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" Article ii.

"The average daily efectives are reckoned by dividing the total number of day's duty
performed by actual efectives in each year by the number of days in such year.

" In the case of continuous service, every day shall count as a day's duty. A deduction of
5 per cent may in each case be made from the total average daily electives on account of persons
sick in hospital, persons on leave for two or more days and persons prematurely discharged on
leave. Any Party for which the above-mentioned absences represent a greater percentage may
make a correspondingly larger deduction after furnishing to the Permanent Disarmament
Commission details as to its basis of computation.

" In the case of intermittent service or instruction, attendances aggregating six hours may
count as the equivalent of one day's duty."

Amendment submitted by the French Delegation. 1

Last paragraph to read as follows:

"In the case of intermittent service or instruction, attendances aggregating
six hours may, for the calculation of the average daily electives, count as the equivalent
of one day's duty."

M. MASSIGLI (France) said that the French delegation had informed the Bureau that,
for the moment, and pending the results of the work in the Committee on Effectives, it had
no important amendments of substance to make to Chapter I of Section I. The main object
of the amendment to Article ii was to make the text quite clear. It made no change at all
in the substance of the article. The amendment indicated the way in which the definitions
proposed for computing attendances in the case of intermittent service or intermittent training
applied for the computation of the average daily effectives. It was possible that, when the
Commission came to Chapter 2 of the same section, the French delegation might have other
proposals to make, particularly with regard to the period of service.

The PRESIDENT noted that there appeared to be no objection to the addition proposed
by the French delegation and declared it inserted.

"Article I2.

"A police force or similar formation may be disregarded for the purpose of calculating
efectives, unless it has at least one of the following characteristics:

"(a) Arms other than individual (machine pistols, Lewis guns, machine guns and
weapons of accompaniment, etc.),

" (b) Training of a military nature other than close order drill, physical training or
technical training in the use of individual arms;

" (c) Transport, signalling or engineer equipment of a suitable nature and on a
sufficient scale to enable it to be employed by units in tactical operations.

" The possession by a force of one or more of the above characteristics will, in principle,
determine its inclusion in whole or in part in the calculation of efectives of the land armed
forces. Doubtful cases should be referred to the Permanent Disarmament Commission, which
will give a decision by reviewing the military capacity of the force in the light of all the above
characteristics and taking into account, in particular, the following confirmatory conditions:

(i) Quartering in barracks;
" (ii) Training in groups of one hundred men or more;
" (iii) Organisation on a military basis;
" (iv) Previous military training."

Amendment submitted by the German Delegation. 2

Article 12, opening paragraph:

For the words " one of the following characteristics" read "the following
characteristics ".

Substitute the following for sub-paragraph (a):

" (a) Armament : Arms other than individual (machine-pistols, Lewis guns,
machine-guns, weapons of accompaniment, etc.) permitting in view of their number
and characteristics of the tactical employment of the force as military units."

1 Document Conf.D./C.G.73.
2 Document Conf.D./C.G.71.
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Add:
" (d) Organisation on a military basis, meaning organisation on a military

basis of the higher services (commanding officers, general staff, etc.) and their placing
by law-in peace or war time-under the orders of one of the national defence
departments.

" (e) Possibility of being used in peace time for military purposes without
mobilisation."

Closing paragraph
For " one or more of the above characteristics " read " the above characteristics ".

Substitute:
For (i): " Training given by the training staff of the army properly so called

(officers, N.C.O.s) ";
For (ii) : " Previous military training "
For (iii) : " Quartering in barracks ";
For (iv) : " Training in groups of one hundred men or more "

M. NADOLNY (Germany) pointed out that Article 12 concerned the definition of the
police forces or similar formations which might or might not be taken into consideration in
computing the military forces. He had already explained his general view in this matter.
The German delegation had had certain conversations with Mr. Eden on the various points
raised by this article, and he was able to say that their divergencies had been bridged to a
certain extent. There was ground for hoping that agreement would be reached on the contents
of the article. The conversations, however, were not yet finished. He did not know whether
those colleagues who had prepared amendments would press for the immediate discussion of
the article. If not, he would ask the President to hold over its discussion until a later stage
during the first or second reading.

Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom) confirmed that M. Nadolny and he had had some conver-
sations, on one occasion under the Presidency of Mr. Henderson, about Article I2; those
conversations had not as yet resulted in an agreement. M. Nadolny had said he was hopeful;
Mr. Eden was very glad to hear that; but his own hopes had been, perhaps, a little rosier than
M. Nadolny's, in that he had trusted to be able to report to the General Commission at the
present meeting something more than hope. To that extent, his hopes had been disappointed,
but he trusted only temporarily. He assured the Commission that, so far as lay in the power
of the United Kingdom delegation, it would do all it could to promote any agreement possible on
a matter which was, after all, of secondary importance, and upon which he would have hoped
that the work would not be held up too long.

The PRESIDENT desired, before he gave any decision about the postponement suggested,
to hear the views of the French and Hungarian delegations, which had also presented amend-
ments to this article.

Amendment submitted by the French Delegation.,

Article 12. Closing paragraph, second sentence, to read as follows:

"Cases which might appear doubtful after the present Convention comes into fork
should be referred to the Permanent Disarmament Commission."

Amendment submitted by the Hungarian Delegation.2

Article I2. - For the present text substitute the following

(i) For a police force or similar formation to be taken into consideration
in calculating effectives, it is essential that the members of this force should have
received so complete military training that the forces are suitable for employment
as combatant units in a field army.

" (2) The possession by a force of the above characteristics will not of itself
determine its inclusion in the calculation of effectives. For its inclusion in whole
or in part in these calculations it must possess the following further characteristics-
viz. 

" (a) Armament : arms other than individual (machine-pistols, Lewis
guns, machine-guns, weapons of accompaniment, etc.) permitting in accordance
with their number and characteristics of the tactical employment of the force as
military units.

" (b) Organisation on a military basis, meaning organisation on a military
basis of the higher services (commanding officers, general staff, etc.) and their
placing by law-in peace or war time-under the orders of one of the national
defence departments.

1 Document Conf.D./C.G.73.
2 Document Conf.D./C.G.7o.
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" (c) Possibility of being used in peace time for military purposes without
mobilisation measures.

" (d) Training given by the training staff of the army properly so called
(officers, N.C.O.s).

" (e) Training in groups of one hundred men or more."

The PRESIDENT did not know whether the delegations concerned agreed to postpone
the matter to a later stage, or whether any member of the Commission who had not moved
an amendment wished to speak on the question.

General TANCZOS (Hungary) said that, following on the explanations given by M. Nadolny
and Mr. Eden, he accepted the proposal to hold over the solution of this matter until the second
reading.

M. MASSIGLI (France) said that the French amendment to Article 12 was an

amendment of form. Its only object was to make the text a little clearer. He consented
accordingly to a postponement of the discussion.

The PRESIDENT noted that the Commission seemed to be agreed that the matter should
be left over, and he was sure all the members wished Mr. Eden success in the conversations
to which he had referred.

Article 13.

The following naval effectives should be included among the effectives of the land armed forces:

(a) Efectives employed in land coast defence;

(b) Marines who are normally in excess of those assigned to or destined for service
afloat ;

(c) Efectives coming within the classification of similar formations (as defined in
Article 12).

Naval personnel serving ashore in the fleet services (training, administrative, etc.), as well
as those assigned to or destined for service afloat, will be included in the efectives of the sea armed
forces.

The PRESIDENT observed that there were no amendments to this article.

"Table 1.

" TABLE OF AVERAGE DAILY EFFECTIVES WHICH ARE NOT TO BE EXCEEDED

IN THE LAND ARMED FORCES.

" (Note. - This table contains only the figures which are suggested for the countries

of continental Europe. It would, of course, require to *be completed by the addition of figures
in respect of all the other Parties.)

Land armed forces
Party Stationed Total

in home country including overseas

Germany ............. 200,000 200,000

Belgium ............. 60,000 75,ooo00

Bulgaria ............. 6o,ooo 60,ooo
Spain . .... .20,000 70o ,000

France ............. . 200,000 400,000

Greece ............. 6o,ooo 60,000
Hungary ............. 60,ooo 60,000
Italy ............. 200,000 250,000

Netherlands ...... ...... 25,ooo 75,000

Poland ............... 200,000 200,000

Portugal ............. 5o,ooo 60,ooo
Roumania .... ........ o,ooo00 I50,000
Czechoslovakia ....... .... Ioo0,000ooo Ioo,ooo

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. . . 500,000 500,000
Yugoslavia ... 00,00......... IOO,OOO Ioo,ooo

Each other continental European State . (no separate figure) 50,090ooo"
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Amendment submitted by the German Delegation.l 2

i. To substitute the following table for Table I:

Table I. - Table of Average Daily Efectives which are not to be exceeded
in the Land Armed Forces.

Land armed forces

Party Stationed in the home country and in Total, including the
overseas territories in the neighbourhood forces stationed in

thereof distant overseas territories

2. To insert a new Article 14:

"The High Contracting Parties undertake to use the armed forces stationed
in distant overseas territories in those territories only and solely for the
maintenance of order and for defensive purposes."

M. NADOLNY (Germany) thought certain delegations would agree that Table I
should not be discussed immediately, but that the work now being carried out by Mr.
Eden should be allowed to continue. The figures given in the table were so closely inter-
dependent that it was impossible to settle the matter immediately, the more so since it was still
necessary to complete Table I with a Table II to cover the other States. Furthermore, apart
from the figures, there were other questions of principle still outstanding on which M. Nadolny
had made a statement during the general observations he had submitted concerning the present
chapter. These questions related more particularly to the form of the table. In the German
delegation's opinion, the categories should be classified in another way, by adding to the troops
stationed in the home country those stationed in the overseas territories near the home country,
and leaving out of account only overseas troops stationed in territories distant from the home
country.

He had had conversations with Mr. Eden on this point too. The question had been
discussed at length but, in view of the interdependence of all these figures, the character and
the form of the table, Mr. Eden and M. Nadolny had agreed not to continue the conversations
until Mr. Eden had got into touch with the other delegations. M. Nadolny thought that the
other delegations which had amendments to propose would agree with him that the discussion
of the article and of the table should be postponed.

Amendment submitted by the Turkish Delegation.3

Mention " Turkey " in Table I and add in the columns opposite the name ' Figure to be
determined "

Tevfik RtUSTtU Bey (Turkey) said that the Turkish delegation would not object to a post-
ponement if the object was to undertake an adjustment of the amendments and of Table I.
The Turkish delegation's amendment, however, was very simple, and did not affect even the
general structure of the table. He would therefore be glad if it could be discussed at once.
Turkey was situated in Europe, because she possessed territory in that continent, and for this
reason, as the Commission was aware, she was a member of the Commission of Enquiry for
European Union. She was not, however, mentioned in the table. The object of the Turkish
amendment was to make good that omission. The question was so simple that it was hardly
necessary for him to give the Commission any further explanations.

' Document Conf.D./C.G. 7 I.
2 Explanactory Note. - The German Government considers that the maximum effectives should be

fixed on the basis of an armaments ratio guaranteeing the national security of all States in accordance
with Article 8 of the Covenant.

In this connection, forces stationed in oversea territories near the homre cozuntrvy should be added to the
armed forces of the home country, whereas in the case of forces stationed in distant oversea territories
there should be an obligation to use them only in those territories to maintain order and for defensive
purposes.

3 Document Conf.D./C.G. 74.
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Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom) felt that there were two questions which should be considered
by the General Commission in this connection. The first was the form of the tables and the
second the figures that were to go into them. He would be glad if the Commission could, at
any rate, obtain agreement as to the form of the tables at the present meeting, although the
second problem was likely to be much more difficult.

He did not think there could be any objection to the first Turkish amendment. In
fact, he thought that the authors of the original plan perhaps owed an apology to the Turkish
Government for not having put the amendment in the original draft.

It would be desirable to have some guidance as to how the figures could be discussed. So
far as he had heard any official expression of opinion, it had, as might have been expected,
been to the general effect that the figures did not give complete satisfaction to the countries
concerned. It appeared to him that, since this was a continental European problem, it might
be possible to appoint a Rapporteur from one of the nations concerned who might be asked to
obtain opinions and, if possible, agreement on the figures. Alternatively, it might be preferred
that any observations should be stated in the General Commission, if not at the present, then
at its next meeting.

M. DOVGALEVSKY (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that, up to the present, the
Soviet delegation had submitted no amendments to the table of effectives for the different
countries.

It had confined itself to making the following observation in order that it might be entitled
to express its opinion when the table was completed 1

" The table not being complete, the Soviet delegation cannot express its final opinion
on the figures contained in it before knowing the figures of effectives it is proposed to assign
to the States not included in the table and particularly to the States in the vicinity of the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.

"The Soviet delegation reserves the right to submit any amendments it may wish to
make when the table has been completed."

For the moment, the table concerned only the countries of continental Europe, and not
even all those countries. The Turkish delegate had just very rightly drawn the Commission's
attention to that point.

The table should take into account all countries, both European and non-European, so
that the Soviet delegation would be in a position to express its views with regard to the figure
for effectives allocated to the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. M. Dovgalevsky's point of
view on this matter differed from that just expressed by the United Kingdom delegate. If he
had rightly understood Mr. Eden's explanation, it related only to the countries of continental
Europe, and that point of view was not shared by the Government of the Soviet Union. In
the Soviet delegation's opinion, the table should therefore be as complete as possible and should
include all countries without exception. Only then could the different delegations, including
the Soviet delegation, express their views.

The figures of effectives for the different countries-and M. Dovgalevsky would take his
own country in particular as an example-had something more than an absolute value; what
was important was their relative value. M. Dovgalevsky would even say that that was of
preponderant importance to the Soviet Union. The Soviet delegation would be prepared to
accept the figure of 500,000 soldiers for its country. It would also be prepared-and even more
willingly-to accept a lower figure, as low a figure as possible; but for that it must be able to
ascertain the interrelation between the army allowed to the Soviet Union and that allowed to
other countries. Naturally, the present relative position of existing armies must be maintained.

While reserving his right to express his opinion on the figure for his country and on the
figures for other countries-and if necessary to move amendments-M. Dovgalevsky desired to
express the hope that the Commission would be able to deal with this subject as soon as
possible. In explaining the United Kingdom draft Convention, Mr. MacDonald had said that
its great advantage was that it contained figures. The Commission had now reached the
figures, however, and was unable to deal with this predominating subject. The sooner the
question was cleared up, the sooner the table would be completed, the sooner it would become
general and include the countries of the whole world, and the sooner would the Commission
be able to deal with this question, which, as M. Dovgalevsky had just said, was really
the stumbling-block-the chief question before the Conference.

M. MASSIGLI (France) said that, in his opinion, putting aside psychological considerations,
there were several reasons why the discussion should be adjourned. The first was that the
Commission had just decided to hold over an important question, Article I2. In this connection,
it would be difficult for the Commission to express its views on the figures until the Committee
on Effectives had concluded its work, and until the Commission knew exactly of what elements
the formations organised on a military basis were composed.

