hand, he would
venture to touch briefly on the most recent decision taken by the General Commission, the
organ of the Conference, on which all the participating States were represented. He referred
to the resolution adopted on June 8th, 1934.1 It marked a turning-point in the life and
methods of work of the Conference. It was very largely based on practical considerations
dictated by the political difficulties of the moment.

In that resolution, the General Commission had invited the Bureau of the Conference to
seek, by whatever means it deemed appropriate, and with a view to the general acceptance
of a Disarmament Convention, a solution of the outstanding problems without prejudice
to the private conversations into which Governments might desire to enter in order to facilitate
the attainment of final success by the return of Germany to the Conference. While making
the necessary arrangements for a further technical study of the questions of security, air
forces, and arms manufacture and trade, the General Commission had left it to the Bureau
" to take the necessary steps at the proper time to ensure that, when the President convened
the General Commission, it should have before it, as far as possible, a complete draft
Convention".

On November 20th, 1934,2 the Bureau, at the suggestion of its President, had decided
that, from the range of problems dealt with by the Conference, there should be selected
certain questions regarding which it would seem that agreement might be reached in the
near future. In that connection, the Bureau had indicated :

(1) The regulation of the manufacture of arms and trade in-arms;

(2) Budgetary publicity;
(3) The setting-up of the Permanent Disarmament Commission (a specially

important point).

In accordance with that decision of the Bureau, the Committees he was about to mention
- all of which already existed - met during the early months of 1935: the Committee

for the Regulation of the Trade in and Private and State Manufacture of Arms and Implements
of War; the Technical Committee of the Commission on National Defence Expenditure;
and the Committee on Miscellaneous Provisions.

The result of the work of those committees was set out in the following documents

(a) the Report of the Committee for the Regulation of the Trade in and Private
and State Manufacture of Arms and Implements of War,3 which contained a number
of texts adopted at a first reading;

(b) the Draft Convention on the Publicity of National Defence Expenditure (a

final draft) 4 ;

1 See Records of the Conference, Series B, Minutes of the General Commission, Volume III, pages 682-684.
2 See Records of the Conference, Series C, Minutes of the Bureau, Volume II, page 246 et seq.
a Document Conf. D.168.
4 Document Conf. D.160(1).
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(c) the draft articles concerning the Permanent Disarmament Commission, which
constituted Chapter IV of the report mentioned in (a) above.

The texts mentioned were certainly a valuable contribution to the solution of those
problems.

It should be borne in mind, however, that none of those texts had, up to the present,
been discussed either by the Bureau or by the General Commission of the Conference for
the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments. They were, in a manner of speaking, the raw
material of treaty clauses.

In the matter of the organisation and future work of the Conference, reference might
be made to the Council's decision of January 22nd, 19361 - namely:

"As soon . . . as a proposal for the convening of the Conference is made,
either by the Rapporteur or by any Member or Members, the Council can empower the
Secretary-General to consult the Bureau of the Conference on the question of summoning
the Conference. The latter would then begin by electing a president and proceed to
consider the general situation."

Through the mouth of its Rapporteur, M. Ruiz Guifazui, who was now a member of the
Third Committee, the Council had added:

" The series of political events that have taken place since the General Commission's
last meeting will perhaps suggest to the Conference a procedure and programme of
work influenced by the changes that have taken place in the general situation."

The Chairman reminded the Committee that the French delegation, acting in conformity
with the resolution of January 22nd, 1936, had just laid before the Council the question of
convening the Bureau of the Conference.2 He expressed the hope that the Third Committee's
discussions would form a useful preface to the work of the Bureau of the Disarmament
Conference. That was in any case how he envisaged the Committee's task. The forum
of the Assembly must be used to prepare public opinion for the more technical work which
would take place in the Bureau. They must proclaim that, despite the suspension of work
in the Conference, the problem still subsisted. As M. Sandler had so well said in the Assembly
some years before, even if the work of the Conference failed, the problem would still remain
on the League's programme.3

At the same time, the Chairman thought that the public should be warned not to expect
too much. They were only too well aware that results would be limited, although it was to
be hoped that they would be preparatory. Even those limited results could be obtained only
if some Powers, and the strongest Powers, were prepared to make concessions with regard to
certain positions which they had adopted, and in which they were more or less isolated.

He proposed to open at the next meeting a general discussion on the questions referred
to the Committee by the Assembly and those which had been alluded to in speeches recently
made in that body. In his opinion, the Committee had above all to consider the future of
the Conference, or, rather, of the work for which the latter was called. The Committee must
therefore explore the ground in order to get its bearings and help the Assembly to find its
way more satisfactorily through the labyrinth of the vast problem of disarmament. If it
thought fit, the Assembly might transmit the results of the Third Committee's discussions
to the Bureau of the Disarmament Conference. 

In conclusion, he expressed the hope that the Committee's discussions would have
fruitful results.

SECOND MEETING.

Held on Monday, October 5th, 1936, at 3.30 p.m.

Chairman: M. LANGE (Norway).

5. Reduction and Limitation of Armaments: General Discussion.

M. DE SCAVENIUS (Denmark) said that the Danish delegation was prepared to support
the French suggestion to convene the Bureau of the Disarmament Conference. Its reason
for joining the other delegations which had asked that the Third Committee of the Assembly
should be set up was to give countries not represented on the Bureau of the Conference the
opportunity of stating their views. It would have been possible, of course, to call the
Conference itself together, but the Committee would doubtless agree that to do so would serve
no useful purpose in the present circumstances. They must first of all make sure by

1 See Official Journal, February 1936, page 87.
2 See document C.418.1936.IX. and the Minutes of the fourth meeting of the ninety-fourth session of the Council.
3 See Official Journal, Special Supplement No. 115, page 43.
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negotiations in the Bureau, or by other means, that there was some possibility of obtaining
practical results. Even before the Bureau was summoned, however, they should satisfy
themselves that the situation was not too unfavourable.

First of all, the necessary machinery would have to be set up for seizing any favourable
opportunity. The Danish delegation believed that the best procedure would be to constitute
the Permanent Commission of which so much had been said at the Disarmament Conference,
and on which agreement had been reached among the States represented there. The
Commission could select the right moment for opening up discussions, but should avoid
giving its meetings undue publicity, since, in the event of failure, there would be further
disappointment.

The Disarmament Conference had thought of setting up that Commission by means of
either a general or a special convention. At present, that procedure would scarcely be
practical, because, even if they were successful in drafting such a convention, it would take
a long time for it to be generally ratified. But the Permanent Commission could be established
by a decision of the Council, like other League Commissions.

It was obvious that the participation of all countries would have to be secured, even
those not belonging to the League, whose collaboration was essential if tangible results were
to be obtained.

As soon as political conditions were favourable, the Permanent Commission could collect
from the various countries information which would enable it to place before the Council a
plan of the kind mentioned in Article 8 of the Covenant that might be submitted to the
Governments for examination and decision.

While the Bureau was thus attempting to set up machinery for dealing with the work,
the possibility of finding a solution for problems whose preliminary study had been well
under way when the Disarmament Conference was adjourned would have to be examined.

He was thinking especially of the regulation of the trade in and manufacture of arms and
implements of war, on which question the preliminary technical work had been concluded.
The Committee which had discussed it had drawn up a report in the concrete form of articles
for a convention.

The Bureau might look into the possibility of a political agreement between Governments
representing different points of view, in the light of the situation which had resulted in France
from the nationalisation of the armament industry. If a satisfactory agreement were reached,
all the Governments could discuss the problem in the Permanent Commission.

The problem of the publicity of military expenditure was also ripe for solution from the
technical point of view. But a political agreement had still to be obtained by negotiation;
that would be an important task for the Bureau and the Permanent Commission. Thus, if
there were a sufficient measure of agreement on these questions, they could be settled even
before the Conference itself met.

Finally, the Commission would have to study the means of obtaining general adherence
to the Convention of October 2nd, 1930, on Financial Assistance, and the Convention of
September 26th, 1931, to improve the means of preventing war. Those Conventions had met
with general approval at Geneva, but very few States had ratified them. None the less,
they retained their importance. The response of the Governments to the step taken by the
Assembly on July 4th, 1936,1 showed that there was at least general agreement on the
importance of concentrating the League's efforts to improve the means of preventing war.
It was desirable that all States, whether Members of the League or not, should accede to these
Conventions.