1 Document Conf.D./C.G.7&
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There was yet another and more important reason. Table I, at any rate in as
far as continental Europe was concerned, was dependent upon the solutions that would be
adopted in respect of Chapters 2 and 3 of Section I-in other words, as regards the
standardisation of types of armies.

Finally, there was the Soviet delegation's argument which, in M. Massigli's opinion,
was very important. Clearly, it was no good drawing up this table until the effectives for all
the Powers represented at the Conference were known. To the psychological reasons, which
could immediately be perceived, there must be added the following consideration : several of
the Continental Powers were not Continental Powers only, and it was therefore important that
they should see the whole of the table. M. Massigli desired to entrust yet another duty to
the United Kingdom delegate. Mr. Eden had prepared a table for continental Europe. Could
he not also prepare a general table for all the Powers represented at the Conference ?

M. RAPHAEL (Greece) desired to make a reservation with regard to the figures contained
in the table, for two reasons which M. Massigli had already mentioned: in the first place,
because questions concerning the preceding articles, which might have a very important
effect on the figures embodied in the table, had been reserved; secondly, because the Greek
delegation wished to know what decisions would be taken on Article I6 before making
reservations on the figures contained in Table I.

The PRESIDENT said that, at that stage, he might intimate to the General Commission
that the Committee on Effectives desired to meet that night and would also meet on the
following morning. As so many references had been made to the necessity of awaiting the
report of the Committee on Effectives, he was inclined to think that the General Commission
should leave the whole day free in order that the Committee might finish its work and present
its report on the day after.

Although he did not like putting work on Mr. Eden's back, the President felt he must
ask him to act as Rapporteur with regard to the table. Mr. Eden represented the delegation
that had submitted the table, and the President agreed with M. Massigli that, as the United
Kingdom delegation had made a table for continental Europe, it might make one for the rest
of the world. However, he hoped any delegations that had suggestions to make with regard to
figures would get into touch with Mr. Eden. It was useless to try to settle the question in the
Commission at the moment, although it would subsequently have to be discussed.

Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom) said that, while he was prepared to carry out the President's
instructions as far as he could, he did not think it was within the capacity of the United
Kingdom delegation to fix figures for the world. He therefore hoped the delegations would
send in their figures, which he would do his best to co-ordinate with the help of the delegations
themselves.

The President's proposals were adopted.

FIFTY-FIFTH MEETING

Held on Wednesday, May 3rd, 1933, at 3.30 p.m.

President: The Right Honourable A. HENDERSON.

I05. DRAFT CONVENTION SUBMITTED BY THE UNITED KINGDOM DELEGATION:1 PART II. 

DISARMAMENT (continuation).

SECTION I: EFFECTIVES. CHAPTER I. - PROVISIONS AS TO NUMERICAL LIMITATION (continuation).

Article I2: Result of Conversations between the United Kingdom and Other Delegations.

Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom) said he had discussed privately with several of the delegations
principally interested whether any agreement could be reached in respect of the amendments to
Article I2 submitted at the previous meeting. Finding that there were considerable difficulties
in the way of the acceptance of the German amendments to that article, he had considered
whether any suggestion could be made which might render it possible for them-or most of
them-to be withdrawn, and had enquired of the various delegations with whom he had been
in consultation whether a suggestion on the following lines might be acceptable.

1 Document Conf.D.i57 and addendum.
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As the need for a certain number of police with definitely military characteristics appeared
to be fairly general, it had occurred to him that every country should be allowed, if it desired,
to have a certain fixed quota of militarised police in proportion to the number of its effectives
according to an agreed percentage. If any country desired to exceed that percentage, the
surplus would be reckoned in the total for effectives in the armed forces. For example, if the
percentage were fixed at Io, a State with Ioo,ooo effectives would be allowed to maintain
Io,ooo police on a military basis, but any excess above that figure would reduce the Ioo,ooo
effectives by the number of the police surplus.

The German delegate had indicated that, if a provision of that kind were inserted in the
Convention, he would be able to withdraw all his amendments, with the exception of his
amendment to Article 12 (a). The other delegations with whom Mr. Eden had consulted were
willing to consider the adoption of the amendment, but a request had been made that it
should be added, not to Article I2 (a), but at the end of the article, as item (v), in a slightly
different form, as follows 

"The possession of such numbers of collective arms as would permit of the tactical
employment of the force as military units."

Mr. Eden understood that that change would be acceptable to the authors of the
amendment.

He must make it clear that the ideas discussed in all the conversations had been put
forward only as suggestions, but he believed they would be favourably considered by the
delegations to whom they had been submitted, and he had hopes that after consideration they
might be accepted. The possibility of a final agreement depended, of course, upon the universal
acceptance of any new formula by the generality of delegations in the General Commission
and upon the results of its further work upon Chapter 2.

Mr. Eden desired to take the opportunity to thank his colleagues for their generous co-
operation, which had made possible the above measure of progress in respect of Article I2;
he trusted it might prove a good augury for the future work of the Conference upon other and
larger issues.

The PRESIDENT thought the General Commission would agree that it could not usefully
discuss the proposed revision of Article I2 that day. The text would be circulated as soon as
possible and taken at a later stage.

M. NADOLNY (Germany), having supported the President's suggestion, desired to add
a few words to Mr. Eden's explanations.

The German delegation's difficulty with regard to Article 12 relating to police forces and
similar formations arose out of the fact that, in Germany's absence, the Committee on Effectives
had changed the definition of those formations-that was to say, their characteristics-
classifying them differently and taking each characteristic specially, whereas the Preparatory
Commission's draft had classified them all together. It had been difficult for the German
delegation to agree to that change and for that reason it had moved amendments.

Further, during that period, the work of the Committee on Effectives-namely, the
examination of the police formations, etc., of all the States-had been carried out on the basis
of the new definition. M. Nadolny had not been surprised, therefore, that the Conference,
and particularly the Committee on Effectives, were encountering fairly considerable difficulties,
for the acceptance of the German amendments would mean that the whole of this work of the
Committee on Effectives would have to be changed and begun again.

For these reasons and in order to show its goodwill, the German delegation had been glad
to abandon its amendments as far as possible, on the basis of a practical proposal by Mr. Eden.

The provisions relating to effectives formed a whole, and it was comprehensible that M.
Nadolny had taken his decision subject to the reservation that the whole question of effectives
would be settled satisfactorily.

The PRESIDENT noted that the Commission agreed that consideration of the new
amendment should be delayed until the text had been circulated.

New Article 14 proposed by the German Delegation.s

" The High Contracting Parties undertake to use the armed forces stationed in
distant overseas territories in those territories only and solely for the maintenance of
order and for defensive purposes."

The PRESIDENT suggested that, for the sake of clarity, it would be better if for the time
being the new Article 14 proposed by the German delegation were known as Article 13 (a),
because there was already an Article 14 in another chapter.

1 See Minutes of the previous meeting.
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M. NADOLNY (Germany) pointed out that this article was closely connected with the
German delegation's proposal with regard to Table I. It had suggested that the columns in
that table should be altered, overseas forces stationed in overseas territories near the home
country being added to the forces stationed in the home country, and column (b) containing
the forces stationed in distant overseas territories. The proposed new article supplemented
the amendment to Table I, and was intended to prevent the use in the home country itself
of the troops stationed in distant overseas territories.

M. MASSIGLI (France) regretted he was unable to accept the proposed amendment,
because, in his opinion, it was based on an idea that was quite different from that underlying the
Convention.

The aim of the Convention was to limit the forces at the disposal of the States at any
given moment; its aim was to limit the forces in peace time and not to limit them in war time,
because, if the latter were the case, it would immediately be apparent that all war potential
in all forms must be regulated, a formidable piece of work which no one had as yet dared
initiate. No one as yet supposed that, once a country had gone to war, it could forgo the use of
part of its forces. It had simply been agreed that certain forms of war must be prohibited.
Thus, prohibitions had been laid down with regard to chemical warfare, air warfare, etc.;
but, in as far as an arm was allowed, it had never been supposed that a country could be
prohibited from using the whole of its forces. If, for example, effectives were limited, there
was no question of preventing a country, in the event of war, from giving training to men who
would never have received it in time of peace and from using them.

If that were so, M. Massigli did not see the reason for the proposed article, as the question
was very simple in peace time : maximum limits were to be fixed and limitations imposed,
and each country was to be notified as follows: "You will have sfo many men in the home
country and so many men outside ". There could be no question in peace time, unless the
Convention were violated, of transporting to the home country the effectives allocated to
overseas territories and limited to those territories. It would only be possible if the maximum
fixed for the effectives of the home country were not exceeded.

What, then, was the object of the amendment ? M. Massigli did not understand, unless
it was intended to prohibit the use of part of a country's forces in war time. If so, he must
categorically refuse to accept the amendment.

Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom) found a little difficulty in understanding the full purport
of the German amendment. The position, as he understood it, was that in respect of troops
at home and troops in overseas territories the Conference agreed to accept a certain numerical
limitation, and numerical limitation should the based, so far as overseas troops were
concerned, on the numbers required solely for the maintenance of internal order in those
territories. That brought him to the point which he had tried to make at an earlier meeting
-that, if there was the fear of the misuse of troops in overseas territories, it could best be
guarded against by limiting the number to what was needed for the maintenance of internal
order in those territories. But, that having been done, he did not see that special regulations
could be applicable to that kind of troops alone, or that a country could be asked that, in
case of emergency, it should not on any account move them from those territories.

M. NADOLNY (Germany) pointed out that the German proposal contained nothing
absolutely new. Similar provisions already existed, particularly, he thought, in Belgian
legislation and also in that of other States. Provisions of that kind had also been observed
during the war. Finally, the Covenant contained a provision of this nature with regard to the
mandated territories. The aim of the provision was to prevent the militarisation of an overseas
territory for the purposes of the home country. Naturally, M. Nadolny did not desire to
explain how the proposal could be put into practice, but the German delegation's intention
was to make a clear distinction between military forces serving in the home country and those
in overseas territories.

M. Nadolny desired to draw the Commission's attention to the fact that the proposal
was closely connected with Table I. If the Commission did not desire to settle the question,
it should adjourn it until Table I was examined.

The PRESIDENT reminded the German delegate that Table I was not held over, except
in the sense that Mr. Eden had been requested to try and get the table completed. As soon
as this had been done, the Commission would be able to proceed with the discussion of Table I.
He asked whether M. Nadolny insisted upon his amendment.

M. NADOLNY (Germany) pointed out that there were actually two amendments to Table I.
The first concerned the arrangement of the table in two columns, the other the new Article 14,
the object of which was to make the first amendment more clear. These two amendments
should therefore be studied together, if the Commission desired to discuss the question at once.

1 See Minutes of the previous meeting.
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On the other hand, the question of the presentation of the figures was closely connected
with that of the figures for the home country and the figures for overseas territories, and M.
Nadolny thought these amendments were also closely connected with the idea of the table itself.

The PRESIDENT said that, in view of M. Nadolny's last statement, the amendment would
stand over until the second reading.

SECTION I: EFFECTIVES. CHAPTER 2.. - SPECIAL PROVISIONS AS TO THE ORGANISATION OF THE
LAND ARMED FORCES STATIONED IN CONTINENTAL EUROPE.

Amendment submitted by the German Delegation. 1

This amendment is to delete the entire chapter and insert in its place a new Article 15
reading

" The Permanent Disarmament Commission set up in pursuance of Article 64 of
the present Convention shall immediately devote itself to a study of the question of the
standardisation of armies."

M. NADOLNY (Germany) pointed out that the question with which Chapter 2 of the United
Kingdom draft Convention dealt was connected with the problem of the standardisation of
the armies of continental Europe. That question had already been discussed at length, and
M. Nadolny could therefore be brief.

There were two reasons why the standardisation of the armies of continental Europe had
been suggested. In the first place, the professional army-and the German Reichswehr had
been taken as an example-was regarded as an offensive army. In the second place, it was felt
that standardisation would facilitate a comparison of armies.

With regard to the first point, M. Nadolny categorically denied the offensive character
of the German Reichswehr. If it were claimed that an army based on such an organisation
was of an offensive character, the British army and the army of the United States of America
must also be said to have this same offensive character. M. Nadolny did not think his colleagues
of these two States would be very pleased if they were told that their countries maintained
offensive armies.

With regard to the second point, a comparison of the different armies, M. Nadolny pointed
out that he had already replied to M. Rutgers on this point some days previously. The Con-
ference was considering the limitation of the armaments of the whole world. Consequently,
for the purpose of comparing armies, the armies of the whole world, and not only those of
continental Europe, must be standardised.

M. Nadolny thought no objection could be raised to the two arguments he had just put
forward.

The German delegation did not deny that the idea of standardising armies had a practical
bearing and did not object to this question being studied. But, if standardisation were desired,
the standardisation of all armies must be studied. That study was particularly necessary
because, up to the present, no one knew exactly what type of army it would be best to adopt.
Moreover, M. Nadolny did not think it would be possible for the States having no professional
army but a conscript army to adopt this course immediately and to change their armies within
a certain period.

M. Nadolny took an example from the United Kingdom draft. In one of its later chapters,
the draft dealt with the abolition of military aviation. In the German delegation's opinion,
that question was quite ripe and could therefore be settled. Nevertheless-and M. Nadolny
imagined that this was a precautionary measure-it had been suggested that the Permanent
Commission should first study this question thoroughly. But that suggestion had not been made
with regard to the question of imposing on a whole continent, and even on the whole world, a
type of army which would make it necessary for the States to change their armies. That
problem could not be settled immediately, for it was a very complex one, which must be studied
thoroughly. As a result of her experience consequent upon the war, Germany had studied
this question for some years. She had reached the conclusion that the army of the future
would not be the professional army or the conscript army, but a mixed army containing a
permanent corps for the purpose of maintaining internal order and a militia with short-term
service for the defence of the territory of the country-that was to say, an army which, in
M. Nadolny's opinion, the Hoover plan had to some extent contemplated in drawing a distinc-
tion between the two tasks of an army: the maintenance of internal order and the defence
of the country. M. Nadolny did not claim that the solution contemplated by the German
military experts was the right solution, for it seemed that there were other points of view which
must be taken into account. He must point out, however, that this proposal had not been
in existence for so much as one year, since, as recently as last year, the question had been
discussed, and it had been insisted that the German Reichswehr must remain as it was.

1 Document Conf.D./C.G.7I.
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In conclusion, M. Nadolny thought the problem should be studied carefully. He did not
object to the proposal to standardise armies, a proposal which might prove very valuable, but
a superficial study must be avoided. It was precisely in order to obviate that disadvantage
that the German delegation had suggested that the question should be referred to the
Permanent Commission, which would study it thoroughly and then make proposals.

M. BOURQUIN (Belgium) pointed out that, a little more than two months previously, the
Commission had discussed the question of the standardisation of the Continental armies on
the basis of the army with short-term service and limited effectives. There had been a thorough
discussion, and every conceivable reason of substance and method had been brought forward.
Each delegation had taken up a position, and at the end the General Commission had been in
favour of the principle.

M. Bourquin did not wish to make a new plea on behalf of that principle, but simply to
draw attention to the danger, very serious in his opinion, of abandoning it in the present
circumstances and at the point the Commission had reached.

On March 27th last, the General Commission had unanimously adopted the compromise
suggested by the United Kingdom delegation as a basis for its work. What did that signify ?
Either the vote of March 27th had little significance, was a mere formality of procedure or
a mark of courtesy, or it indicated that the Commission accepted at least the bases, the
principles, of the compromise.

The Commission was, of course, free to amend the text under discussion, but M. Bourquin
did not see very clearly how it could reconcile its resolution of March 27th with proposals
which would completely upset the balance of the draft. He thought, therefore, that a distinction
should be drawn between any amendments which might be moved. There were amendments
introducing more or less minor changes, and, with regard to them, M. Bourquin shared the view
which Mr. Norman Davis had expressed on a previous occasion-namely, that they should be
used as little as possible, in homoeopathic doses, but that there was no fundamental reason
against accepting them. On the other hand, certain other amendments affected the very
substance of the compromise at its vital points. Such amendments must be energetically
opposed, because to allow them would be to destroy the whole structure of the draft and,
consequently, to return to the rut in which the Commission had found itself when the draft
was submitted.

It seemed to M. Bourquin that the amendment under discussion was very definitely of
that character. What, indeed, was the core of all the difficulties with which the Commission
was faced ? It was undoubtedly the problem of land armaments. M. Bourquin did not say
that the other questions were not important and did not wish to underestimate them, but it
was quite obvious that, from the political point of view, the chief obstacle lay there. It was
land armaments, and, to put it more clearly, the land armaments of continental Europe. If
that obstacle could be overcome, the Convention would be made and the success of the
Conference assured. If no agreement were reached on that point, a convention might perhaps
be made, but it would be impossible to disguise the real failure of the Conference's work.
The Commission was therefore at the vital point. The United Kingdom delegation had been
fully aware of that, because the attempt at conciliation and compromise, by which its draft
was characterised, had borne chiefly on that issue. The compromise was between two ideas
which corresponded to the two aspects of the problem: effectives on the one hand and material
on the other. Were the two questions dependent the one upon the other ? Theoretically,
that point might be open to discussion, but theory must be left on one side. This was a political
problem and, from the political point of view, the two were undoubtedly closely connected.
They were the two scales of the balance; in fact, they formed a single whole.

What, then, was the meaning of the compromise proposed by the United Kingdom, or more
correctly the Commission's compromise, since the latter had accepted it as the basis of its
work ? For effectives, the draft said: " Gradual standardisation of the armies of continental
Europe on the basis of the army with short-term service and limited effectives ". That was in
one of the scales. In the other was the gradual destruction of heavy material; the gradual
break-up of professional armies on the one hand, the gradual destruction of heavy tanks and
heavy cannon on the other. Those were the two operations. They went together, they must
proceed side by side, they must be synchronised.

M. Bourquin thoroughly understood the German Government's difficulties with regard to
this problem, but on the day following or the day after, when the Commission came to the
other chapter-material-would not other Powers have just as great difficulties ?

Belgium had had one aim in view since the beginning of the Conference : to facilitate the
success of the Conference. M. Bourquin appealed to the German delegation in that spirit.
He really believed that a decisive moment had been reached, in the sense that, if what M.
Bourquin would call the effectives sector of the United Kingdom draft were upset, the material
sector would inevitably be upset, and the whole system would fall. M. Bourquin still hoped with
all his heart that that would be avoided.

M. MASSIGLI (France) was sure the General Commission had still in mind the spirit of
M. Pierre Cot's observations on this matter when the French proposal was discussed on
February I7th.l M. Massigli might therefore have refrained from speaking, and would willingly

1 See Minutes of the thirty-sixth meeting of the General Commission, page 279.
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have done so, particularly after M. Bourquin's very admirable observations, had the German
delegate's speech not contained certain passages to which he must draw attention.

In the first place, it was not true that it had ever been maintained that the professional
army was always an offensive army and the conscript army always a defensive army. It had
been explained that the professional army was more suitable for offensive purposes and the
army with short-term service more suicable for defence; nothing more and nothing less. It
was that which fully justified the proposal to disarm simultaneously in the spheres of effectives
and material.

That being so, the worst solution, one which should at all costs be avoided, was M.
Nadolny's proposed solution for the future : a mixed army. The mixed army was the
army to which M. Pierre Cot had referred in the following terms:

"To place side by side a regular army and a militia or short-term service army would
be to endow a country with the most formidable army for aggression conceivable. It
would make it possible . . . to hit out and then, having committed this act of aggression,
to occupy the territory conquered and entrench the forces with the aid of the armed
masses."

A mixed army was the worst solution, and it was for that reason that M. Massigli, having
heard it said that the solution for the future was a combination of the two systems, with a
professional army to maintain order, felt he must ask the Commission to think again, and
was led to examine more closely the famous question of police forces.

That being so, what was the situation ?
Recently, the German delegate had said in justification of his proposal, " A year ago we

did not talk in the same way. On the contrary, it was urged that the present situation be
maintained." M. Massigli pointed out that that was because, a year previously, in the
conversations to which reference had been made, it had not been supposed that there could be
any question of putting the Convention on any other basis as to limits than the contractual
system of certain armies. As the German delegate proposed that the question be referred
to the Permanent Commission, M. Massigli asked for time to consider this proposal, for if
M. Nadolny intended that in the meantime, until the examination was concluded, his country's
army would remain at all points in conformity, in both letter and spirit, with the army allowed
under the Treaty of Versailles, that was a new situation which could be discussed; but if,
at the same time, the level or the systems fixed in the Treaty were to be changed, the situation
would be quite different, and M. Massigli could not for his part accept it.

For these reasons, M. Massigli ventured to urge that the question should be thoroughly
discussed. When, six months previously, the French Government had put forward the
proposal with which the Commission was familiar, precisely in anticipation of the German
Government's desire and in order to bring about that equality of status which, in its view, would
make possible a solution of the difficulties, it believed it had made an extremely liberal proposal.
M. Massigli still thought that, on examining it, the German delegate would realise that this
was so and would not refuse to accept it, thereby, as M. Bourquin had said, stultifying the
Commission's work. He was sure that, if the delegations were asked to sign a convention
on the understanding that the problem dealt with in Chapter 2 would be referred to the
Permanent Commission, all would be altered. The basis of the Convention would be entirely
different; nothing would remain of the draft submitted to the General Commission.

Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom) said that his German colleague had been kind enough to
think that the United Kingdom delegate would not be happy if M. Nadolny were to describe
the British army as offensive. Mr. Eden desired to assure the delegate of the Reich that he
would be perfectly happy and also cheerfully incredulous.

In this very important part of the draft Convention, the United Kingdom delegation had
sought to present the Conference with a system of uniformisation for continental European
armies. Of the desirability of that, he did not think there was or had been any question in any
quarter. If he remembered rightly, M. Nadolny had, in his very first speech at the Conference, 
favoured uniformisation, but the uniformity was to be achieved by a change from the type
possessed by the majority to that possessed by the minority.

To speak frankly, Mr. Eden could not agree that it was a sufficient argument to say that,
because problems connected with the abolition of naval and military aircraft were, in the
present draft Convention, submitted to the Permanent Disarmament Commission, therefore
the problem now under discussion also must go to that body. The abolition of naval and
military aircraft would in any event be a tremendous, and, indeed, an extremely hazardous,
experiment, unless and until it was known whether a scheme for the control of civil aviation
could be worked out. It would, at least, be something new. A change from one style of army
to another which was in general use would be no experiment at all; it would simply be a matter,
though, he admitted, a difficult matter, of administrative change; it would in no sense be
a plunge into the unknown. Everything in connection with that problem was already known,
and very well known.

He might perhaps make one observation, which he hoped would bring some comfort to
his German colleague. The last thing that the United Kingdom delegation had imagined, in

1 See records of the plenary meetings of the Conference, Volume I, page I47.
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drawing up the draft Convention, was that the process contemplated would be easy for the
German Government; still less had they expected it to be carried out rapidly. Obviously,
it must take time. But, even in the very section under discussion, other countries also were
asked, though not, he admitted, to the same extent, for a certain amount of reorganisation.

The draft, if it had any merits at all, had, as M. Bourquin had extremely well said, the merit
of being a balanced document. In the very next section to be discussed-Section II-very
large concessions of material were asked for from the countries which possessed that material.
He would say to the German Government that, as he hoped to see the sacrifices which were
asked for in the next section undertaken by those from whom they were asked, so he hoped
that Germany would accept in principle what was asked of her in these articles.

Mr. WILSON (United States of America) did not presume to debate the matter of the
transformation of armies on a technical basis, but he firmly believed that the argument which
M. Bourquin had advanced as to the ingenious balance and interrelationship of the structure
of the United Kingdom plan was a very valuable one which required the most careful attention,
and that any amendment that threatened to remove one of the cornerstones of the edifice
thus raised threatened the whole and would put the Conference back where it had been before
the United Kingdom plan had been presented. He therefore hoped that M. Nadolny would
consider the question again.

M. NADOLNY (Germany) said he had listened to his colleagues with great interest.
Unfortunately he had not found their arguments convincing.

In the first place, he could not accept as valid M. Bourquin's argument that this proposal
was contained in the United Kingdom draft which constituted the basis of the Commission's
discussions, particularly as, if Mr. Eden would allow him to say so, it was not very difficult
to make a proposal which did not affect the country making it.

It had also been said that there was a balance between the question of the standardisation
of the armies of continental Europe and the destruction of material. M. Nadolny could see no
connection between these two questions. The present Conference was a Disarmament
Conference. A fundamental element in disarmament was, of course, the reduction of material,
and, consequently, the destruction of unauthorised material. If it were suggested that there was
a balance between the two questions, M. Nadolny must repeat the explanations he had already
put forward so many times. Germany had reduced and destroyed her material. Let the other
countries do the same! In any event, there was no connection between the standardisation
of armies and the destruction of material.

As to the definition of the character of armies, M. Nadolny need not revert to M. Massigli's
explanations. There was very little difference, from the point of view of military technique,
between a defensive army and an offensive army, between an army specially suitable for
offensive purposes and an army specially suitable for defence.

M. Nadolny therefore saw no argument against the German proposal-namely, that the
question should be studied thoroughly, and that conclusions should then be drawn. He
repeated that he was not opposed to the idea. He simply desired that the practical possibilities
involved therein should be studied.

M. Bourquin had very eloquently appealed, as had certain other delegates, to the German
delegation's goodwill. It had already shown its goodwill in the other question with which the
Commission had dealt that day; but, all the same, there were limits beyond which it could not
go. M. Nadolny regretted he must maintain the German proposal. He was quite unable to
accept Chapter 2 of the United Kingdom draft.

The PRESIDENT said that, in view of M. Nadolny's statement that he pressed his amendment,
that amendment would be treated in exactly the same way as the others had been
treated: the whole matter would stand over until the second reading. That, however, must
not debar the Commission from discussing Chapter 2 article by article.

Articles 14 to I8.
( Article 14.

( The provisions of this chapter apply only to the land armed forces stationed in conti-
nental Europe.

(( Article I5.
« Troops whose primary function is to provide drafts or reinforcements for overseas

garrisons are excluded fromn the provisions of this chapter.

(( Article I6.
(( The maximum total period of service for the effectives in the land armed forces

stationed in continental Europe (excluding the troops mentioned in Article I5 above and
the personnel referred to in Article I8) shall not exceed eight months.'

1 In special cases to be decided by the Conference, the maximum total period of service may be
extended to twelve months.
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" Article I7.

( For each man the total period of service is the total number of days comprised in the
different periods of service to which he is liable under national laze or by the terms of his
contract to perform.

« Article I8.

( In the land armed forces affected by this chapter the personnel whose length of service is
greater than that prescribed in Article I6 shall not at any time exceed the following
proportions of the average strength throughout the year of the said forces:

Officers, officer cadets and persons of equivalent status . . . .

« N.C.O.s, soldiers and persons of equivalent status ......... . .

Amendments submitted by the Delegation of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics .

Heading to the Chapter. - Delete in the heading the words " stationed in continental
Europe ".

Article 14. - Delete the whole article.

Article I5. - Delete the whole article.

Article I6. - Article I6 will read as follows: ' The maximum total period of service
for the effectives in the land armed forces (excluding the personnel referred to in Article I8)
shall not exceed eight months."

Article I8. - The delegation of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics will be
unable to express an opinion on Article I8 until a value has been assigned to x and y.

The PRESIDENT took it that the object of the series of amendments presented by the
Soviet delegation was the same-i.e., to remove the limitation contemplated in the draft by
deleting the words " stationed in continental Europe ". He would therefore call upon the
Soviet delegate to move the first amendment, but he thought that, when M. Dovgalevsky
had moved the first, the decision o the on the Commission, whatever it be, should govern the
whole series, as the principle involved was the same.

M. DOVGALEVSKY (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that, although the Soviet
amendments referred to several of the articles in Chapter 2 and it had been decided to take
the articles in that chapter separately, he would venture to refer, in his explanations, not only
to Article 14, but to all the articles in the chapter, since the first Soviet amendment
referring to the heading of the chapter was based on an idea that extended to the entire
chapter.

In the first place, the Soviet delegation proposed that the heading of the chapter should
read " Special provisions as to the organisation of land forces ", the words " stationed
in continental Europe " being deleted. The centre of gravity, if he might so term it, of the
whole chapter was contained in Article I6, in which were embodied, first, the standardisation
of land armies and, secondly, the eight-month period of service.

The Soviet delegation did not attach paramount importance to the question of
standardisation. That matter had not appeared in the disarmament scheme which it had
submitted to the Conference at an earlier date. The Soviet delegation thought, therefore,
that it should remain, so to speak, outside the fray. The question whether one type of army
or another was more suitable for defence than offence seemed to it rather a theoretical matter
and liable to give rise to controversy. It was not one to be settled by the present Conference.

The other argument in favour of standardisation was the comparability of armies with
a view to the reduction of armaments. When the French delegation had in its plan first put
forward the idea of standardising the types of army, the Soviet delegation had raised no
objection to the principle. The idea was reproduced in the United Kingdom draft. It was
quite possible that such standardisation would make it easier to compare the various armies
with a view to a reduction. While accepting that idea, the Soviet delegation nevertheless
perceived the effect of the sacrifice to which it would be exposed. The adoption of the
principle of standardisation by the introduction of short-term service would cost Soviet Russia
practically nothing, seeing that she possessed a conscript army which was not exactly a long-
term service army. It was, however, proposed to reduce the period of service to eight or
twelve months.