M. RUTGERS (Netherlands) said he realised that the optimism felt when the first meeting
of the Conference for the Limitation of Armaments was held had now disappeared. The
work of that Conference had revealed the many difficulties encountered by those who were
earnestly concerned with the problem of the limitation and reduction of armaments. The
Netherlands delegation accordingly approached the question with great hesitation, and with
the feeling that it was not the time to indulge in new illusions which would only lead to new
disappointments.

It was more than ever necessary for them to open their eyes to realities and face them
courageously. The Disarmament Conference had discussed the principles and the details
of the problem at great length. It had made use of all imaginable methods for dealing with
each arm. At one moment it had seemed that the method of qualitative limitation might
lead to tangible results; but, on closer inspection, difficulties had appeared which had up to
the present remained insuperable.

Still more serious was the fact that the Conference had examined all kinds of methods,
but had scarcely touched the thorny question of figures. Some documents containing figures
certainly existed, but there had never been agreement about them; in fact, they had scarcely
been discussed. The most perfect model tables had been drawn up, it was true; but the real
essentials for their completion - the figures - were lacking.

He would not review all the difficulties that had prevented the Conference from reaching
a satisfactory conclusion. They must, however, see whether circumstances had changed since
the last meetings of the Conference in such a way as to justify a hope of better results. It
had been said that one of the obstacles encountered by the Conference - namely, the question
of equality - had disappeared. Various delegations which had been heard by the Assembly,
especially the Hungarian delegation, had, however, shown that its disappearance was still
far from complete.

1 See Official Journal, Special Supplement No. 151, page 65.
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On the other hand, in the past few months, many countries to which the political situation
of Europe and the world gave cause for anxiety had obtained large sums for rearmament.
The armament race was starting again; but, although that might be an additional reason for
trying to limit armaments by international agreement, it must not be forgotten that certain
countries felt that they were behind the others. That was undeniably true, but, as soon
as those countries had caught up, others would be left behind, and would claim the right to
re-equip their military forces; that applied specially to air forces, as their material became
obsolete so quickly.

Even if a state of balance were reached, it would in any case be most precarious; but
there was every reason to think that it never would be reached. This search for a balance of
armaments showed with increasing clearness the lamentable way in which international
affairs were drifting.

But something must be done. -All countries refused to believe that limitation and
reduction of armaments were impossible politically, if not logically. On the contrary, they
were all conscious of the imperative need for disarmament, both in the economic interests of
nations crushed beneath ever-increasing burdens, and in the interests of peace itself, on which
the future of civilisation depended.

However, at the moment, it was impossible to cherish greats hopes. Psychologically
and politically it was certainly not the time to re-embark on all the tasks of the Disarmament
Conference. Although to give up entirely would mean irremediable defeat and total ruin,
they felt that any schemes they might conceive would necessarily be modest.

In what way could they look forward to carrying on the work of disarmament ? The
Netherlands delegation agreed with those who thought that it was first of all necsesary to
find out whether certain subjects complied with the following conditions : (1) Could they be
dealt with separately, without prejudice to any other disarmament questions, which should be
left open for the moment ? (2) Was there a sufficient chance of success for them to be studied
with some hope of arriving at a satisfactory solution ?

The Netherlands delegation thought that there were three subjects fulfilling those
conditions. First of all, he referred to the publicity of national defence expenditure, on
which subject the organs of the Disarmament Conference had managed to draw up texts which
had met with such a favourable reception that the resumption of the discussion would seem
likely to lead to a positive result in a relatively short space of time.

Secondly, he mentioned the regulation of the manufacture of and trade in arms. He felt
all the more free to speak on that question because the Netherlands Government was one of
those that had signed and ratified the 1925 Convention on the Trade in Arms, and because
Netherlands law had long ago made the Government responsible for the permanent supervision
of arms manufacture and the arms trade.

It should, therefore, bepossible to reach an agreement on those two points.

The same applied to the Permanent Disarmament Commission. The exhaustive
investigations of the Disarmament Conference had shown that an agreement on that matter
could be secured. He wished to remind the Committee at that point of the very interesting
suggestions made by the Belgian delegation concerning the establishment of a permanent
investigation commission. That suggestion called for further study.

Although it might seem advisable to continue certain sides of the work of the Disarmament
Conference, that could not be done in the Assembly or in the Third Committee. It would
first of all be necessary to call together the Bureau of the Disarmament Conference, on which
several States were represented that did not take part in the meetings of the Assembly.

In conclusion, M. Rutgers thought that the Bureau of the Disarmament Conference
should be summoned, and the Third Committee of the Assembly could then give it instructions
which, without being rigid, would nevertheless be helpful.

M. MASENG (Norway) said that the Norwegian Government, through the speech of
M. Koht, Minister for Foreign Affairs, had given very clear indication, during the general
discussion in the Assembly,1 of its keen desire that the League of Nations should resume as
quickly as possible its work on the reduction and limitatin of armaments. For those reasons,
the Norwegian delegation had associated itself with the proposal for the constitution this
year, after a stoppage of four years, of the Third Committee of the Assembly.

As far as it was concerned, the Norwegian delegation had had certain very definite aims

In the first place, in view of the French proposal, which the Norwegian delegation warmly
supported, it wished to give all the Members of the League an opportunity of expressing
an opinion on the problem of disarmament. The Bureau of the Conference only represented
part of the Members of the League, whereas in the Assembly all the delegations could speak.
The Norwegian delegation had therefore thought it desirable to ask that the Minutes of the
Third Committee's discussions should be communicated to the Bureau of the Disarmament
Conference.

The necessity of a general debate was a psychological matter. The present times were
perilous. The ideology of the League of Nations was opposed by ideologies not only different
but also frankly conflicting with it, by ideals glorifying force, reviving the theories and
practices of the doctrines of " reason of State " which involved placing the interests of the
State above the principles of international solidarity and independence. Such were the
essential causes of the present crisis. The new armaments race was an obvious symptom

1 See records of the seventh plenary meeting of the Assembly.
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of this. At such a time, it was the duty of the Members of the League who remained true
to the Covenant to state their attitude and to assume their responsibilities before world
opinion.

This effort to improve the situation involved a whole programme of action, the elements
of which had just been described in the general debate in the Assembly by the Norwegian
Foreign Minister and by the representatives of the States with which Norway was happy to
co-operate. They had been given concrete form in certain proposals relating to economic
recovery, moral disarmament and especially the application of the principles of the Covenant,
ideas and suggestions regarding which the Norwegian delegation awaited the proposals of the
General Committee of the Assembly with great interest.

The proposal to set up a Third Committee this year formed an essential factor in that
programme of action. Taken as a whole, the programme aimed at showing world public
opinion that the ideology of the League of Nations was still alive and powerful among the
Members of the League. It aimed at convincing public opinion in every country that a
policy of peace and international solidarity existed, which could save the world if it was
energetically and methodically applied; whereas the opposing ideology of war and force and
that of " reason of State " would drive the world towards a cataclysm. All that was necessary
was that the programme should be applied in time. It was to be hoped that the nations would
realise that necessity.

The Third Committee was called upon to discuss the problem of the reduction and
limitation of armaments. What did that mean at the present time ? Obviously, there could
be no question of anything more than a preliminary and introductory discussion.

The "Blue Book "I which had been circulated by the Secretariat showed how far
advanced all the disarmament work was from the technical point of view. A draft Convention
had been prepared; but that draft had not been adopted by the Conference, because political
goodwill had been lacking. Nevertheless, there were chapters dealing with certain questions
which could be converted into provisionally separate protocols, the acceptance of which
would represent substantial progress.

M. Maseng wished to lay special stress on the great importance of the adoption of a
protocol establishing a Permanent Disarmament Commission. The draft was complete and
had been adopted at a first reading by the General Commission of the Conference; it would
only need a few drafting amendments to be transformed into a protocol.

If the General Commission were convened and adopted such a protocol, the League
would possess for the work of disarmament a body similar to those it already possessed for
other aspects of its permanent activities.

The Disarmament Commission would have a two-fold task : first, to supervise
disarmament, and, secondly, to prepare for future disarmament conferences. As regards
supervision, there was a draft which was ready for adoption, that relating to publicity of
armament expenditure. All the States had been agreed on this draft, and since it had been
understood that a period of a few years should be allowed during which publicity of expenditure
would be introduced before limitation of expenditure was undertaken, it would seem an
excellent course to adopt the draft.

The question of the supervision of the manufacture of and trade in arms was not as
near a solution. The draft had been completed, but it gave rise to reservations. Amendments
had been proposed by certain States whose accession was essential before the draft could
be made final. An effort must be made to achieve that result, and they must not abandon
hope that dissenting States would give proof of solidarity and goodwill.