This reduction in the period of service to eight months would demand certain sacrifices from
the Soviet Union as, indeed, from other countries-as, for instance, Turkey, whose delegation
had submitted an amendment on the point. M. Dovgalevsky entirely appreciated the
misgivings which the Turkish delegation had felt and the Soviet delegation was particularly
alive to them, because it shared them. In some ways the position of the Union of Soviet

1 Document Conf.D./C.G. 7 6.
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Socialist Republics was similar to that of Turkey and other countries. The Union being
composed of a variety of nations, the degree of progress and civilisation was by no means
uniform in the different regions. Further, the Union had received, as a bequest from the
old regime, an evil that even in those days was a heavy handicap to Russia-the evil of
illiteracy. It had taken the most vigorous steps to overcome that evil and could justly flatter
itself that it had conquered it to a great extent. Nevertheless, many years would still be needed
before Russia could reach the point at which the people's level of education would be
equal to that of other countries, in which the masses had been literate for many scores
of years. Notwithstanding all these difficulties, the Soviet delegation was prepared, in order
to facilitate the work of disarmament, to accept the period of service proposed in the United
Kingdom draft.

It desired, however, to remain consistent with its own arguments and with those which
had been adduced by the French delegation in favour of standardisation, and supported
by other delegations. The Conference now sitting at Geneva was a universal Disarmament
Conference. It was not a European Conference, still less one of the continent of Europe.
Its purpose, therefore, was not merely to reduce the armies of continental Europe; it was
to bring about the reduction of the military forces in the entire world. If that were not so,
the Conference would not be so comprehensive as it actually was. The representatives
of the European States would have been convened to a meeting, and the delegates of the
other States would have taken no part in the discussions and would have attended purely
as observers. That, however, was not the case, and the vital fact that the Conference was a
universal one was too often overlooked. It could not, therefore, circumscribe its work and
reduce the armaments of Europe only, still less those of continental Europe only. If that
were true for the actual principle of disarmament, it was still more true for the partial arguments
and, in particular, that advanced in favour of standardisation. If standardisation was necessary
for the purpose of reduction, seeing that the armies of the entire world were to be reduced,
the armies of the entire world would have to be standardised. Such was the reason for which
the Soviet delegation had proposed to delete in the heading the words : "stationed in
continental Europe ".

All the other amendments were inspired by the same idea.
The text of Article 14 of the United Kingdom draft was in complete contradiction to the

spirit by which the Soviet delegation was animated and also to that of the universal Conference
now meeting. The Soviet delegation accordingly urged the deletion of this article.

Turning to Article 15, M. Dovgalevsky observed that the object in view was to lay down
uniform rules for all armies, whatever the place in which they were stationed. The Soviet
delegation, therefore, urged that Article 15 should also be deleted.

On the other hand, it maintained Article I6 almost as it stood, but asked for the deletion
of the words in parentheses, " excluding the troops mentioned in Article 15 above", so that
the article would read

"The maximum total period of service for the effectives in the land armed forces
(excluding personnel referred to in Article I8) shall not exceed eight months."

To sum up, all the amendments to Chapter 2 submitted by the Soviet delegation were
designed to make the reduction of armaments universal and to draw attention to the fact that
the Conference was not a partial Conference but a universal Disarmament Conference.

Mr. WILsoN .(United States of America) said that M. Dovgalevsky's amendment would
place the United States Government in the necessity of totally re-forming its army. Armies
had become, with the passage of time, a part not only of political structure but of social
structure. Americans never spoke of their army as a "professional" army but as a

voluntary " army. That distinction would show the difference in conception with which the
United States regarded its army from that with which countries with conscript armies
regarded the professional part of their armies. This point of view was so deeply ingrained in
Anglo-Saxon thought that he was convinced that any attempt to change the structure in favour
of a conscript system would be totally unacceptable to the people of his country.

He certainly agreed that the Conference's aim was to achieve universal disarmament.
Its purpose was to apply the same measures of disarmament to all countries; but the means
by which it arrived at that result seemed to Mr. Wilson to be secondary. The Conference must
take into consideration the historical and social conceptions of the various peoples and not
try to impose upon them things which were fundamentally repugnant to them, as was
conscription in times of peace for his country.

M. RUTGERS (Netherlands) argued that this was not a question of logic but a political
matter. It would be a departure from the aims of the Conference if, merely from a desire for
logic, obligations for which no political reason could be found were imposed on a large number
of States. That would show an exaggerated regard for logic. In so far as the countries of
continental Europe were concerned, the system of standardisation had been introduced in
order to make it possible to bring about the limitation of effectives; but it had not been proved
that the political reasons militating in favour of the introduction of that system in the
Continental countries held good for countries outside the Continent as well. For the moment,
he thought it would be well to await the result of Mr. Eden's work. Mr. Eden would very
shortly receive the figures for the effectives which were to appear in the Convention for the
non-European countries. M. Rutgers would remind the Commission of what he had said at
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an earlier meeting-namely, that for States responsible for the internal security and order
of remote overseas territories an army consisting of short-term militiamen could not suffice
for this purpose.

Mr. RIDDELL (Canada) understood that the purpose of the standardisation of armies on a
short-term basis was to render them more comparable and less offensive in character. The
Canadian delegation had raised no objection to the standardisation of armies on the continent
of Europe. If, as had been pointed out, such standardisation would limit the striking force
of armies, it should, in the opinion of the Canadian delegation, have the heartiest support.

Some three or four years ago in the Preparatory Disarmament Commission, Mr. Riddell
had said, in connection with limiting the term of service, that his delegation believed that it
was possible to train a man in the art of defence in a shorter period than for offensive warfare.
His delegation still held that belief. It could not, however, agree to a proposal which, like that
of the Soviet delegation, would require it to accept conscription.

More than once in the Preparatory Disarmament Commission Mr. Riddell had said, with
regard to conscription, that the traditions, the environment and the practice of the Canadian
people were opposed to such a system. Conscription in time of peace could not be imposed
upon the Canadian people. They did not believe in it, and would not stand for it. He had
also stated that, if conscription could be got rid of in Europe, this step would probably do more
for disarmament than almost any other single measure that could be taken. In view of this
conviction, the Canadian delegation could not accept a standardisation which it believed
would create a militaristic attitude in the Canadian people.

The PRESIDENT asked whether, in view of the speeches delivered against the Soviet
delegation's proposal, M. Dovgalevsky pressed his amendment.

M. DOVGALEVSKY (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that the Soviet delegation
of course maintained its amendment.

The United States delegate had stated the conception of the American army that was held
in his country. He had likewise spoken of his country's traditions. The Soviet delegation was
aware of that conception, but it was also aware of cases, or, to be more exact, one case, in which
an Anglo-Saxon country had departed from its principles and introduced conscription. That
had been during the war. If it were possible to depart from a principle during the war, why
should it be impossible to do so in time of peace and for the cause of peace ?

With regard to the Soviet delegation's point of view concerning the need for making
standardisation universal, he had not mentioned the special circumstances in which the Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics was placed. He had not spoken of the Union's neighbour States,
nor of its special situation from a geographical point of view. The Union was not only a
European country. A very large part of it was situated in the continent of Asia. It was perfectly
understandable that, when it spoke of armaments reduction, it had in mind not only Europe,
and that in matters affecting non-European countries it was not taking up a purely theoretical
standpoint but a practical standpoint as well in regard to the countries which were its neigh-
bours in Asia. If, however, the types of army were not standardised for the entire world, the
Union might find it necessary to ask for a mixed army, one that would consist of two distinct
sections. The first would be intended for Europe and would be kept within the European
boundaries of the Union. The period of service in this section would be that accepted by the
Union for Europe. The other section would be restricted to Asia and governed by other rules.
He did not think that the Conference would agree that that was a very happy way of over-
coming the difficulty. The Soviet Union was anxious to keep a uniform army and theCommission would entirely appreciate that desire. For these reasons, M. Dovgalevsky was
obliged to adhere to the point of view which he had explained and which was formulated in
his delegation's amendment.

The PRESIDENT said that, in view of M. Dovgalevsky's statement, the Soviet amendments
would be treated in the same manner as all other amendments, and would come up again at
the second reading, when decisions would have to be taken.

Article 15.

Amendment submitted by the Turkish Delegation.1

" After the words: 'reinforcements for overseas garnisons . . .' add the following
words: outside continental Europe and the Mediterranean . . .'"

Tevfik RUSTU Bey (Turkey) said that the amendments submitted by the Soviet delegation,both to Article 15 and to the previous article, seemed entirely acceptable to the Turkish
delegation. If the latter delegation had confined itself to submitting some simpler amendments

1 Document Conf.D./C.G. 7 4.
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it was for a definite purpose. It had desired to concern itself with the immediate interests which
Turkey believed herself to possess in more restricted areas of the globe-that was to say, in
continental Europe, the Mediterranean and Western Asia. Without therefore affecting the
structure of the United Kingdom draft, the object of the Turkish amendment was not to
rectify the draft, but simply to make certain points clearer.

The questions of overseas contingents had been discussed in the General Commission
and in the Committee formed for that purpose. The arguments in favour of the Turkish
amendment had been sufficiently expounded during those discussions. Moreover, the speakers
who had advocated a special regime for the so-called overseas forces had advanced as their
principal arguments the remoteness of those countries and the special conditions obtaining
in them.

Again, the basic purpose of standardisation had been, first and foremost, to find an inter-
national measure for the computation of the various forces and at the same time to diminish
as far as possible the aggressive character of armies.

As regards that great lake, the Mediterranean, neither distance nor any special conditions
with regard to the continent existed. Without an amendment, such as that suggested, the
presence of overseas forces in the countries not far from the continent would disturb the
equilibrium proposed, because it would allow two dfferent kinds of army to exist side by side,
an arrangement which would naturally be unfavourable to countries whose armed forces
came within the system of standardisation.

As, however, there were far more important questions before the General Commission
than -that contemplated in the Turkish amendment, the latter might be postponed to the
second reading.

M. MASSIGLI (France) observed that the Turkish delegate had agreed to his amendment
being postponed to the second reading. He supported that suggestion, because the question
raised was connected with the discussion of Table I.

The PRESIDENT pointed out that the Turkish amendment had been moved and it had
therefore had to be either supported or opposed. If the Commission favoured M. Massigli's
point of view, the matter would have to be left over.

Article I6.

Amendment submitted by the Turkish Delegation. 

Modify the text of the article to read as follows:

" The total period of service for the infantry effectives stationed in continental
Europe and the riparian countries of the Mediterranean shall be fixed at twelve months.

" As regards the other arms (cavalry, artillery, engineers, etc.), the duration of service
shall not exceed a maximum of eighteen months."

M. RAPHAEL (Greece) supported the amendment to Article I6 submitted by the Turkish
delegation. That article was one of the points on which the Greek delegation would have to
make certain remarks which might perhaps go somewhat beyond the scope of the amendment
in question. It would do so for technical reasons which it would reserve the right to explain in
due course.

The PRESIDENT asked whether Tevfik Riistii Bey wished to move his amendment to
Article I6, on the understanding that the amendment to Article 15 was postponed.

Tevfik RUSTU Bey (Turkey) said that the Turkish amendment to Article I6 laying down
different periods of service for the different arms of land forces was based on the fact that, in
many countries, very different periods of service were required for the formation and technical
training of the different arms.

(I) It might be objected that, in fixing a maximum period of service of whatever duration,
the States would only have to apply, within the limits of the maximum period, such periods
of service as they thought necessary to each arm in accordance with its requirements ; but, in
that case, the maximum period of service which could be accepted by the majority of countries
would certainly be higher. Under the system proposed by the Turkish delegation, the States
would be enabled progressively to reduce the period of military service.

(2) The result of leaving the States free to fix the minimum period of service might be
a different application of the minimum in each country : in which case the calculation of the
reserves contemplated in the future Convention would be stultified.

1 Document Conf.D./C.G.74.
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For these reasons, the Turkish delegation believed its amendment to be more practical
and more in conformity with existing requirements. It had also proposed to increase the
period of military service for the infantry from eight to twelve months during the first period
of disarmament, for the reason that, as in the majority of armies with similar effectives the
period passed with the colours was eighteen months, it would be necessary to take into account
the possibility of reaching this limit of eight months in two stages, a twelve-month period being
fixed in the first stage of five years. If there were States which desired to reduce this period,
it was obvious they could do so, provided always such reduction was not made a pretext for
an increase of reserves or for setting up a professional army.

As to the addition of the words " countries of the Mediterranean littoral", that was
merely the logical consequence of the Turkish amendment to Article 15.

Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom) feared that it would not be possible for his Government to
accept the Turkish amendment as at present drafted, because it could not change its
garrisons in the Mediterranean to a militia basis, if only for the simple reason that the
Government had no militia troops to send there. Mr. Wilson had already explained that
Anglo-Saxon armies were on a volunteer basis, and Mr. Eden shared the United States delegate's
deep conviction that there was no chance whatever of that basis being changed.

M. ANTONIADE (Roumania) recalled that the Czechoslovak delegate had explained to
the Commission why the delegations o thte Petite Etnte were not in a position to table the
amendments which they proposed to submit on the part of the draft Convention at present
under discussion. The three delegations in question proposed to submit amendments, both
to the text of Article i6 itself and to that of the note relating thereto. They intended, at the
proper time, to propose a slight reduction of the maximum periods fixed in the United Kingdom
draft, both in Article i6 and in the note. He imagined that, as the Greek delegate had remarked,
the Commission would not be in a position to take a decision on this subject at the present
meeting. The delegations of the Petite Entente therefore reserved their right to make definite
proposals at the second reading. In the meantime, they were glad to express their sympathy
with the proposal made by the Turkish delegate.

M. MASSIGLI (France) had no intention of raising any objection to the proposal to postpone
the matter until the second reading : in order, however, to clarify a little his thoughts on this
important question, he would like to draw attention to two points which seemed to emerge
from the discussion.

In this question of the period of service, distinctions of two different kinds might be
contemplated. In the first place, it was possible to imagine that the same period would not be
adopted by all the countries within the sphere of Europe, and to conceive of regional arrange-
ments outside that sphere, in which a different period would be fixed, in order to take into
account factors concerning social and other forms of development.

Further-and M. Massigli would raise this point in passing, because it was an outcome
of the Turkish amendment-it was advisable to consider whether, in any given army, a
difference should be made in the period of service for the separate arms.

M. Max HUBER (Switzerland) felt compelled to make a reservation with regard to
Riistii Bey's proposal, in spite of the latter's explanations. He did not think it could be part
of the Turkish delegation's intention in its amendment to compel Switzerland to increase her
period of service from its present length of approximately six months. He must, however,
study thoroughly the possible effect of the proposal.

Tevfik RtUSTtU Bey (Turkey) was anxious to reassure the Swiss delegate. If he had not made
the point specially that day, it was because Cemal Hiisnu Bey in a previous speech had already
explicitly excepted Switzerland.

The PRESIDENT ruled that the discussion of the Turkish amendment to Article i6 would
take the same course as other amendments, and would come up again at the second reading.

M. RUTGERS (Netherlands) thought the misunderstanding was perhaps due to the fact
that the word " maximum " had not been introduced into the amendment. It was clear that the
absence of the word might very seriously affect the scope of the amendment.

The PRESIDENT said that that matter would be studied before it was re-examined during
the second reading.

Article 17.
No amendments.
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Article I8.

The PRESIDENT pointed out that, with regard to this article, some figures would be
required, and, as there were no amendments, he hoped the figures would be provided by
someone before the article was reached during the second reading.

Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom) regretted that his delegation did not regard itself
as competent to offer suggestions as to the figures for Article I8, as it was a matter that
concerned the working of conscription, of which the United Kingdom delegation had no
experience. He wondered if the Vice-President or someone else would be good enough to get
into touch with the delegates of nations possessing such armies, in order to try to find a basis.

M. MASSIGLI (France) wished to ask for an important explanation, affecting several
delegations, on the subject of Article I8.

Article I8 laid down that, in the armed forces of the countries concerned, the personnel
serving beyond the legal period of service authorised by Article I6 was not to exceed certain
proportions. It was not expressly stated, but he imagined it was the sense of the article, that
it was understood that, in the armies in question, there should be no units in the home forces
composed of professional effectives or effectives serving beyond the legal period, subject
always to the decision that might be taken as regards the composition of units for common
action; in other words, in armies with short-term service, there would be no units composed
of professionals.

M. WESTMAN (Sweden) also had certain observations to make with regard to Article I8.
The idea at the basis of the article was undoubtedly right and should be realised. The

object clearly was to prevent States from giving certain parts of their land forces such training
as was calculated to lead to the formation of specialised units, of real professional armies
within the conscript armies, and further to prevent the making available of a sufficient number
of officers to organise new units in case of necessity.

It was possible, however, to wonder whether the method proposed in the United Kingdom
proposal would attain the object in view. If he rightly understood Article i8, its effect was to
establish a proportion between the average effectives of officers, non-commissioned officers,
etc., on the one hand and the average effectives of other ranks oh the other hand, a proportion
which must not at any time be exceeded. It must be realised, however, that, while in many
countries full advantage would be taken of the maximum period of service of eight months,
the same would not be the case in many other countries where the period of service might be
restricted to three, four or five months. But, in the latter class of country, the professional
officers, non-commissioned officers, etc., would always have to be counted as doing service
throughout the entire yeari.e., even in periods when they would not be utilised for the
direct instruction of the other ranks.

The question was somewhat technical, and M. Westman did not propose to go into all the
details of it in the General Commission. But he would say that reflection would show that the
percentage of officers required in the case of countries in which the period of service of the
armed forces was very limited would be much larger than in the case of countries adopting the
maximum period of service.

He did not therefore think it was possible to lay down a single figure for all countries.
The point would require to be studied. It would be necessary to calculate separately the
percentage allotted to the different countries before fixing the value of the x and y in the
United Kingdom text. The effect of these calculations would be to show that different propor-
tions would be required for different groups of countries.

He wished at once to draw attention to this point, which was of considerable importance
(as was plain from M. Massigli's statements), to allow of his observations being taken into
account when the Commission considered the figures to be inserted in the text.

Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom) said, in reply to M. Massigli, that the article did not mention
long-service units, and it had not been intended to exclude them; if, however, the French
delegate wished to raise the question, Mr. Eden was afraid that it would involve the drafting
of an amendment.

In reply to M. Westman, he thought that it would be admitted that the point raised by
the Swedish delegate was a most important one, which required further careful consideration
by the General Commission.

The PRESIDENT suggested that, in view of the importance attached to the point raised
by M. Massigli and M. Westman, the Commission should continue the discussion at its next
meeting.

The proposal of the President was adopted.
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FIFTY-SIXTH MEETING

Held on Thursday, May 4th, 1933, at 3.30 p.m.

President: The Right Honourable A. HENDERSON.

106. DRAFT CONVENTION SUBMITTED BY THE UNITED KINGDOM DELEGATION: 

PART II. - DISARMAMENT (continuation).

SECTION I : EFFECTIVES. CHAPTER I. - PROVISIONS AS TO NUMERICAL LIMITATION (continuation).

Article 12 (continuation) : Revised text of Article 12 drawn up as a result of conversations
between Mr. Eden and M. Nadolny: 2

" I. Subject to the provisions of paragraph 2 of this article, a police force or similar
formation will be included in the total of effectives in Table I, if it has one or more of the
following characteristics:

" (a) Arms other than individual (machine pistols, Lewis guns, machine guns
and weapons of accompaniment, etc.);

" (b) Training of a military nature other than close-order drill, physical training
or technical training in the use of individual arms;

" (c) Transport, signalling or engineer equipment of a suitable nature and on
a sufficient scale to enable it to be employed by units in tactical operations.

"The possession by a force of one or more of the above characteristics will, in principle,
determine its inclusion in whole or in part in the calculation of effectives of the land armed
forces. Cases which might appear doubtful after the present Convention comes into force
should be referred to the Permanent Disarmament Commission, which will give a decision
by reviewing the military capacity of the force in the light of the above characteristics
and taking into account, in particular, the following confirmatory conditions

" (i) Quartering in barracks;
" (ii) Training in groups of Ioo men or more;

(iii) Organisation on a military basis;
' (iv) Previous military training;
"(v) The possession of the arms referred to in sub-paragraph (a) above in

such numbers as to permit of the tactical employment of the forces possessing them
as military units.

" 2. Of the police force maintained by any High Contracting Party and possessing
one or more of the characteristics set out in paragraph I of this article, a number not
exceeding . . . per cent of the figure assigned to such Party in Table I annexed to this
chapter may be exempted from inclusion in the effectives of the land armed forces of such
Party."

Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom) did not think there was anything he need say on the
revised text, unless there were any questions he could answer. The only matter that
remained to be determined, if the form was generally acceptable, was the percentage to be
filled in in paragraph 2. The tentative suggestion made was io per cent, but it would be
interesting to hear the views of the General Commission on the subject.

M. MASSIGLI (France) said that Mr. Eden had placed a very interesting text before the
Commission. He thought, however, that many delegations would wish to study it more
carefully. The system proposed was a new one and might be summed up as follows: A specified
percentage of the police would not, in any case, be counted. The effectives of the land armed
forces would include only that portion of the police force which exceeded the specified
percentage. Such a system raised a question which M. Massigli did not propose to settle, but
which would nevertheless require consideration. It was as follows: He had already had
occasion on the previous day-and the amendment he had tabled to Article 18 was based on

1 Document Conf.D.I57 and addendum.
a Document Conf.D./C.G.85.
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the same idea-to indicate the anxiety of the French and several other delegations that there
should be no opportunity for constituting, in any form whatever, a mixed army system in
which important units consisting of professional armed troops would exist side by side with
units consisting of short-term troops.

The problem that arose was therefore as follows: It must not be possible that, under the
guise of a police force, which must necessarily consist of units of professional long-term service
soldiers, a State should organise a long-term service army within the short-term service army
which it was desired to create. That would result in a mixed system, which the French
delegation regarded as particularly dangerous.

If, therefore, the proposed system were introduced, it would be necessary in any case to
fix a percentage, which must not be exceeded within an army, between the short-term
contingents and the special long-term service police forces. It would be necessary to think
over the proposed percentage, whether it should be that suggested by Mr. Eden or that which
M. Massigli personally contemplated; it was only at the second reading that this delicate
matter could be usefully discussed.

M. NADOLNY (Germany) wondered whether it was not possible to determine the percentage
immediately. During the conversations he had had with Mr. Eden, a definite figure had been
suggested. Mr. Eden could, perhaps, make a statement on the subject.

Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom) said he had already made it clear that io per cent had been
indicated. Quite obviously, it was neither for the United Kingdom nor any other individual
delegation to tell the General Commission what the figure should be ; it must be fixed by the
Commission itself.

The PRESIDENT thought that, in view of the conversation that had taken place, the correct
procedure would be to insert io per cent, leaving it quite clear that, at the second reading, that
figure could be amended if there was a general desire to change it.

M. NADOLNY (Germany) supported the President's suggestion.

The PRESIDENT suggested that the new text of Article I2, including the provisional figure
of io per cent, should take the place of the former Article I2 of the draft submitted by the
United Kingdom delegation.

M. MASSIGLI (France) accepted the President's proposal, but purely provisionally, and
not only as regard the percentage proposed, but as regard the actual system as well.

General TANczos (Hungary) wished first to express the Hungarian delegation's gratitude
and thanks for the noteworthy efforts of Mr. Eden and M. Nadolny, which had resulted in the
agreement submitted to the Commission.

The Hungarian delegation desired, however, to say that it could not agree that the criteria
enumerated in the present text conferred a military character on a police formation. For the
purposes of the Convention, however, and in order to facilitate the drawing up of a text for
Article I2 which would gain general acceptance, the Hungarian delegation, in a spirit
of conciliation, accepted the present text with one reservation-which everybody would
appreciate-that the other articles and tables in the chapter on effectives were satisfactory to it.

It therefore agreed that the police formations conforming to the criteria enumerated in
Article I2 might be included in the land effectives in so far as concerned the portion exceeding
the io per cent figure laid down in the article.

Count RACZYNSKI (Poland) supported M. Massigli's point of view.
The important thing was, not merely to establish a higher or lower percentage for the

police forces that were to be counted or not counted as effectives, but to render impossible
the institution of a system under which the number of more or less long-term service elements
could be changed at will: in other terms, a system under which the proportion between the
short-term effectives and those performing a longer period of service might be changed by
some roundabout method.

The Polish delegate feared that the provisions of the Convention might be completely
stultified by such a system. He thought that this question called for very careful examination,
and that it should be held over until the second reading.

M. NADOLNY (Germany) reminded the Commission that, at the last meeting, he had pointed
out that the agreement between Mr. Eden and himself had been subject to the condition that
the whole chapter on effectives was settled in a satisfactory manner. Owing to M. Massigli's
proposal as to the provisional character of this clause, M. Nadolny was obliged to add the
reservation that in its final form the article should correspond to the agreement reached between
Mr. Eden and himself.

M. DI SORAGNA (Italy) said that his delegation had examined the text resulting from the
agreement between M. Nadolny and Mr. Eden. The Italian delegation would have had a
reservation to make in the sense that the establishment of a percentage for the militarised
police forces to be added to the figure of effectives was not altogether in the interests of Italy,
since the latter had no police of that kind and had no reason to create one.
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The new text, however, gave the first example of an agreement happily realised between
two hitherto conflicting points of view, and the Italian delegation had felt that it was its duty
to support a result of such good omen. The Italian delegation would therefore make no
objection to the text, which it welcomed with pleasure.

With regard to its general attitude to the United Kingdom draft, the Italian delegation
felt that the present amendment did not involve a change which was calculated to oblige it
to reverse its entire acceptance of the draft.

Mr. WILSON (United States of America) said that the fact that such a very thorny
subject had been debated without any member of the Conference taking exception to it and
that the utmost any delegation had done was to make reservations was a matter of great
satisfaction to him and, he was sure, to the Commission. He desired to congratulate the
President on the wise course he had been pursuing in allowing a chance for private conversations
to settle difficult problems of that kind. He also congratulated Mr. Eden and the gentlemen
who had participated with him in the conversations.

The PRESIDENT said that the new text of Article I2, including the provisional figure of
io per cent, would take the place of the original article for first reading purposes. It was quite
true that some delegations had made reservations, but that need not detract in any way from
the Commission's appreciation of the effort made by Mr. Eden and M. Nadolny. When Mr.
Eden had reported the results of that effort he had said that he hoped they would be an augury
for the Conference's success on other points in the future. The President sincerely hoped that
any private conversations he suggested might have as happy a result.

SECTION I: EFFECTIVES. CHAPTER 2. - SPECIAL PROVISIONS AS TO THE ORGANISATION OF THE
LAND ARMED FORCES STATIONED IN CONTINENTAL EUROPE (continuation).

Article 18 (continuation).

Amendment submitted by the French Delegation.,

Add the following paragraph

"The High Contracting Parties undertake not to group in units the personnel
referred to in this article except in the case of specialised units if provided for by the present
Convention."

(Note. - The French delegation reserves the right to elaborate this ameendmt after decisions
have been taken regarding police forces with a military character.)

M. MASSIGLI (France) had little to add to the observations he had made at the end of
the previous meeting, and the amendment he brought forward merely reproduced them in
concrete form. The point was to affirm the principle that, except in the cases to be laid down
in the Convention, the professional elements mentioned in Article 18 could not be formed
into fully constituted units. The French delegation considered this principle to be essential.
His delegation had added a note stating that this principle would, of course, have
to be completed with due account to the final decisions taken regarding the police.

M. Massigli had expounded the object of the amendment on the previous day. The
amendment was self-sufficient and was based on the same ideas.

M. NADOLNY (Germany) said that, as the German delegation had proposed the entire
deletion of this chapter, the fact that it made no objection did not mean that it assented.

The PRESIDENT said that, as there was no objection, he would take it that the words
proposed by M. Massigli were to be added, at the first reading, to Article 18. That
article still lacked the figures, and on the previous day an invitation had been extended to the
Vice-President to try, in agreement with the different delegations concerned, to complete the
figures x and y. That might be a difficult piece of work, but he was sure it was the general
desire of the Commission that the Vice-President should try his hand at it.

1 Document Conf.D./C.G.86.
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SECTION I: EFFECTIVES. CHAPTER 3. - PROVISIONS AS TO THE METHODS BY WHICH THE REDUCTIONS

AND RE-ORGANISATIONS ENTAILED BY THE PRECEDING CHAPTERS SHALL BE EFFECTED.

Text proposed by the United Kingdom Delegation. 

"Article A.

"The reductions in the average daily effectives in the land armed forces of the High
Contracting Parties which result from Table I annexed to Chapter i shall be carried out
as follows:

" By the end of the second year from the coming into force of the Convention,
30 per cent of the total reduction required;

"By the end of the fourth year from the coming into force of the Convention,
75 per cent of the total reduction required;

"By the end of the fifth year from the coming into force of the Convention, Ioo
per cent of the total reduction required.

" Article B.

" Any increases in the average daily effectives in the land armed forces of the High
Contracting Parties which may result from Table I shall be carried out at a rate not
exceeding that laid down in Article A for the reductions which result from the said table.

" Article C.

"This article refers only to the land armed forces to which Chapter 2 of this section
applies.

"(i) The High Contracting Parties concerned will effect the reductions in their
existing long-service personnel, necessitated by Chapter 2, in the following proportions :

" By the end of the second year from the coming into force of the Convention,
30 per cent;

" By the end of the fourth year from the coming into force of the Convention,
70 per cent;

"By the end of the fifth year from the coming into force of the Convention,
Ioo per cent, less the percentage allowed to them under Article I8.