Besides supervision, there was the essential task of preparing for the future. The
Permanent Disarmament Commission, if set up, would decide on the psychological moment
at which the problem of the reduction and limitation of armaments could be permanently
placed on the League's agenda. The League would then possess the necessary machinery.
There would be reason to despair of the future and of the good sense of mankind if any doubt
existed that that psychological moment of wisdom would arrive before it was too late; and
in any case the League would not be doing its duty if it did not prepare for that eventuality.

M. SANDLER (Sweden) reminded the Committee that, during the general discussion, the
Swedish delegation had expressed the view that statements from various quarters justified
a public debate on disarmament in the Third Committee. The statement of the first delegate
of France was deserving of special attention, and M. Sandler expressed his appreciation of
the French action, in consequence of which there would be a discussion on disarmament by
the Bureau of the Conference. It had been pointed out, and he thought rightly, that public
opinion in many countries could not accept or understand the closing of the Geneva Assembly
without any serious consideration, in one form or another, of the most anxious question of
the moment - the question of armaments.

As an international political problem, and in consequence of the obligations assumed
under the Covenant, the reduction of armaments remained on the League's programme
automatically. The League could not evade it, therefore, and it was in the League's own
interest that the body that had been set up to see that those obligations were carried out
should resume its activities. The question was when work should be resumed. It would
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rest with the Bureau of the Conference to decide; but as only a limited number of delegations
were represented on that body, it seemed desirable - and, indeed, necessary -to give every
Member of the League an opportunity of stating, more specifically than could be done during
the general discussion in the Assembly, its views on disarmament and on the best means of
extricating the League from the present deadlock.

With that object, it had been proposed to set up the Third Committee as a preliminary
step towards the meeting of the Bureau of the Conference. The Bureau would certainly
be grateful to members of the Third Committee for any suggestion, any positive contribution,
that would throw light on the opinions and attitudes of members of the Committee, and
enable the Bureau to take its decisions with a full knowledge of the facts.

Important events had, of course, taken place during the two years that had elapsed since
the Bureau had been engaged in its full-dress debates on the most suitable method of putting
the limitation and reduction of armaments into effect. Nothing in the way of disarmament
had yet been brought about by the negotiations opened during and parallel to those debates.
The Conference's programme of work had had to be more and more reduced, and had
ultimately come to a standstill. Meanwhile, the level of armaments had risen enormously.
The balance between the armaments of the ex-belligerents of the great war had radically
changed. That change in itself had simply wiped out certain problems. Others, however,
had arisen, and should be frankly spoken of. The danger involved by the armament race and
the prevailing lack of confidence still persisted, and indeed was becoming even more serious.

That was not the moment to make a critical analysis of the developments that had
taken place. History would show what lessons must be drawn from the opportunities that
had been lost. None the less, it was essential to see what possibilities there still were of not
bequeathing to the younger generation a position of complete bankruptcy. It would be
realised that, in actual fact, the starting-point was quite different from what it had been at
the opening of the Conference.

In the existing circumstances, it seemed necessary to put off - though, it was to be hoped,
not for long - the fulfilment of the general conditions required for a complete solution of the
problem, and, for the time being, merely to attempt to devise more modest methods that
would enable work to be resumed where it had been left off. The first delegate of France had

suggested a scheme of work in three stages - supervision, limitation and reduction. The
Swedish delegation was prepared to take its share in any action that was necessary to restart
the idle machinery.

In his inaugural speech, the Chairman of the Third Committee had also referred to three
questions which, on the technical side, had very nearly reached maturity - the regulation
of the manufacture of and trade in arms, budgetary publicity and the constitution of a
Permanent Disarmament Commission. He had been rightly inspired to place those three
problems in the forefront.

For the moment, M. Sandler would consider only the first of those questions; he thought
that an agreement on the subject would probably lead to decisions regarding the constitution
of a Permanent Commission and regarding budgetary publicity.

In connection with the supervision of armaments, it would be remembered that, on
April 13th, 1935, a Committee of Enquiry had adopted at the first reading a report' on the
state of the work, and that report was deserving of careful attention. It contained detailed
provisions which were the outcome of prolonged discussions among experts; unfortunately,
they revealed a wide gap between the views of the "maximalists " and those of the
" minimalists ", with a series of intermediate proposals that aimed at reaching " a fair

average ". Differences of opinion were numerous; but the first difficulty that had to be over-
come before work on disarmament could be resumed seemed to be that of the extent of the
system of supervision and publicity for manufacture.

Some delegations, and those not the least important, had not approved of the detailed
form of publicity proposed by the majority of the Committee; they had only accepted the
obligation of sending to the proposed Permanent Commission a quarterly return of the total
value, under different heads, of the manufactured articles finished during the previous quarter.

Most of the members of the Committee had not been able to regard those measures as
constituting a real and effective system of supervision. That seemed likely to be the question
that would present itself to the Bureau first of all, when it had to decide whether a resumption
of the work could lead to any substantial results. If the various attitudes to which he had
referred had not changed, the prospect that a resumption of work would lead to any useful
results seemed excessively small.

It was to be hoped that at the meeting of the Bureau, if not even during the present
discussion, further information would be produced, and would be such as to enable some
real, though limited, progress to be made. In expressing that hope, the Swedish delegation
accepted its share of the responsibility for the proposal that the Third Committee should be
constituted. It was quite well aware - as was clear from the statements made on its behalf
during the general discussion in the Assembly - of the links between disarmament and other
important political, economic and moral questions, and of the vital necessity of co-ordinating
the efforts of the States Members of the League and States which were not members.

Among the causes of the prevailing uneasiness, both in regard to armaments and in all

the League's other fields of activity, the Swedish delegation had already referred2 to the
" extreme nationalism which reigned over considerable parts of the world, the absence, in

1 Document Conf.D.168.
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- 16 

numerous countries, of a free public opinion, and the League's lack of universality ". In
that connection, it should be emphasised that, as Mr. Eden had said, disarmament must be
not only military but also mental. Throughout the history of man, the most dangerous
instrument of war had always been man himself, who directed all the other weapons of
destruction. Yet man, being a complex organism, was at the same time endowed with a
divine quality that enabled him to rise up against his own evil instincts. Man the destroyer
could become man the builder.

It was more necessary than ever to gather together in every nation, regardless of opposing
doctrines, those constructive elements which existed and must exist in any human
civilisation and whose disappearance would mean the end of the human race. In the most
difficult times, an appeal must be made to that proud, noble and human sentiment which
was expressed as well by " quand meme " in French, as by " und doch " in German.

Be that as it might, the discussion on disarmament was reopening, and the Third
Committee was awakening from its slumbers. It was possible to be quite modest in their
immediate hopes, as the Swedish delegation was, but at the same time to say " all the same,
the demonstration was worth while ". It represented an appeal to all the delegations to
clear up the situation and join in a constructive effort.

M. HOLSTI (Finland) said he could do little more than express agreement with what
had been said by previous speakers, but he would like to draw the Committee's attention to the
letter which the Finnish Government had addressed to the Secretary-General on August 31st,
1936,1 and, in particular, to the passage in that letter relating to the Convention on Financial
Assistance. Small States had great difficulties in competing with the great Powers in
rearming, and an international convention giving guarantees of assistance would be of the
greatest help to them. Now that competition in rearming had started afresh, the Finnish
delegation was more than ever of opinion that such a treaty should be brought into force,
in order to increase the security afforded by the League to its Members and to save the small
States from wasting a great deal of money on armaments.

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France) said that, for the sake of clearness in the debates and out of
friendly deference to the delegations which had asked for the Third Committee to be
summoned, the French delegation had refrained from speaking first, as it would otherwise
have thought it its duty to do, since, through its Foreign Minister, it had, as it were, raised
the tombstone under which the Disarmament Conference lay buried, and proposed that the
Bureau of that Conference should meet in order that it might judge of the desirability of
summoning the Conference.

M. Paul-Boncour thanked the delegates of Denmark, the Netherlands, Norway, Sweden
and Finland for having stated their views so ably; it was now the French delegation's turn
to explain the reasons for its action, or rather to amplify those which had already been
mentioned in the Assembly by M. Delbos.2

First of all, in order that no doubt might exist in the minds of the members of the
Committee, M. Paul-Boncour wished to make it clear that that step had been taken following
upon a decision reached by a Government whose members had devoted a large part of their
public lives to working for the prevention of war and to promoting disarmament. That
decision represented a new and strenuous effort to complete the national equipment. As
the first delegate of the United Kingdom had so frankly claimed in the Assembly, M. Paul-
Boncour claimed for his country the right to act in the same way without laying France
open to the suspicion that she was not true to a pacific policy on behalf of which she had
already agreed to sacrifices that had sometimes been found excessive. It was in order to
serve that pacific policy and to be in a position to fulfil her international obligations under
the Covenant and the individual agreements which she had been able to conclude in the
spirit of the Covenant, and also to provide for her own security, that France had been obliged
to assume burdens from which she asked nothing better than to be released in the universal
release which would result from a general convention for the reduction of armaments.

Far from being contradictory, her action of to-day supplemented the measures of
yesterday, and it was the moment when the most indisputably pacific nations were obliged
to join in that armaments race that France chose, in order to stop the race if possible, to
foster the hope that it was still possible. The eagerness with which the Scandinavian,
Netherlands and Finnish delegations had asked for a meeting of the Third Committee, whose
activities were bound up with the work of disarmament and which had only interrupted its
work because the Disarmament Conference was sitting, afforded evidence of the feelings
with which France's appeal had been received. M. Paul-Boncour wished to draw attention
to that eagerness, which he duly noted, and without harbouring illusions, he thought that
that agreement, which seemed unanimous, as to the desirability of examining the existing
possibilities, provided abundant justification of France's initiative.

He would confine his observations to what he had just said, for it was neither the time
nor the place for framing a programme or even for proposing one.

M. Paul-Boncour thanked the Chairman for pointing out that it was for the Third
Committee to propose a plan of work for the Bureau of the Conference. The grounds that
had been given for summoning it showed that everyone in that Committee realised that
its members could only exchange views which, owing to the fact that some States not

1 Document A.31.1936.VII, page 18.
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represented on the Bureau were represented in the Third Committee, might give a better idea
of the preoccupations of the Members of the League.

There could therefore be no question of a hard and fast programme. The French
Government would not, however, have judged the time ripe, from the moral or political
point of view, for a resumption of the work in favour of a reduction of armaments if it had not
thought it possible to achieve practical results. Regrettable though the Disarmament
Conference's long silence had been, an unsuccessful meeting would be still more dangerous,
as the previous speeches had clearly shown.

If they were wise enough to limit their programme, the technical studies already made
would afford some starting-point. They were embodied in texts, and could pass into
international law if the Governments acceded to them in the political plane. That was
another example of the fact that the organs of the League of Nations often did work the
utility of which was too little known and the importance of which was ignored by the detractors
of the League. If the Conference had been silent for a long time past, its Committees had
fulfilled their tasks; and, as patient toilers on behalf of that thankless Conference, they had
reached conclusions in matters which provided the essential basis of any convention for the
reduction of armaments - namely, publicity and supervision.

As regarded publicity, the Committee possessed a draft Convention which dealt so
comprehensively with the problem that all that was now wanting was the political accession
of the Governments.

The same was true as regarded supervision. If the League was not in possession of a
draft Convention, at any rate it had the Polish delegation's report,1 which contained definite
texts adopted at a first reading on the supervision of the trade in and manufacture of arms.
These texts were so explicit that the French Government had been able to embody in its
internal legislation the actual conclusions of the report and, going still further, had been able
to decree the nationalisation of war material factories.

He was not going to propose any measure of that kind. States could choose, in exercising
their sovereignty, between the various forms of supervision. The report which was before the
Committee proposed sufficiently varied and elastic solutions to give each country a wide
choice, provided it was understood that no convention was possible without that initial
supervision.

Other problems might arise. Without disregarding the interdependence of the three
forms of armament land, naval and air - it was possible to conceive of a convention on air
limitation and assistance.

The Danish and Swedish delegates had spoken of a permanent disarmament commission.
M1. Paul-Boncour welcomed that idea, which had been a favourite one of the late
Mr. Henderson. M. Paul-Boncour did not immediately endorse that proposal, because he
wished to think it over and put a few questions to those who had revived it.

If they looked in the very interesting book which had been published on the question of
disarmament at the chapter concerning a Permanent Commission, they saw nothing else in the
column which could be described as negative (i.e., that which partly counterbalanced and
neutralised the advantages derivable from the first, since a host of amendments or reservations
contradicted on many points the principles which appeared to have been accepted) than
the observations of the French and Turkish delegations, which had not a restrictive but an
amplifying effect.

Nevertheless, M. Paul-Boncour asked his colleagues to consider that that Commission, to
which Mr. Henderson himself and many others had attached extreme importance, and
without which no Convention for the Reduction of Armaments could work, presupposed the
existence of a convention. He did not see very well how the Commission could exist if it
was not provided with material by a convention. On the other hand, he could easily conceive
of it after the conclusion of a convention, however limited. That Commission must have
an object, and he would welcome any explanations from those who had recommended its
establishment.

He drew attention to another point, which was that the Bureau of the Conference and
the Conference itself were still in existence. They were hardly noticeable, it was true;
but it was the Third Committee's task to revive them and to give them once more a genuine
existence after many months of purely legal existence. The States represented at the
Conference, of which the Bureau was only the mouthpiece, were not exactly the same as
the States represented on the Third Committee or at the Assembly. Here, too, he would
like further details regarding the views of the advocates of the Permanent Disarmament
Commission on the latter's composition and operation.

In the observations he had submitted, M. Paul-Boncour had simply wished to show
that, apart from the great moral and political significance of the French delegation's initiative,
that delegation had practical possibilities in view without which there would be the risk,
fraught with terrible consequences for all, of a fruitless revival.

M. Wellington Koo (China) said that the proposal for a resumption of work on the
disarmament question had the approval of China, which, although a distant country, was
intensely interested in disarmament. It was now over two years since the work of the
Disarmament Conference had been suspended, and what had happened since that time was
well known to all. The general situation had been greatly aggravated, and the continuous
increase in armaments had added to the state of international unrest; while the necessity
of increasing national armaments laid a heavy burden of taxation upon the people, and
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retarded the prospect of economic recovery. The picture was not a pleasant one to
contemplate.

The question arose as to whether there was anything that could be done to improve the
situation. As he had said in the Assembly,' however modest their efforts might be, it might
still be desirable to revive the Disarmament Conference, either through the Bureau or the
General Commission. During its two years of work, the Conference had covered a great deal
of ground; and, although eventually it was suspended, much progress had been made. There
had been many points of agreement which had stood out strikingly, although of course on
many points there had been disagreement which had proved insurmountable. There was
the possibility that the points of agreement which had been reached might still be embodied
in some form of instrument which would help to safeguard peace; and afterwards they might
continue the search for a settlement of those points on which differences still existed.

In the second place, a number of important events had occurred which seemed to
encourage a resumption of work on the disarmament question. A number of agreements had
been concluded on the initiative of the United Kingdom Government dealing with the
limitation of naval armaments. It was true that those agreements were not universal in
character; but they marked a definite step forward and represented a modest achievement
in the particular sphere of naval disarmament.

On the other hand, on the question of the control and regulation of the manufacture of
and trade in arms and implements of war, some Governments had already taken important
legislative action, notably the French Government. Those were some of the facts which
pointed to a more hopeful prospect and encouraged the hope that the cause of disarmament
was not at present past recovery. In the present state of anxiety prevailing almost all over
the world, it was desirable that a question so important as that of disarmament, which was
inseparably and inevitably linked to the question of general peace, should not be left on one
side, but should be tackled with renewed energy. The very effort to deal with it again would
have a beneficent influence on public opinion; and, on a question of such universal importance,
he believed it was necessary once more to arouse public interest and to exercise any influence
capable of creating an atmosphere favourable to the continuance of the work.

The disarmament question was one of tremendous magnitude. It was bound up with the
question of peace or war; and there was therefore no need to feel discouraged because two years
ago, after a strenuous effort lasting over twenty-six months, it had been necessary to suspend
work. It was a question upon which effort might well be renewed; setting on one side the
points of agreement, attention should be directed to those points which still presented
difficulties. It was true that the work had been greatly hampered by the fact that all Powers
were not represented on either the Assembly or the Disarmament Conference. It was
important that conversations should go on with a view to reaching agreement with those
Powers which were not represented; but, on the other hand, it was equally important that
further efforts should be made pari passu to reduce little by little the outstanding points of
disagreement among the Powers that were represented.

In other words, some permanent machinery was necessary to ensure, not only that the
work of conversations should go on between represented Powers and unrepresented Powers,
but also that the work of reconciliation, of searching for common ground between the Members
of the League, should be continued.