" By long-service personnel in this article is understood those effectives (excluding
conscripts) whose period of service exceeds that prescribed in Article i6.

"(2) The maximum period of service which may be performed by effectives
other than long-service personnel will be reduced to the period laid down in Article i6 as
follows:

" For effectives commencing their service after the end of the third year from the
coming into force of the Convention, by 50 per cent of the total reduction required;

" For effectives commencing their service after the end of the fifth year from
the coming into force of the Convention, by Ioo per cent of the total reduction
required."

(Note. - The columns in the Publicity Tables (Part III of the Convention) will be arranged
so that the rate of the re-organisation carried out annually will be available for the
information of the Permanent Disarmament Commission.)

Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom) said that, shortly after issuing the above proposals, the
United Kingdom delegation had sent round an explanatory note, 2 which might not yet have
reached his colleagues. He would therefore read it.

The note would demonstrate to the Commission, he thought, that the articles were not
quite so simple as they might possibly appear at first sight. They did not constitute merely
a simple percentage reduction; there was a carefully balanced reduction both of professional
and conscript soldiers, to which was added a carefully regulated percentage increase where such
increase resulted from changes which were being made for certain States.

1 Document Conf.D./C.G.87.
2 Document Conf.D./C.G.87 (a).
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Article A controlled the rate by which the reductions necessitated by Table I were to be
made, in order to ensure that States complied with the undertakings which they had given
in virtue of that table at as speedy a rate as possible, without undue dislocation of their
military organisations.

As to Article B, mainly owing to the fact that certain States were being asked to adopt a
short-service militia type of army instead of a professional army, the United Kingdom
delegation had thought it desirable to propose for them in Table I an increased amount of
average daily effectives. The purpose of Article B was to ensure that that increase was made
gradually and pari passu with the rate of disbandment of the long-service personnel laid down
in Article C.

Article C (I) ensured that States which had at present a professional army, and States which
maintained long-service personnel in excess of the proportions to which they would in future be
entitled, should gradually disband their personnel so that, at the end of the period for which the
Convention was drawn up, they should have carried out the re-organisation required of them
in Chapter 2.

Article C (2) allowed States some time in which to change over from a long-term period
of conscript service to the period required of them in Article I6. At the same time, it ensured
that a step towards the completion of this change-over should be made at a reasonably early
date.

The situation might perhaps be made clearer by the following examples, which illustrated
what was a rather complicated matter:

(Assuming (i) that the Convention comes into force on January ist, 1934; (ii) that long-
service personnel allowed under Article i8 is equivalent to Io per cent of average daily
effectives and (iii) that countries A and B are each allotted 200,000 effectives in Table I.)

Professional Conscripts Conscripts Conscripts
soldiers serving serving serving Total

twelve months ten months eight months

(Average daily effectives, ooo's omitted)
Country A.

January Ist, 1934 . . . Ioo 250 350
January Ist, 1936 . .. 70 235 305
January Ist, I938 . . . 30 208 238
January Ist, I939 .. . I Igo 200

Country B.
January Ist, I934 · · · Ioo - I0
January st, I936 . .. 70 60 I30
January Ist, I938 . . . 30 I45 175
January Ist, I939 . . . Io - I90 200

M. NADOLNY (Germany) pointed out that this proposal had been circulated only a few
hours before the meeting, and that he had not had time to study it. Mr. Eden himself had
stated that the provisions contained in the new articles were not so simple as might be supposed
at first sight, and M. Nadolny would therefore suggest that the discussion be postponed until
the next meeting.

The PRESIDENT felt there was a good deal of force in what M. Nadolny had said. It would
have been difficult for the United Kingdom delegation to circulate the articles earlier, and
probably the best course would be to adjourn the general discussion on them until the next
meeting. Any amendments should be sent in as soon after that meeting as possible, and could
be taken at the following meeting.

The President's proposal was approved.

IO7. QUESTIONS OF PROCEDURE : PROPOSAL BY THE PRESIDENT TO CONVENE THE BUREAU

OF THE CONFERENCE.

The PRESIDENT said the Commission had reached a stage when very important decisions
on matters of procedure must be taken, and taken speedily. As these decisions were too
important for the President to take full responsibility, he suggested that he should be
permitted to consult the Bureau.

The President's suggestion wtas approved.
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FIFTY-SEVENTH MEETING

Held on Friday, May 5th, I933, at 3.30 p.r.

President: The Right Honourable A. HENDERSON.

io8. DRAFT CONVENTION SUBMITTED BY THE UNITED KINGDOM DELEGATION'1: PART II. -
DISARMAMENT (continuation).

SECTION I : EFFECTIVES. CHAPTER 3. - PROVISIONS AS TO THE METHODS BY WHICH THE REDUCTIONS
AND RE-ORGANISATIONS ENTAILED BY THE PRECEDING CHAPTERS SHALL BE EFFECTED (continuation).

Text proposed by the United Kingdom Delegation :2 General Discussion.

M. MASSIGLI (France) pointed out that the provisions before the Commission were
extremely complicated and very technical. The re-organisation of an army, when it had to be
accompanied by substantial reductions of effectives, was a delicate business, which must be
carried out on parallel lines in the different armies and in specified conditions. The Commission
could not decide without consideration whether the rate proposed was the proper rate. More-
over, part of the draft, and, in any event, Article C, had no significance except on the suppo-
sition that the armed forces would be re-organised as provided for in Chapter 2; the same
applied to Article B, which provided for an increase in effectives, so that these articles, like
the whole of the chapter on effectives, was dominated by the great question which hung over
the Commission's work.

M. Massigli would confine himself to one very brief observation on the following point:
the United Kingdom delegation proposed a gradual reduction leading to a common point
which would be fixed, but nothing was said about the starting-point. The Commission must
know where a beginning was to be made. Was it from real effectives, theoretical effectives or
legal effectives ?

M. Massigli could not help thinking that a problem of that kind was so technical that
neither the question of percentages nor that of the rate of reduction and re-organisation could
be discussed in the General Commission. Moreover, similar operations would naturally be
necessary in the sphere of material or in other spheres. M. Massigli was therefore under the
impression that, on such a question, the experts should embark on an exchange of views.
Otherwise, the delegations could adopt one course only-namely, state their position andreserve
the discussion of the chapter for a second reading.

General TANCZOS (Hungary) said he would confine himself to stating that he intended to
submit definite amendments to Chapter 3. The chief aim of those amendments would be to
shorten as far as possible the time-limits laid down in the United Kingdom draft. The
Hungarian amendments relating to material were already based on the same principle.

Tevfik RtSTi Bey (Turkey) said that the silence of the Turkish delegation must be
interpreted in a quite positive sense. It had had an opportunity of examining the document
with its experts and accepted it as it stood. As had been pointed out, however, the question
was very technical and it would be wise and prudent to refer it, together with the proposed
amendments, to the Technical Committee on Effectives.

The PRESIDENT felt that the Commission should first see what amendments were deposited.
There was a wide divergence of opinion : some delegations thought the question so technical
that it could not be dealt with at once; on the other hand, Tevfik Riistii Bey had just told the
Conference that his delegation was entirely satisfied with the clauses as they stood. When
the amendments were available, the Commission would be able to ascertain whether the matter
was too technical and should be referred to the Technical Committee on Effectives or whether
it should be held over, in accordance with M. Massigli's suggestion, to be taken up more
seriously at the second reading.

The President's suggestion was approved.

1 Document Conf.D.I57 and addendum.
2 See Minutes of the previous meeting.
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FIFTY-EIGHTH MEETING

Held on Monday, May 8th, I933, at 4.30 P.m.

President: The Right Honourable A. HENDERSON.

I09. QUESTIONS OF PROCEDURE CONCERNING THE CONTINUATION OF THE EXAMINATION

BY THE GENERAL COMMISSION OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION SUBMITTED BY THE UNITED

KINGDOM DELEGATION: REPORT ON THE DELIBERATIONS OF THE BUREAU OF THE CONFERENCE

The PRESIDENT reported that the Bureau of the Conference had met that morning to
consider the question of procedure.' After a very interesting discussion, the meeting had, on
the President's suggestion, been adjourned until the morning of the following day. He hoped
that, at the Commission's next meeting, the Bureau would be in a position to make some
recommendation as to the immediate procedure of the Commission.

IIO. DRAFT CONVENTION SUBMITTED BY THE UNITED KINGDOM DELEGATION. 2 PART II:

DISARMAMENT (continuation).

SECTION I: EFFECTIVES. CHAPTER 3. - PROVISIONS AS TO THE METHODS BY WHICH THE REDUCTIONS

AND RE-ORGANISATIONS ENTAILED BY THE PRECEDING CHAPTERS SHALL BE EFFECTED (contiuation).

Articles A, B and C (continuation).3

Amendments submitted by the Hungarian Delegation. 4

Article A. - Replace: " by the end of the second year " by " by the end of the first
year ". Replace " by the end of the fourth year " by " by the end of the second year "
Replace " by the end of the fifth year " by " by the end of the third year ".

Article B. Add at the end of this article:

"Nevertheless, should any High Contracting Party discharge the long-service
personnel of its existing army within periods shorter than those provided for in
Article C, such Party shall be authorised to increase its average daily effectives at the
same rate of progress as that of the discharge."

Article C, Paragraph I. - Insert between the fourth and fifth sub-paragraphs the
following new sub-paragraph

"Nevertheless, any High Contracting Party desiring to do so shall be authorised
to effect the reduction provided for in this paragraph within shorter periods."

Article C, Paragraph 2. - Add at the end of this article:

"Those High Contracting Parties which at present possess a long-service army
shall be entitled to benefit by the provisions of this article if they reduce their long-
service personnel at a faster rate than is provided for in this article."

General TANCzOS (Hungary) said that the only object of the Hungarian amendments
to Article A was to speed up the rate at which the reductions necessitated by Table I were to be
carried out. The reductions covered by Chapter 3 required a certain time, because they would
result, not only in a change in the army organisation, but also-more particularly, in countries
possessing a long-term service army-in preparations for placing the discharged men in
civil life. It was therefore reasonable to allow, for the carrying out of the provisions of this
chapter, a longer period than that of one year suggested by the Hungarian delegation in its
amendments concerning material.

The Hungarian delegation, nevertheless, felt that, generally speaking, the time-limits
proposed in the United Kingdom draft were longer than the circumstances required, especially

' See Minutes of the forty-first meeting of the Bureau.
2 Document Conf.D.I57 and Addendum.
3 See Minutes of the fifty-sixth meeting of the General Commission.
4 Document Conf.D./C.G.97.
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if the matter were considered from the point of view of the speediest possible achievement of
disarmament. It was for that reason that, in its second amendment to Article A, the Hungarian
delegation proposed that the time-limit for the completion of that reduction should be three
instead of five years, and that the intermediate time-limits should be determined proportionally
to this reduction.

With regard to the amendment to Article B, General Tanczos pointed out that a change of
organisation, once decided upon, must be carried out in the shortest possible time in order that
the period of transition might be completed as soon as possible and the army brought back to a
stable basis as quickly as circumstances permitted. Hungary, therefore, intended to achieve
the final stage in the change of organisation to be imposed on her by the Convention within
a far shorter time-limit than that proposed in the United Kingdom plan. She had already
taken precautions to have the matter studied. Her enquiries had shown that the rapid
disbandment of long-term service personnel could be carried out without difficulty, and, as
soon as the Convention came into force, the Hungarian Government would not fail to take
the necessary steps to speed up the disbandment of such personnel. In order to be able to do so,
however, without impairing the general structure of her national defence, she would have to
receive as a counterpart authorisation to increase her short-term effectives in an equal propor-
tion to the accelerated disbandment of her long-term service personnel.

He noted with satisfaction that the United Kingdom explanatory note to Chapter 3
was guided by the idea he had just set out. The note said, in particular, that the increase
implied by the change of organisation would be carried out pari passu with the disbandment
of the long-term service personnel.

As regards Article C, the Hungarian delegation was aware that other circumstances
might exist in other States where disbandment might give rise to more difficulties and where
a longer period of time would be necessary than in Hungary to place the discharged men in
civil life. It was for that reason that the Hungarian delegation did not propose any reduction
in the time-limits suggested in this article, but by a new sub-paragraph to be inserted between
the fourth and fifth sub-paragraphs gave any contracting party which might intend to make
use of it the right to reduce the time-limits for disbandment.

The amendment to paragraph 2 of Article C explained itself and needed no further
comment.

The PRESIDENT ruled that, as General Tanczos had put before the Commission the whole
of his amendments to Chapter 3, any member desiring to do so might address the Commission
on the whole of the amendments instead of confining his remarks to one.

M. PLFjGL (Austria) said that the Austrian delegation supported the Hungarian
amendments.

General TANczos (Hungary) requested the President to invite Mr. Eden to have a conver-
sation with the Hungarian delegation concerning its amendments and to hold over the final
solution of this point until the second reading.

Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom) observed that the amendments were very technical in
character. He was, however, quite willing to see what could be done in conversation, and he
would suggest that, if it were found difficult to produce an agreed formula, the amendments
might perhaps constitute a useful subject for discussion in the Committee on Effectives.

There was the further consideration, that it would greatly help the United Kingdom
and Hungarian delegations if they could have some guidance from the General Commission
-not necessarily at the present moment-as to whether it approved the form in which the
original draft stood, or whether it preferred the form of the Hungarian amendments.

General TANczos (Hungary) accepted Mr. Eden's proposal.

M. MASSIGLI (France) could only repeat what he had already said-namely, that the
question was so complex and at the same time technical that he would like it to be examined
by experts, which the President would appoint when he thought it advisable. The question
was not one on which the General Commission could express any opinion.

The PRESIDENT pointed out that M. Massigli had put forward a new suggestion. Mr. Eden's
suggestion had been that the matter might be considered by the Committee on Effectives. The
President was not, however, sure that that Committee was not sufficiently fully occupied, and
that it might not be possible-after Mr. Eden and General Tanczos had attempted to solve
the difficulty-to convene a small body to give them assistance, from a technical standpoint,
in coming to a decision.

He took it that the General Commission approved the suggestion that Mr. Eden and
General Tanczos should consider the draft and the amendments. If they failed to come to a
satisfactory agreement, which would be brought before the Commission at a later stage, the
President would endeavour to allot them two or three experts to see if they could assist in
finding a practical solution.

The proposal of the President was adopted.
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FIFTY-NINTH MEETING

Held on Friday, May I9th, 1933, at 330 p.m.

President: The Right Honourable A. HENDERSON.

III. MESSAGE TO THE CONFERENCE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
AND SPEECH DELIVERED BY THE CHANCELLOR OF THE REICH BEFORE THE REICHSTAG ON

MAY I7TH, 1933. COMMUNICATION BY THE PRESIDENT.