The cause of disarmament was fundamental to the question of universal peace. So long
as it was desired that peace should be consolidated and safeguarded, so long would efforts
be made to reach the goal of success in the matter of disarmament. However difficult of
attainment the goal might be, it was necessary to push on towards it with unremitting energy.

Mr. MACDONALD (United Kingdom) said that Article 8 of the Covenant set Members
of the League an important task with regard to disarmament. The achievement of some
measure of arms limitation and reduction was so essentially a part of the work of establishing
peace that the League must keep that task in mind, whatever the difficulties in the way of its
accomplishment.

The achievement of disarmament remained a principal objective. His Majesty's
Government had given proof of its firm adherence to this cause. Throughout the long
endeavours of the Disarmament Conference, His Majesty's Government, despite a certain
uneasiness as to the scale of its armaments in relation to those of some other countries, and

despite criticism from certain sections of its countrymen, had refrained from engaging in
rearmament lest it should prejudice the chance of reaching an international treaty for
arms limitation. It was only when its hopes of that had been dashed, when it became clear
that the Conference was not going to achieve its object at the first attempt, that His Majesty's
Government modified its policy.

Since then, the United Kingdom Government had embarked, as Mr. Eden had said in his
speech before the Assembly, 2 upon a considerable programme of re-equipment of the three
fighting services. His Majesty's Government was not arming because it had aggressive
designs against any people; its rearmament was a threat to no one, but an insurance of
its own people. Its great imperial responsibilities, which stretched round the world, and
its international undertakings had forced upon it the duty of strengthening its forces;

1 See records of the ninth plenary meeting of the Assembly.
2 See records of the sixth plenary meeting of the Assembly.
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and he for his part believed that in a rearming world a strong Britain was not an additional
disturbing force but a steadying influence for peace.

His Majesty's Government was making great progress with its programme, and would
continue with it unless and until the nations of the world reached an international agreement
for the limitation and reduction of armaments. Such an agreement remained an object of
its policy; it was ready to co-operate wholeheartedly in any practicable attempt to
secure it.

The work of establishing peace, one condition of which was a disarmament treaty, would
never be easy; but it must never be given up. However often hopes were disappointed,
nations must return again and again to the task. The history of the Disarmament Conference
up to date contained many lessons : one was that no effort, however unsuccessful in its major
object, was entirely wasted. The Conference had performed a great mass of work which would
be of inestimable value when it again resumed its labours.

Another lesson was this : Peace was not going to be won as a result of one comprehensive,
magnificent effort. It would be secured by a series of lesser efforts, by a succession of advances
following one upon the other. The obstacles lying in the path of the peacemakers must
be cleared away as progress was made step by step.

The Chairman had been wise, therefore, in suggesting that the Committee should
accustom itself to the idea of a modest achievement in the near future. It would be idle to
suppose that, in the present situation, it would be possible to sit round a Conference table
and work out a number of agreements, covering the whole problem of disarmament, to
which the Foreign Ministers of the various nations would immediately append their
signatures. The endeavour had been made to do that, and it had to be confessed that it had
failed.

That did not mean that the project would have to be abandoned. The first step should
be to ascertain the causes of the recent failure, and to endeavour to get rid of those causes;
to solve the troubles which lay at the root of the failure. When they had been resolved, or
their magnitude had been reduced, a return could be made to the attempt to reach an
agreement for arms limitation and reduction.

The principal cause obstructing success had been the lack of confidence between nations
in Europe, and it was the immediate task of statesmanship to restore that confidence. His
Majesty's Government was ready to play its part in that work.

On these grounds, he shared the doubts expressed by the delegate of France as to the
utility of setting up the Permanent Disarmament Commission at present. The Commission
had been intended to play a certain indispensable part in carrying out the Convention for
the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments. It had not been intended to be an organ for
the initiation of schemes in connection with disarmament. That was the task of the
Disarmament Conference itself. Therefore, the setting-up of the Commission would seem
to be premature until there was some supervisory work for it to do.

That did not mean that His Majesty's Government thought there was nothing whatever
to be done on matters connected with disarmament. There were aspects of the problem which
it thought should be pursued. It believed it might be possible to make some modest
achievement, to record some advance in certain directions. For example, there was already
in existence a draft Convention drawn up by one of the sub-committees of the Disarmament
Conference concerning publicity for national defence expenditure. Publicity for such
expenditure would itself be a contribution towards creating that confidence which was
essential, and that, therefore, would seem to be a proper matter on which to continue to work.
As Mr. Eden had said to the Assembly, if a Convention on the lines drawn up by the sub-
committee proved generally acceptable, it would meet with the warm support and approval
of His Majesty's Government. Such an agreement would be an encouragement to proceed
to the next step, a fresh consideration of the twin questions of trade in and manufacture of
arms. Like the Swedish delegation, the United Kingdom delegation was anxious to make
some definite progress. His Majesty's Government was in favour of an agreement for the
control of trade and manufacture, but could not accept an agreement which was not generally
acceptable to the principal arms-manufacturing countries. An agreement to which one or
more of those countries was not a party would not contribute to confidence and security.

In His Majesty's Government's view, the aim should be to secure the maximum agreement
to which all the principal manufacturing countries would conform. The attempt to do more
might well lead to no agreement at all. A modest agreement, embodying useful principles
and practice, was more desirable than no agreement at all; and, from that foundation, it
would be easier to build later on a more ambitious structure of control. His Majesty's
Government was anxious only to secure practical results.

He wished to refer to one other matter. The security of the British Empire depended
mainly on the strength of the British navy. This was true to such an extent that one Prime
Minister recently expressed the national sentiment when he said : " The navy is us ". There-
fore it was a measure of the sincerity with which his country supported the idea of arms
limitation that, ever since the war, successive British Governments had negotiated a
succession of naval limitation treaties. A new treaty to that end was signed in London at
the beginning of the present year, and negotiations were now proceeding with a view to
obtaining the accession to the treaty of additional naval Powers. To achieve that object,
His Majesty's Government had undertaken a series of conversations with other Governments.
Those conversations were making some progress; but, whilst there were still certain questions



20 -

outstanding, it would be premature for him to give more detailed information. The Secretary-
General was, however, kept informed of developments as they occurred, and His Majesty's
Government would continue to follow that procedure.

Such was the spirit in which His Majesty's Government viewed the present situation
concerning disarmament. It could not hide from itself that its work on that problem
had received a setback; but it had not abandoned its belief that a treaty for the limitation
and reduction of armaments must ultimately be achieved, if peace was to be secured. The
problem remained as yet unsolved. His Government was prepared, whenever opportunities
came, to tackle it again by whatever means might hold out the greatest hope of success.

M. Ruiz GUINAZUJ (Argentine Republic) wished to make a contribution to the Committee's
work as former Rapporteur to the Council on disarmament questions and as a member of the
Bureau of the Conference.

On January 22nd, 1936, he had had the honour, as Rapporteur, to make the following

proposals to the Council, which had accepted it:

" As soon . . . as a proposal for the convening of the Conference is made, either
by the Rapporteur or by any Member or Members, the Council can empower the
Secretary-General to consult the Bureau of the Conference on the question of summoning
the Conference."

The French proposal was true to the spirit and letter of that Council decision. The
members of the Committee who had already spoken had supported the French proposal, of
which the whole Committee seemed to be in favour.

The Bureau would have to make a survey of the political horizon and to revive one or
more of the Conference's committees, such as the Permanent Committee, the Committee on
Budgetary Publicity or that dealing with the supervision of the manufacture of and trade
in arms.

The Council, when examining the French proposal, would have to proceed to a preliminary
exchange of views for the purpose of fixing a date both sufficiently close and politically
opportune for summoning the Bureau and communicating to it the Minutes of the Third
Committee's discussions in order that they might be taken into account when the work was
resumed. When the Committee's report reached the Assembly, the latter would probably
wish to communicate it to the Council for transmission to the Bureau of the Conference.
It was hoped that the Council and the Bureau, which were smaller organs than the Assembly,
would be guided by the ideas exchanged in that Committee before taking, each in its own
province, the decisions they might consider necessary.

One last point was that the Council, having referred to a world conference the settlement
of all problems regarding the reduction and limitation of armaments, it would perhaps be
proper to submit all these problems to the Conference itself, which would give a final decision
on the various questions raised in the Third Committee.