The PRESIDENT said he desired to read the following communications he had received
from the Head of the United States delegation:

"As you are no doubt aware, the President of the United States, on Tuesday of
this week, sent a message to the Heads of all the States participating in the World Monetary
and Economic Conference to be held in London and the Conference for the Reduction
and Limitation of Armaments now in session at Geneva.

" In view of the fact that the President's message and the proposals contained
therein deal with disarmament as well as other problems, I am, at the request of President
Roosevelt, transmitting formally to you herewith a copy of this message.

(Signed) Norman H. DAVIS."
The message was as follows:

"A profound hope of the people of my country impels me, as the Head of their
Government, to address you and, through you, the people of your nation. This hope is
that peace may be assured through practical measures of disarmament and that all of
us may carry to victory our common struggle against economic chaos.

" To those ends, the nations have called two great world conferences. The happiness,
the prosperity and the very lives of the men, women and children who inhabit the whole
world are bound up in the decisions which their Governments will make in the near
future. The improvement of social conditions, the public preservation of individual
human rights, and the furtherance of social justice are dependent upon these decisions.

"The World Economic Conference will meet soon and must come to its conclusions
quickly. The world cannot await deliberations long delayed. The Conference must
establish order in place of the present chaos by a stabilisation of currencies, by freeing
the flow of world trade and, by international action, to raise price levels. It must, in short,
supplement individual domestic programmes for economic recovery, by wise and
considered international action.

" The Disarmament Conference has laboured for more than a year and, as yet, has
been unable to reach satisfactory conclusions. Confused purposes still clash dangerously.
Our duty lies in the direction of bringing practical results through concerted action based
upon the greatest good to the greatest number. Before the imperative call of this great
duty, petty obstacles must be swept away and petty aims forgotten. A selfish victory
is always destined to be an ultimate defeat. The furtherance of durable peace for our
generation in every part of the world is the only goal worthy of our best efforts.

" If we ask what are the reasons for armaments, which, in spite of the lessons and
tragedies of the world war, are to-day a greater burden on the peoples of the earth than
ever before, it becomes clear that they are two-fold: first, the desire, disclosed or hidden,
on the part of Governments to enlarge their territories at the expense of a sister nation.
I believe that only a small minority of Governments or of peoples harbour such a purpose.
Second, the fear of nations that they will be invaded. I believe that the overwhelming
majority of peoples feel obliged to retain excessive armaments because they fear some
act of aggression against them and not because they themselves seek to be aggressors.

" There is justification for this fear. Modern weapons of offence are vastly stronger
than modern weapons of defence. Frontier forts, trenches, wire entanglements, coast
defences-in a word, fixed fortifications-are no longer impregnable to the attack of
war planes, heavy mobile artillery, land battleships called tanks, poison gas.

" If all nations will agree wholly to eliminate from possession and use weapons which
make possible a successful attack, defences automatically will become impregnable,
and the frontiers and independence of every nation will become secure.



- 462 -

"The ultimate objective of the Disarmament Conference must be the complete
elimination of all offensive weapons. The immediate objective is a substantial reduction
of some of these weapons and the elimination of many others.

"This Government believes that the programme for immediate reduction of
aggressive weapons now under discussion at Geneva is but a first step toward our ultimate
goal. We do not believe that the proposed immediate steps go far enough. Nevertheless,
this Government welcomes the measures now proposed and will exert its influence toward
the attainment of further successive steps of disarmament. Stated in the clearest way
there are three steps to be agreed upon in the present discussions:

" First, to take, at once, the first definite step toward this objective, as broadly
outlined in the MacDonald Plan;

" Secondly, to agree upon time and procedure for taking the following steps;

" Thirdly, to agree that, while the first and following steps are being taken,
no nation shall increase its existing armaments over and above the limitations of
treaty obligations.

"But the perfect understanding of the world must be assured during the whole
period of disarmament and I, therefore, propose a fourth step concurrent with and wholly
dependent on the following fulfilment of these three proposals and subject to existing
treaty rights :

" That all the nations of the world should enter into a solemn and definite pact
of non-aggression;

"That they should solemnly reaffirm the obligations they have assumed to
limit and reduce their armaments, and provided these obligations are faithfully
executed by all signatory Powers, individually agree that they will send no armed
force of whatsoever nature across their frontiers.

" Common sense points out that, if any strong nation refuses to join with genuine
sincerity in these concerted efforts for political and economic peace, the one at Geneva
and the other at London, progress can be obstructed and ultimately blocked. In such
event, the civilised world, seeking both forms of peace, will know where the responsibility
for failure lies. I urge that no nation assume such a responsibility and that all the nations
joined in these great conferences translate their professed policies into action. This is the
only way to political and economic peace.

" I trust that your Government will join in the fulfilment of these hopes.

(Signed) Franklin D. ROOSEVELT."

The President observed that, since the General Commission last met, another notable
event had taken place. He referred to the speech made by the German Chancellor two days
previously. In that important declaration, the Chancellor had tendered the warmest thanks of
his Government to President Roosevelt for the message just read. Mr. Henderson believed he
would express the feeling of every Member of the Commission if he did the same. He believed
he could say without hesitation that every delegate was not only deeply grateful to President
Roosevelt, but was ready to give to his proposals the fullest and most sympathetic
consideration.

For his part, Mr. Henderson regarded that message as a contribution to the Conference's
work the importance of which it would be difficult to overstate. He would venture to summarise
the specific disarmament proposals which President Roosevelt had put forward. First, the
President of the United States laid it down as a fundamental principle that the treaty made
by the Conference should lead to no increase in the armaments which now existed in any
country. This confirmed what Sir John Simon had said last year in the General Commission,
that it would be a tragic thing if the Conference were to lead to any increase in the armament
burdens which any people had now to bear. Secondly, President Roosevelt urged that the
Conference should accept the United Kingdom draft Convention as the first definite step
towards its ultimate objective. He proposed that the measures of actual reduction on which the
Conference would agree for immediate execution should be those suggested by Mr. MacDonald
two months ago.

But the members of the Commission would remember that when it last met, ten days ago,
certain difficulties had arisen about the United Kingdom draft. It had become plain that, unless
certain additions could be made to Part I of the Convention and unless certain supplementary
indications could be given in Part II about Disarmament, the delegations might be unable
to reach agreement. President Roosevelt had now put forward a compromise proposal by
which he hoped that these difficulties could be overcome. He suggested that in the first
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Convention, in addition to what it now included, the Conference should add the following
points :

First, an agreement that the ultimate objective of the Conference was the complete
elimination of all offensive weapons.

Secondly, that the Conference should lay down the stages and the methods, "the
time and the procedure ", by which this complete elimination should be brought about.

Thirdly, that all the nations of the world should enter into a solemn and definite
pact of non-aggression.

Fourthly, as a consequence of this pact of non-aggression, and subject to the faithful
observance of the disarmament treaty, an undertaking by all nations that they would not
send any armed forces of whatsoever nature across their frontiers.

It was Mr. Henderson's conviction that these proposals should be of the utmost assistance
in the present deliberations. They should help the Commission in two regards: In the first place,
they offered it a practical method in making progress on Part I of the Convention. In particular,
they should help it to solve the problems that were connected with the phrase " the
determination of aggression "-problems which were of such great importance in every effort
to organise the effective prevention of the crime of war. Secondly, on disarmament, President
Roosevelt's proposals offered the Commission a practical plan for overcoming the difficulties
by which it had been faced. It was a plan which could quite simply be translated into a number
of straightforward articles for the treaty. Those articles would, Mr. Henderson believed,
enable delegations to withdraw the great majority of the amendments they had put forward.
They would thus enable the Commission to make rapid progress in all its major decisions, and
in the definite adoption of the various chapters of the United Kingdom draft.

Since that was the view which he took of President Roosevelt's proposals, the Commission
would understand with what gratification he had learnt that a number of Governments had
already sent favourable replies to President Roosevelt's appeal.

In particular, the German Chancellor had defined his Government's attitude in the speech
which he had made on Wednesday last. On that occasion, Herr Hitler had made a reasoned
statement of Germany's case and, if Mr. Henderson understood him rightly, he had made a
friendly appeal to the General Commission to give that case its sympathetic consideration. In
his statement, the German Chancellor had made it abundantly clear-indeed he had repeated
it again and again-that his Government desired to seek the equality of status agreed to by
the Five Powers last December, not by the rearmament of Germany, but by progressive
disarmament of other countries. No disarmament, he said, could be too drastic for Germany
if other nations would accept it too.

He had made it plain that progress towards the uniformisation of armies-the point on
which last week the General Commission had reached a deadlock-could be achieved if progress
towards equality in qualitative disarmament could be simultaneously and progressively
arranged. And speaking specifically of President Roosevelt's new proposals, Herr Hitler
had said-these were his actual words : " The German Government is prepared to agree to
this method of overcoming the international crisis ".

The Commission would now understand why Mr. Henderson had commented at some
length upon these two declarations. He had done so because he saw in them great hope for
the success of the work upon which the General Commission had been so long engaged. He
was waiting with intense anxiety to learn that other nations would think it possible to agree
to a compromise upon the lines which President Roosevelt had proposed. Immense issues
hung upon the Commission's present actions. The Conference could not indefinitely continue.
It might be that what it did in the next few days would be decisive for its outcome. He
would beg every delegation and every Government represented to remember what depended
upon the General Commission's failure or success. The World Financial and Economic
Conference would meet in three weeks. Disarmament, as President Roosevelt said, was the
first step to victory in the common struggle against economic chaos. From the economic
point of view, it was of incalculable importance that, before that Conference met on June
I2th, the General Commission should have taken the definite decisions which would give
the world a firm assurance that a Disarmament Convention would be made. But even more
than that depended upon the Commission's efforts. It was only too likely that the question
it was now deciding might be that of future peace or war. If the Commission succeeded,
it would be able to say with some confidence that peace would be assured. If it failed, no one
could predict the outcome.

Nearly a century ago, a great British statesman, John Bright, had said that " war was
the epitome of all human folly, crime and degradation ". War to-day would be incomparably
more criminal and disastrous than it was then. The last few days had shown that the whole
civilised opinion of the world was in revolt against the ferocious brutality and futility which
war would involve. Nothing in the German Chancellor's speech had struck the President
more forcibly than his declaration that " any fresh European act of violence would necessarily
cause the collapse of the present social and political order". With such issues at stake, the
President would appeal with all possible earnestness to every delegation to make an effort
of mutual understanding and concession, greater than they had ever made before. He would
ask them to remember the first and last truth in the great enterprise on which they were all
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engaged, that armaments could never make them safe. Armaments created the very dangers
they were designed to meet. Only a Disarmament Convention could end this spectre of war.
He would ask them, as President Roosevelt had asked them, to think of the imperative call
of their great duty to agree.

M. NADOLNY (Germany) thanked the President very sincerely for his appreciation of
the speech delivered by the German Chancellor on Wednesday.

The General Commission, considering that the work of the Conference had reached a
crucial stage, had felt that it was desirable to suspend its discussions for a few days and
await the German Chancellor's statement on the disarmament question. The Chancellor had
now expounded Germany's point of view to the Reichstag and to the public opinion of the
world, and the elected representatives of the German people had unanimously approved his
declarations in a forceful demonstration of the national will. In so far as concerned Germany's
general attitude to the disarmament problem and more especially to the present position of
the Conference's work, M. Nadolny accordingly need only refer to the speech in question
which had definitely and clearly expressed Germany's determination to achieve an under-
standing and her sincere desire to co-operate in the establishment of a durable peace. As to
Germany's attitude to the other great event which had immediately preceded the Chancellor's
speech-namely, the very important message from President Roosevelt-M. Nadolny need
only refer to the affirmative reply given by President von Hindenburg and to the words
in which the Chancellor also had expressed his satisfaction at the method recommended by the
President of the United States and his acceptance of that method.

The message from the President of the United States and the German Chancellor's speech
both testified to a deep belief in the imperative need for general disarmament, without which
there could be no true guarantee for the security of nations. They represented likewise a forceful
expression of the resolve to make a supreme effort to achieve a positive result at the present
Conference before the opening of the World Economic Conference. Both events were calculated
to impart to the peoples who would meet at London to settle the economic conditions of the
world, the courage to go to work and at long last bring the world relief from the economic
distress from which it had been suffering for so many years.

While thus relying on the German Chancellor's speech, M. Nadolny reserved his right
to give detailed explanations on the practical working out of the principles and conceptions
enunciated in Herr Hitler's speech, during the discussion which the General Commission was
about to initiate on the substance of the problem. For the moment, he would merely reply
to the question which had become the fundamental problem for the continuance of the debates.
The German people still urged that the Conference should produce two results : security by
the disarmament of the heavily armed States and the realisation of equality of rights for
Germany. It believed that the United Kingdom draft constituted a basis on which the solution
could be found for those problems. For the foregoing reasons, M. Nadolny was glad to say, on
behalf of his Government, that the German delegation accepted the draft, not only, as indeed
it had already done, as a basis of discussion, but as the basis of the future Convention itself.
Any modifications it might have to propose would be in conformity with this new attitude.

M. Nadolny felt sure'that the foregoing statement would be accepted by the General
Commission as fresh proof of the spirit of moderation and understanding in which the German
delegation was taking part in the working out of a Convention, and he hoped that the other
States also would do everything in their power to make their interests square with the positive
result which now appeared to be emerging on the basis of the United Kingdom draft.

Tevfik RUsTt Bey (Turkey) said that President Roosevelt's message, which had just been
read out, was a very happy and important event at the present difficult stage in the Conference.

This noble gesture, which was at the same time a moving appeal to the goodwill of all
States, made it, he thought, not altogether unnecessary for him to define his Government's
position once again.

The President of the Turkish Republic, Gazi Mustafa Kemal, had immediately replied
to the message which the President of the great American Republic had sent to the heads of
all States, acting under the inspiration of a noble love of mankind and with an objective and
practical understanding of the ills from which the world was suffering owing to the prevailing
political and economic crises. The President of the Turkish Republic had read and studied
with special attention the analyses and suggestions contained in President Roosevelt's message,
the object of which was to prevent the failure of the Disarmament Conference and to ensure
the success of the World Economic Conference.