Count CARTON DE WIART (Belgium) said that the Belgian delegation was entirely in
agreement with the reasons that had led a number of delegations to call for the convening
during that Assembly of the Third Committee, which had to deal with problems connected
with the reduction and limitation of armaments. In the Belgian delegation's opinion, the
important thing was to assert its faithfulness to a principle and a duty which remained among
the most essential tasks of the League. The delays and disappointments suffered in that
connection by the friends of peace must not be allowed to destroy or obscure the capital
importance of the task. As a concrete proposal, the Belgian delegation willingly supported
the idea of summoning the Bureau of the Conference as soon as the time seemed ripe.

As regarded the suggestions which the Assembly might make to the Bureau, the Belgian
delegation fully agreed with the programme outlined by the Netherlands delegation. That
programme, which was a limited one, and had to be so if it was to be practical, included the
problem of the regulation of the manufacture of and trade in arms. The Third Committee
was aware that one of the considerations which had unfortunately delayed the ratification
by several States of the 1925 Convention on the Trade in Arms was the absence of another
international instrument on the regulation and control of manufacture. Those two problems
seemed to the Belgian delegation to be closely interconnected.

It also attached the greatest importance to all progress which might be achieved in
regard to the publicity of armaments. The effect of such progress on the establishment or
re-establishment of confidence had been rightly emphasised in the United Kingdom delegate's
speech.

M. LITVINOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said he would make only a very short
statement, because all that his Government had to say in the matter of disarmament had
been said time after time by its representatives in the Preparatory Committee for the
Conference on Disarmament, at the Conference itself, at the meetings of the Bureau and at
the Assemblies of the League. All they had said on all those occasions still held good. They

1 See Official Journal, February 1936, page 87.
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had put forward many proposals for radical and for modest advances. There had been
hardly a proposal brought forward by other Governments which had not had the consent
and approval of his Government. Obstacles to the realisation of such proposals had
considerably increased both in number and in force. Nevertheless, they had to thank the
French Government for its initiative in putting the problem of disarmament, of which they
should never lose sight, on the agenda of the present Assembly.

Even if they could not now achieve any actual disarmament, it might be useful to draw up
schemes of work to be taken in hand when practicable. Work on those lines would necessarily
be somewhat academic, not because they wished it to be academic, but owing to the force
of circumstances. His Government wished to express the hope that that work would not take
the place of other necessary work of the Assembly, but would run parallel to it. They had
before them declarations by many Governments to the effect that they had been forced to
increase armaments. That being so, it seemed to him very important that they should adopt
some measures to prevent those armaments being put to use before they could disarm. Any
measures proposed to the Assembly which seemed likely in any way to lessen the chances of
Governments being forced to use their armaments should be immediately elaborated in order
that they might produce results.

It was with those reservations that he associated himself with all the proposals made.
He wished to assure all his colleagues that, if the measures they elaborated there for
disarmament were not carried into effect, it would not be due to the insufficient contribution
of the Soviet Government but, on the contrary, it would be despite the contribution, the very
large contribution, of assistance which his Government would lend to such measures.

M. RUTGERS (Netherlands) wished to reply to the question put by the French delegate.
M. Paul-Boncour's question might be summarised as follows : Why mention the

Permanent Disarmament Commission among the questions which it would be desirable to
study and deal with separately ? That body would only be useful after the adoption of a
Disarmament Convention, and if there were no convention, what would its powers be ?
The United Kingdom delegate had stated that he shared the French delegate's doubts.

M. Rutgers replied that the competence of the Permanent Disarmament Commission
defined in the draft Convention would clearly not be the same if they confined themselves to
the two Conventions dealing with the manufacture of and trade in arms and budgetary
publicity. If they wished to achieve a positive result, even if only on those two special
questions, a body to study the question would be necessary. In the document now before the
Committee,' it would be seen that in the clauses on budgetary publicity constant reference
was made to the Permanent Disarmament Commission.

It was doubtless not for the Committee to discuss all the details of organisation and
competence of the Permanent Commission; but a supervisory body would be necessary to
assist the Bureau and the Conference itself.

M. Rutgers recalled in that connection the opinion of Mr. Henderson, who, on
November 20th, 1934,2 when the work of the Bureau of the Conference came to an end, laid
special stress on the necessity of creating a Permanent Commission and determining its powers.

M. ADLE (Iran) paid a tribute to the French initiative. Pursuing its pacific policy the
Government of Iran wished every success to the efforts made to bring about disarmament.

He wished, however, to make the most express reservations regarding the revival of the
1925 Convention, which had already lapsed, for the Iran Government could not accept that
part of the text of this eleven-year old Convention which concerned the supervision of the
traffic in arms in the Persian Gulf.

The CHAIRMAN declared the general discussion closed.

6. Appointment of the Rapporteur.

On the proposal of Mr. MACDONALD (United Kingdom), the Committee appointed its
Chairman, M. LANGE, to act as Rapporteur.

1 Document Conf.D.160(1).
2 See Records of the Conference, Series C, Minutes of the Bureau, volume II, page 251.
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THIRD MEETING.

Held on Wednesday, October 7th, 1936, at 3.30 p.m.

Chairman: M. LANGE (Norway).

7. Examination and Adoption of the Draft Report to the Assembly.

The CHAIRMAN opened the discussion on the draft report and resolution. 

Paragraph 1.2

M. POLITIS (Greece) drew attention to the following sentence:
" From that time, the Conference, though legally existing, has suspended its

labours."

He proposed the omission of the words " though legally existing ", which seemed to
suggest doubt as to the existence of the Conference.

M. Politis' proposal was adopted.

Paragraph I as amended was adopted.

Paragraph 2.

" The armaments race which followed this interruption of the Conference's work
and which weighs heavily on the economic life of many countries, Members of the League
of Nations and non-member States alike, has again made the reduction and limitation
of armaments a problem of great urgency. The rearmament of one country was followed
by the rearmament of its neighbour or neighbours, and the danger that all of them
would be financially exhausted at an early date convinced some of their number, if not
all, that the opportunity of the present annual meeting should be taken to make a
further attempt to put an end to this race towards grave and unknown dangers."

Mr. MACDONALD (United Kingdom) objected to the words " all of them would be
financially exhausted at an early date ", which inferred that the countries rearming were
risking finding themselves financially exhausted in the near future. No doubt the
continuation of the armaments race would, in the long run, exhaust the various countries,
but the English text did not reproduce that idea exactly.

In agreement with the Chairman, Mr. MacDonald accepted the words "and the danger
that ultimately all of them would be financially exhausted convinced . . . ".

M. POLITIS (Greece) proposed to modify the words " to make a further attempt ", in
the last sentence of the paragraph. He did not think it was the Commission's intention itself
to make a serious effort to arrest the armaments race and consequently proposed that the
existing text should be replaced by " to seize the possibility of making an effort to arrest.. ".

The CHAIRMAN thought this was perhaps going too far and proposed to say " the
opportunity of the present annual meeting should be taken to stimulate efforts to put an end
to this race . . . ".

Paragraph 2 as amended was adopted.

Paragraph 3.

Paragraph 3 was adopted.

Paragraph 4.

M. KOMARNICKI (Poland) proposed the amendment of the first paragraph, the text
of which seemed to him too ambitious.

For the words " on all the aspects of the problems ", he proposed to read " on certain
aspects of the problems ". It could not be said that it had been possible to consider all the
aspects of the problems in the Commission's three meetings.

1 For final text of the report and resolution, see Annex (page 26).
2 The paragraphs are numbered in accordance with the final text of the report.



- 23-

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France) proposed the wording "the main aspects of the problems ... ".

M. Paul-Boncour's proposal was adopted.

Paragraph 4 as amended was adopted.

Paragraphs 5 and 6.

Paragraphs 5 and 6 were adopted.

Paragraph 7.

Mr. MACDONALD (United Kingdom), supported by M. KOMARNICKI (Poland) proposed
that the words " at which a solution is possible in the near future ", at the end of the second
sentence, should be replaced by the words " at which a solution may be possible ".

The CHAIRMAN considered that the omission of the words " in the near future " would
seem to imply that the problem on which the Commission had worked for years was insoluble.

M. KOMARNICKI (Poland), as Rapporteur of the Committee for the Regulation of the
Trade in and Manufacture of Arms of the Disarmament Conference, considered that if, from
the technical point of view, those questions were ripe, mention should be made in the text
of the idea that the conclusion of agreements was subordinated to certain political conditions
yet to be fulfilled.

Mr. MACDONALD (United Kingdom) proposed the words "at which a solution may be
possible at a relatively early date ".

Mr. MacDonald's proposal was adopted.

M. POLITIS (Greece) proposed the omission of the last sentence of paragraph 7: "The
Commission has paid special attention to these two criteria, in order that public opinion may
be spared fresh disappointments ".

M. Politis' proposal was adopted.
Paragraph 7 as amended was adopted.

Paragraph 8.

Paragraph 8 was adopted.

Paragraph 9.

Mr. MACDONALD (United Kingdom) considered that the first sentence of paragraph 9:
"As regards more particularly the supervision of the manufacture of and trade in arms, it
must be recognised that the efforts made in the national sphere, especially the recent French
legislation . . . ", seemed somewhat to minimise the efforts made in certain other
countries. While appreciating highly the French efforts, the United Kingdom delegation
considered it would be better to draft the sentence as follows: " The Committee recognises
with satisfaction that efforts have been made in the national sphere by certain countries,
amongst others, by France ".

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France) accepted this text. All the French delegation wished was
to show what the French Government had contributed to the work of the Committee and the
later work for disarmament, and to emphasise that it was for each country, in the exercise
of its full sovereignty, to choose the method of regulation which appeared to it to be the most
efficacious.

Paragraph 9, as amended by the United Kingdom delegate, was adopted.

Paragraph 10.

"As to the publicity of national defence expenditure, the Committee noted that
there is a technically complete plan which can be adopted and applied as soon as the
necessary political decisions are taken. There can be no doubt that a positive result
in this particular field would largely contribute to restoring confidence between Govern-
ments ".

M. POLITIS (Greece) proposed to replace the words " as soon as the necessary political
decisions are taken " by the words " as soon as circumstances became favourable ". The
actual text might imply that the Governments were negligent if it were said that the draft
plan was only waiting for political decisions.

The CHAIRMAN, while emphasising the need for political decisions before the draft plan
could be adopted and applied, proposed to say " the decisions of the competent authorities "
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M. POLITIS (Greece) accepted this proposal.
Further, he proposed to omit, in the last sentence of the paragraph, the words: " There

can be no doubt that a positive result in this particular field would largely contribute to
restoring confidence between Governments ", which seemed to be a somewhat exaggerated
statement.

The CHAIRMAN considered that a positive result in this field would contribute effectively
to the re-establishment of confidence between the peoples who would then be kept informed
of the preparations made by other Powers. Further, it might be considered that this was
the execution of the obligation in Article 8 of the Covenant in regard to exchange of
information.

The Chairman therefore asked M. Politis to agree to the text being left unchanged.

M. POLITIS (Greece) was ready to accept the view of the majority of the Committee,
but he felt it was going rather too far to say that the publicity of expenditure would make for
the re-establishment of confidence between Governments. There were other reasons for
distrust.

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the words " would contribute " meant that this publicity
was not the only condition for the re-establishment of confidence.

M. DE VASCONCELLOS (Portugal) proposed to omit only the word " largely " - for, if
agreement were really reached on the publicity of expenditure, it would show that confidence
had already returned and that many obstacles had already been overcome.

The CHAIRMAN proposed the following text for paragraph 10:
" As to the publicity of national defence expenditure, the Committee noted that

there is a technically complete plan, which can be adopted and applied as soon as the
decisions of the competent authorities have been taken. There can be no doubt that a
positive result in this particular field would contribute to restoring confidence between
Governments."

Paragraph 10 as amended was adopted.

Paragraphs 11 and 12.

Paragraphs 11 and 12 were adopted without modification.

Paragraph 13.

M. KULSKI (Poland) wished it to be mentioned in the Minutes that the idea that "an
endeavour should be made to obtain general accession to the Convention on Financial
Assistance of October 2nd, 1930, and the General Convention to improve the Means of
preventing War" had not been discussed by the Commission. If the Convention to improve
the Means of preventing War were discussed, the Polish delegation would probably have to
make a reserve in view of the fact that it had always made objections to this Convention,
both during the course of its preparation and in the Security Committee of the Disarma-
ment Conference.

Paragraph 13 was adopted.

Paragraph 14 (new).

M. HOERSCHELMANN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) pointed out that the report
should mention a remark made by the first delegate of the Soviet Union. M. Litvinoff had
said that the work on the question of disarmament could not take the place of the efforts made
towards collective security, efforts which might, it would appear, lessen the risk of seeing
Governments obliged to utilise existing armaments. The solution of these problems would
facilitate the work of disarmament.

To fill this omission, he proposed to add, after paragraph 13, a new paragraph reading as
follows

"The opinion was also expressed that the resumption of work on disarmament could
in no sense replace the efforts of the League of Nations to ensure collective security, and
to avoid the necessity for making use of existing armaments, which are increasing. A
solution of questions of this kind would facilitate work on disarmament."

Paragraph 14 was adopted.

Paragraphs 15 and 16.

Paragraphs 15 and 16 were adopted.

Paragraph 17 and Draft Resolution.

The CHAIRMAN referred to his first draft of the second paragraph of the draft resolution,
which was as follows :

" Welcomes the action taken with a view to convening the Bureau of the Conference
for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments at an early date."



In a corrigendum to the draft report he had, however, at the request of a delegation,
laid before the Committee the following alternative text for that paragraph:

"Welcomes the action initiated by the French Government with a view to the
convocation of the Bureau of the Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of
Armaments at the earliest date which would be politically opportune." i

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France) recognised that the Council, when it came to the question of
convening the Bureau, would have to take into consideration political conditions. It would be
unfortunate to convene the Bureau at a time when it could make no useful proposal. But
this preoccupation would seem to be sufficiently taken account of in paragraph 16. It would
be better, he considered, not to mention this point in the text of the resolution, for the words
"the most opportune from the political point of view " might be given many interpretations.
Would it not be better to retain the expression " early convocation ", for he feared a certain
contradiction between convocation "at the earliest possible date " on the one hand and the
statement that this date should be "the most opportune from the political point of view ".

M. Politis had stated correctly that disproportionate hopes must not be awakened at
the possibility of realisation, but that also, on the other hand, the opposite extreme must be
avoided.

While it was wise, in his opinion, to have referred in paragraph 16.to certain political
considerations, it would be better to omit those considerations in the actual text of the
resolution. ^:

However, he would not insist upon his proposal, if his'colleagues did not share his opinion.

The CHAIRMAN would accept the view of the Committee on M. Paul-Boncour's appeal in
favour of the original text, which greatly touched him. He would suggest the addition,
in the original text, after the word " action " of the words " initiated by the French
Government ".

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France) proposed a new text, taking into account the preoccupations
set forth by the delegation which had suggested the original amendment. This text might
read as follows

" . . t the early convocation, at the most opportune date, of the Bureau of
the Conference . .

The CHAIRMAN read out the new text of the resolution as follows

" The Assembly,
" Firmly convinced of the need of pursuing and accelerating the efforts made to bring

about the reduction and limitation of armaments provided for in Article 8 of the
Covenant:

" Welcomes the action initiated by the French Government with a view to the early
convocation at the most opportune date of the Bureau of the Conference for the Reduction
and Limitation of Armaments, and

" Requests the Council to communicate to the Bureau and to the Governments of
the countries represented on the Conference the present report and the Minutes of the
Third Committee's discussions."

The resolution was adopted.

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France) wished, in the name of the Committee, to express its thanks
to the Chairman who had succeeded in rapidly drawing up an objective report which took
into account the character of the discussion.

The report as a whole and the resolution were adopted (Annex).

8. Reduction and Limitation of Armaments: Application to the Report of Rule 14 (a) of the
Rules of Procedure of the Assembly concerning the Simplification of the Procedure of
the Assembly.

The CHAIRMAN observed that, in accordance with Rule 14 (a) of the Rules of Procedure of
the Assembly, the Committee must decide if it considered that a discussion of the report in
plenary meeting was or was not necessary.

The Committee decided that such discussion was not necessary, in view of the nature of the
Committee's debates and the fact that the report had been adopted unanimously.

9. Close of the Session.

The CAIRMAN expressed his thanks to the Committee for the Committee for the way in which it had worked.
Without exaggerating the lines of the discussions which had taken place, it was a matter
for congratulation that this question of general disarmament, one of the essential duties of
the League of Nations, had again figured on the agenda of an Assembly.

He also thanked his colleagues for the confidence which they had shown in him in electing
him both Chairman and Rapporteur of the Committee.

The Chairman declared the session closed.
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ANNEX

Official No: A. 64. 1936. IX.

REDUCTION AND LIMITATION OF ARMAMENTS.

REPORT OF THE THIRD COMMITTEE TO THE ASSEMBLY.

Rapporteur: Dr. Chr. L. LANGE (Norway).

1. The Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments, which was
convened by the Council of the League of Nations in accordance with the recommendation
made on various occasions by the Assembly, met on February 2nd, 1932. Since that date,
pending the completion of the work of the Conference, the Third Committee of the Assembly
has not been constituted.

After a period of great activity, the rate of progress of the Conference's work gradually
slackened, especially from 1935 onwards. The last work carried out by some of its organs
dates back to the spring of that year. From that time, the Conference has suspended its
labours. Nevertheless, its various organs - the General Commission, the Bureau, the
Committees and Sub-Committees - are available to resume their duties at any moment, as
soon as there is an improvement in the adverse situation that checked their activities.

2. The armaments race which followed this interruption of the Conference's work and
which weighs heavily on the economic life of many countries, Members of the League of
Nations and non-member States alike, has again made the reduction and limitation of
armaments a problem of great urgency. The rearmament of one country was followed by
the rearmament of its neighbour or neighbours, and the danger that ultimately all of them
would be financially exhausted convinced some of their number, if not all, that the opportunity
of the present annual meeting should be taken to stimulate efforts to put an end to this race
towards grave and unknown dangers.

3. Thus, during the course of the present year, both the Council and the Assembly
were seized of the problem : on two occasions - on July 1st and September 26th, 1936 
the French delegation made known to the Assembly the desire of the French Government
to see the resumption of the work of disarmament, and, on September 27th, the French
delegation brought the question before the Council. Further, the delegations of Denmark,
Finland, the Netherlands, Norway and Sweden, having requested the convocation of the
Third Committee, the Assembly, acceding to their request, decided to set up this Committee
for the purpose of proceeding to a general examination of the existing situation.

4. The Third Committee, which met on October 2nd, immediately held a general
discussion on the main aspects of the problems referred to it by the Assembly.

This discussion brought out the permanent and statutory character of the duties imposed
on the organs of the League of Nations by Article 8 of the Covenant.

In other words, the Third Committee was of the opinion that the question of the reduction
and limitation of armaments must remain on the agenda of the League of Nations as an
international political problem. The League should therefore not abandon this task, whatever
difficulties may be experienced in carrying it out.

While the methods to be adopted may vary according to the political circumstances of
the moment, the object - and it cannot be achieved by a single effort but only by a series of
successive and persevering efforts - will remain the same.

5. The Assembly referred to the Third Committee for consideration.

(a) The part of the Secretary-General's report dealing with the question of
armaments;

(b) The statements made on this subject during the general discussion;

In addition, certain delegations called attention, at the meeting on October 5th, to the
observations on disarmament contained in the replies regarding the application of the Covenant
of the League of Nations.

Lastly, the preliminary report of the late Mr. Henderson, President of the Conference,
served as a valuable guide, and numerous speakers referred to it during the general discussion.

6. As regards the present position of the work carried out under the auspices of the
League of Nations in the matter of the reduction and limitation of armaments, the Committee
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concentrated its attention on the main facts in the last stage of the Conference's work. It
examined, above all, the decision taken by the Bureau of the Conference on November 20th,
1934.

On that occasion the Bureau considered that the problems dealt with by the'Conference
should be examined and a certain number of them selected in regard to which an agreement
might apparently be reached at an early date.

The Bureau indicated, in particular :

(a) The regulation of the manufacture of and trade in arms;
(b) Budgetary publicity;
(c) The establishment of the Permanent Disarmament Commission.

In accordance with this decision of the Bureau, the Committees indicated below (all
were already in existence) met during the first months of 1935 : the Committee for the
Regulation of the Trade in and Private and State Manufacture of Arms and Implements of
War, the Technical Committee of the Commission of National Defence Expenditure, and
the Committee on Miscellaneous Provisions.

The results of this work are set out in the following documents:
(a) Report of the Committee on the Regulation of the Trade in and Private and

State Manufacture of Arms and Implements of War (document Conf.D.168), which
contains a number of texts adopted at a first reading;

(b) Draft Convention on the Publicity of National Defence Expenditure (document
Conf.D./C.G.160(1));

(c) The draft articles concerning the Permanent Disarmament Commission, which
constitutes Chapter 4 of the draft prepared by the Arms Committee (document
Conf.D.168 above-mentioned, page 21).

7. The Third Committee accepted the idea expressed by the Bureau on November 20th,
1934 - namely, that, while general solutions should be held over until a later date - which
it was hoped would not be too distant - certain questions should be given immediate
consideration. In the Committee's opinion, the three questions mentioned above can be
dealt with separately and, moreover, have reached a stage at which a solution may be possible
at a relatively early date.

8. The view was pressed in the Committee that a start should be made with the draft
Convention on Publicity of National Defence Expenditure. If agreement were reached on
that subject, then an attempt should be made to proceed with the question of the regulation
of the trade in and private and State manufacture of arms and implements of war.

9. As regards more particularly the regulation of the manufacture of and trade in arms
the Committee recognises with satisfaction that efforts have been made in the national sphere
by certain countries - amongst others, by France. Moreover, the texts prepared in 1935
by the Committee for the Regulation of the Trade in and Private and State Manufacture
of Arms and Implements of War mark a clear advance on previous work in the same field.

Serious efforts are nevertheless necessary to reduce and, if possible, eliminate the
divergencies still existing in regard to the precise object of publicity and the extent of
supervision.

It was also pointed out that progress in this field is only possible if all the manufacturing
countries agree.

10. As to the publicity of national defence expenditure, -the Committee noted that
there is a technically complete plan which can be adopted and applied as soon as the decisions
of the competent authorities have been taken. There can be no doubt that a positive result
in this particular field would contribute to restoring confidence between Governments.

11. Several delegations stressed the importance of setting up the Permanent
Disarmament Commission at an early date. Before that Commission is constituted, however,
agreement must be reached on the questions to be brought under its control - e.g., publicity
of national defence expenditure or the regulation of the trade in and manufacture of arms.

12. Among the questions which may be dealt with at a comparatively early date, the
French delegation indicated that of a convention on limitation and assistance in regard to
air armaments.

13. Several delegations drew attention to the desirability of pursuing the work in other
fields as well. For instance, the idea was expressed that an endeavour should be made to
obtain general adhesion to the Convention on Financial Assistance, of October 2nd, 1930,
and the General Convention to Improve the Means of preventing War, of September 26th,
1931. In the case of the first, the Finnish delegation suggested that the signatory States might
contemplate the deletion of Article 35 of the Convention, which made the entry into force of
that instrument and its maintenance in force conditional on the application of a plan for the
reduction of armaments.

14. The opinion was also expressed that the resumption of work on disarmament could
in no sense replace the efforts of the League of Nations to ensure collective security and to
avoid the necessity for making use of existing armaments, which are increasing. A solution
of questions of this kind would facilitate work on disarmament.
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15. From the outset of its work, the Committee was unanimously of opinion that its
task was in no sense to draw up a sort of programme of future work for the reduction and
limitation of armaments. Constitutionally, this work is at present entrusted to the Conference
for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments. This Conference includes, in addition to the
Members of the League, non-member States whose co-operation is of the utmost importance.
The procedure for the resumption of the work of the Conference was, indeed, dealt with in a
decision of the Council, dated January 22nd, 1936, but this decision merely indicates the
connection existing between the permanent organs of the League of Nations and the
Conference itself and is intended to meet the situation created by the death of the President
of the Conference, who had been appointed by the Council.

The Council has at present before it a request from the French Government to convene
the Bureau of the Conference. It is for the Bureau itself and, if necessary, for the General
Commission to take decisions regarding the future course of the Conference's work.

The observations made during the Third Committee's discussions and those included
in the present report are, therefore, nothing more than suggestions. Nevertheless, the
Committee hopes that the views exchanged in the Assembly may help to give an impetus
to the Conference's work.

16. While the Committee expresses the hope that there will be an early meeting of the
Bureau, it nevertheless realises that the date of convocation and the result of its discussions
depend very largely on the important negotiations which are so frequently mentioned at
present.

17. In view of the considerations expressed during its discussions, the Third Committee
submits the following resolution to the Assembly:

" The Assembly,
" Firmly convinced of the need of pursuing and accelerating the efforts made to

bring about the reduction and limitation of armaments provided for in Article 8 of the
Covenant:

" Welcomes the action initiated by the French Government with a view to the
early convocation at the most opportune date of the Bureau of the Conference for the
Reduction and Limitation of Armaments, and

"Requests the Council to communicate to the Bureau and to the Governments of
the countries represented on the Conference the present report and the Minutes of the
Third Committee's discussions."
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