In his reply, the President of the Turkish Republic had paid a tribute to the fresh effort
which the head of the great American Republic was making with the object of bringing about
a union of the peoples around certain formulae which, taken as a whole, imposed sacrifices only
for the purpose of stemming the disaster and smoothing the way for an era of tranquillity and
perhaps prosperity, an era that was awaited with feverish impatience by all the human race.
In stating the Turkish Government's view of the principles laid down by President Roosevelt
in the economic and political spheres, the head of the Turkish State had desired first and
foremost to assure President Roosevelt that, in the various declarations made by the Turkish
delegates, the general lines of Turkey's policy had been set out in a manner that was very close
to the suggestions contained in President Roosevelt's message.
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After dealing with the economic part of the message and making it clear that Turkey's
point of view was in complete harmony with its main lines, the Gazi expounded his country's
opinion with regard to the Disarmament Conference in the following terms :

" I consider, like Your Excellency, that the aim in view is so important that individual
interests should give place to the lofty ideal, the realisation of which can alone ensure the
tranquillity and confidence that will engender prosperity throughout the world. Your
Excellency has defined with a candour and lucidity beyond all praise the basic reasons
for the unsuccessful efforts made at the Geneva Conference so far. As you are aware,
in the matter of disarmament, the Government of the Turkish Republic went even further
than the principles advocated in the MacDonald draft. I should add that your own
suggestions, which, thanks to a true sense of realities, are inspired by the idea that the
offensive should be destroyed and the defensive strengthened, are in all respects in
conformity with the point of view we have constantly urged at Geneva. The complete
abolition of offensive arms in the widest acceptance of the word-that is to say, the
progressive and rapid reduction, pending their abolition, of the capacity for and power
of attack possessed by all countries-is an aim for which we have striven from the outset.
In the speech delivered by our delegate at Geneval concerning the MacDonald draft,
Your Excellency will have noticed that, in raising the question of the Straits, we had in
mind purely the abolition of the offensive and the consolidation of the defensive.
Accordingly, in this respect, I regard Your Excellency's proposals as being entirely and
at all points in accordance with our desire for peace and the universal ideal of good
understanding in the international field.

" In view of the foregoing considerations, and turning now to your concrete proposals,
I wish to say that we regarded the MacDonald draft as a praiseworthy effort to bring
about a reduction and that we are ready to discuss it with the object of changing its
form so as to make it accord with the principles which Your Excellency has. laid down
and which in no way deviate from those we have ourselves advocated before the assembly
at Geneva. The determination of the method to be adopted for the new steps to be taken
in this matter and of the time at which they should be taken is in complete harmony
with our point of view. In the matter of re-armament, my Government, while refraining
for the moment from taking up a position in regard to the great controversies it raises,
considers that any measure likely to ensure peace naturally deserves the very warmest
welcome. Moreover, we entirely agree that a general pact of non-aggression and a pledge
for the limitation and reduction of armaments would be extremely useful.

" In stating the Turkish Government's point of view, I am happy to note that there
is no difference between our standpoint and that of the great American Republic. I am
therefore particularly happy to offer Your Excellency my warmest and sincerest
congratulations on the new pledge you have offered in the cause of peace and to say that
the Government of the United States will, in this matter, find in my Government a fervent
supporter of the policy of realisation. In the economic domain, my Government's only
object is to ensure its freedom for the sake of national prosperity, by contributing to the
prosperity of the world through the welfare of every nation. In the political domain,
Turkey's only desire is to live in peace and to abolish all offensive weapons pari passu
with the other nations, while, at the same time, keeping intact, in any event, its legitimate
means of defence."

In conclusion, Tevfik Rfistii Bey desired to add that the Turkish delegation entirely
accepted the point of view expressed by the President of the Conference with regard to the
disarmament problem.

Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom) said that since-about a week previously-the President
had arranged the present meeting of the General Commission, two declarations had been made
to the world, each of them in its own sphere of the utmost significance to the work of the
Conference.

The first of those two declarations was that of President Roosevelt. It was possible that
Mr. Eden's colleagues would have observed that the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom,
in the warm welcome which he had at once extended to that declaration, had referred to the
day upon which it was delivered as being, in consequence, almost an historic day. Mr. Eden
believed that everyone would sincerely endorse that statement, as had the President that
afternoon. President Roosevelt's words were welcome, not only for the measure of sympathy
and understanding which they showed for the world difficulties from which all were suffering,
but-even more, perhaps--for the extent of active help in trouble which they foreshadowed.
On behalf of His Majesty's Government in the United Kingdom, the United Kingdom
delegation would like once again to emphasise its appreciation of President Roosevelt's
declaration and its determination to do everything in its power to realise the objectives which
he had there set out.

It was for the United Kingdom delegation an especially encouraging feature of the message
that President Roosevelt proposed, as the first of the four steps which he had set out, the accep-
tance of the draft Convention which the United Kingdom delegation had put before the
Conference and upon which the Conference was now working. " The first step " was, of course,
the correct description of that draft Convention. It had never pretended to be anything more.

1 See Minutes of the forty-seventh meeting of the General Commission, page 366.



- 466 -

It had always been the United Kingdom delegation's view that disarmament should be realised
by stages. The draft Convention was merely the first stage. The object in putting it forward
had been to seek a basis which might at once be just and universally acceptable, and the
support which it had received had, in consequence, been the more gratifying, especially the
fresh emphasis of approval which the German delegate had been so good as to give that
afternoon.

Could not the Conference immediately agree, as President Roosevelt had invited it to do,
on the first stage ? The more rapidly it could realise that first stage, the greater the measure
of confidence would it create, and the more speedily and the more confidently could it go on to
the next. Did anyone, for instance, doubt that if each and every delegation could get up
that afternoon in the name of its Government and signify its approval of the draft Convention
as it now stood, they would be contributing in an immense measure to the confidence of the
world ? Of course they would., They would bring a measure of the confidence which the world
so sadly sought and would bring near that next step, those further steps, to which the
Conference, with President Roosevelt, looked forward.

The other of the two declarations to which Mr. Eden would briefly refer was that made by
the Chancellor of the German Reich. Everyone welcomed cordially and sincerely, in Herr
Hitler's speech, a profession of willingness to co-operate in the work of the Conference at
Geneva. That declaration, interpreted as it had just been by M. Nadolny, was a further
encouragement in the Conference's task, and Mr. Eden could and did assure M. Nadolny that he
would find the United Kingdom delegation ready at all times to collaborate in any way in its
power on the detailed elaboration of the draft Convention. M. Nadolny and Mr. Eden had had
some conversations in the past not specifically crowned with glory, but M. Nadolny could be
sure that if other conversations could be of any avail in the future Mr. Eden would be only
too happy to re-engage in them with, he felt sure, happier results. M. Nadolny's statement and
the spirit that actuated it were sincerely appreciated, and if that spirit could govern the
remainder of the work, then perhaps one might at last begin to hope that the results of so
much effort might take tangible shape.

In conclusion, Mr. Eden would venture just to recall to the General Commission the
immediate purpose for which the meeting had originally been called. It had now reached an
important, maybe a decisive, phase of its work. If the General Commission could agree upon
the two sections, " Effectives" and " Material", which constituted Part II of the draft
Convention, then, though the later parts would no doubt produce their difficulties, those
difficulties would seem minor by comparison. The object of the present discussion was to
clarify the situation in which the General Commission now found itself in respect of those two
sections. Mr. Eden trusted that it might also be in a position, as a result of the discussion and
of the statements which had been made outside the Conference, to take a decision very shortly
upon the fate of those two vital sections. The decision which he would hope-if he might
suggest it-that the General Commission would be able to take, would be this : to agree to
accept the general form of the proposals in the whole of Part II, approval of each article being,
of course, subject to the general form of the other articles being maintained substantially as
they now stood in the draft Convention. If the outcome of the discussion was to secure the
acceptance by every delegation of Part II of the draft Convention, then, indeed, the
Conference would have made an important step forward-it would not be an exaggeration,
Mr. Eden thought, to say the most important step that the Conference had yet registered.
He felt sure that there was not one delegation present but was actuated by the same motives.
None would wish to create difficulties. All were only too well aware of their reality, and
were, in consequence, only too anxious to remove them by any methods that could be found.

The Conference's task was still formidable, but it was not unrealisable, and the possibilities
of success had, he thought, been enhanced that afternoon.

It was in that spirit of seeking to clarify and to assist that .Mr. Eden had spoken that after-
noon. The United Kingdom delegation, he would like to assure the General Commission, desired
only to help and not to hinder. Its sole object was to realise a Convention just and acceptable
to all. In that work it would persevere, and with greater and surer confidence as the outcome
of the declarations of that afternoon.

M. MASSIGLI (France) said that, for some time past, the General Commission itself and
public opinion, which was its judge, had had, in an equal degree, the feeling that the time
for words was past and that the hour had struck for decisions and acts, both of which should
be inspired by the ideal by which the delegations were guided and should be based on a precise
knowledge of the facts and on a just appreciation of realities.

He would accordingly abstain from making a speech on the important message read out
by the President of the Conference. The President of the French Republic and the President
of the Council of Ministers had already stated with what feelings that message had been received
in France, how highly the ideals by which it was animated had been appreciated there and
what great satisfaction had been felt at the fact that it demonstrated the community of ideals
shared by the American and French Republics.
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The Commission had just listened to a statement by the German delegate, which
M. Massigli warmly welcomed. M. Nadolny had just said that he interpreted the important
statements made in the Reichstag by the Chancellor of the Reich as enabling him to offer his
unqualified collaboration in the work going on at Geneva and to present certain amendments
in the light of those observations and within the framework of the draft Convention. In those
circumstances, the position was clear. There were no more obstacles to remove. The path
was open. The Commission had to work. Let it get to work. The French delegation was ready;
it had always been ready, and it only asked that the work might go on.

The PRESIDENT said he would like to assure himself that the General Commission was in
entire agreement with what had been said that afternoon regarding the importance of President
Roosevelt's message. It would, he thought, be a very good thing if the Commission would
authorise him to send, either direct to the President or through the United States delegation,
a message that the General Commission was in full sympathy with his proposals and was
prepared to give them the most sympathetic consideration. That would'be a very nice gesture
towards the President, to whom all were indebted for the very important and far-reaching
message he had sent to the Heads of States.

The President's suggestion was approved.

112. DECISION BY THE GENERAL COMMISSION TO OPEN A GENERAL DISCUSSION ON PART II

(DISARMAMENT), SECTION II (MATERIAL), OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION SUBMITTED BY THE

UNITED KINGDOM DELEGATION.

The PRESIDENT said that if there were no further observations, he thought the General
Commission ought to determine, at that stage, what line of procedure it intended to follow.
He proposed to call a meeting of the Commission at Io.30 on the following morning,
and it appeared to him that the best course would be to respond to the very earnest appeal
made a few moments previously by Mr. Eden. The General Commission might therefore begin,
as it had decided some days previously, to discuss Part II, Section II (" Material "), of the
draft Convention and Article 94 (" Duration of the Convention ").

The President had previously announced that the discussion should be so wide in character
that, if there were a desire to refer even to Part I, he would not exclude it from the debate.
The General Commission must now, he thought, be prepared to take a very comprehensive
view of the position and to get through the preliminary discussion expeditiously, if possible
in one or two meetings.

He had again to remind the Commission that, as the Economic Conference would meet
in about three weeks' time, it had only nineteen working days, one of which happened to be a
holiday, if he might be permitted that Irishism. He himself was quite prepared to forgo
Whit Monday, because he thought it so important that all the big decisions should, if possible,
be taken before the heads of delegations left for London. That could only be done if the
Commission worked very hard indeed. As most of the delegations were aware, the Council
would meet in the following week, and the Secretary-General would require some of the
mornings, but the President hoped that one or two, in addition to the afternoons, might be
placed at the disposal of the General Commission.

The President's proposal was approved.

SIXTIETH MEETING

Held on Saturday, May 20th, I933 at I0.30 a.m.

President: The Right Honourable A. HENDERSON.

113. DRAFT CONVENTION SUBMITTED BY THE UNITED KINGDOM DELEGATION._ 1 PART II:

DISARMAMENT (Continuation).

SECTION II: MATERIAL. GENERAL DISCUSSION.

The PRESIDENT reminded the General Commission that it had decided, on the previous
day, to begin a general discussion of Part II, Section II, of the United Kingdom draft Conven-
tion, which he had said would be on the widest possible basis. There might be references to

1 Document Conf.D.I57 and addendum.
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Article 94, with regard to the duration of the Convention, and as it was almost impossible to
disconnect the different parts of the draft, he would not object if references were made to other
parts. It might also be necessary for some delegates to refer to President Roosevelt's proposals.

M. RUTGERS (Netherlands), as a contribution to the discussion, read the reply of Her
Majesty the Queen of the Netherlands to President Roosevelt's message. That reply was as
follows:

" It is, Mr. President, a matter of deep satisfaction to me that the reply from the
Netherlands to your telegraphic appeal can be given at once and without reserve.

" This nation for which I speak abhors war. It would of course resist assault, but it
abhors war. As it condemns provocation and aggression between citizens, so it condemns
provocation and aggression between nations. It thinks that the time has come for the
community of nations to show by acts that it is determined to rid itself of the law of the
strongest as its potential supreme standard. Peaceful adjustment is the exclusive method
for settling national controversies. I know of no reason why peaceful adjustment should
not be the exclusive method for settling international controversies.

" My country is profoundly convinced that, if this end is to be reached, substantial
disarmament is now imperatively necessary, for continued armaments lead to competition
and, as painful but all-too-soon-forgotten experience shows, to inevitable war.

" The Netherlands are ready to take with the other nations of the world the four
steps you propose as a first and important contribution towards effective disarmament.
They do not make any reservation in stating this. In so far as a pact of non-aggression
is concerned, I agree that, in the present circumstances, it is perhaps a good thing that
existing and valid pacts of non-aggression and standing obligations to disarm should be
solemnly reaffirmed so as to bring their binding force once again before the conscience of
the world.

" The forthcoming Economic Conference can be assured of the active and whole-
hearted support of my Government. The economic and financial situation calls for imme-
diate and effective measures. Nationally, this country stands for sanity and order in
its economic and financial life. Internationally, it stands for unrestricted commerce,
stable currencies and better prices. The Netherlands hope that the London Conference
will result in real and enduring relief. They also trust that the Conference and the
Governments there represented will be guided by the immutable laws of economic truth,
and pay no heed to what unenlightened or shortsighted opinion and individual interests
would like to see adopted. The general interest must here, if ever, prevail.

" With my Government and people, I fully join in the fulfilment of the hopes you
have expressed."

M. HOLSTI (Finland) said thaton the previous day, Mr. Eden, delegate of the p s United
Kingdom, had made an appeal that as many delegations as possible should pronounce in favour
of the principles embodied in the message sent to the various States by the President of the
United States of America. On behalf of Finland, he was glad to be able to report its acceptance.
He also wished to extend to the United States delegation the most heartfelt congratulations on
this second stimulus which it had given to the activities of the Conference.

There were two or three points with which he would like to deal. On the previous day, the
President had asked delegations that had sent in amendments to withdraw them if possible.
The Finnish delegation had been responsible for only one amendment 1, the purpose of which was
to correct an error concerning the number of aeroplanes suggested for Finland, which it would
not, he thought, be difficult for the Commission to accept.

As regarded the period of service, a new law had been introduced in his country during the
past year whereby the period of service was reduced to a minimum. In the i sed o a circumstances, he
thought it only fair that other States represented in the Conference should be asked to make
small concessions in that sphere.

As regarded naval forces, the smaller nations should certainly be given greater freedom in
dealing with the problems of naval reduction.

He next came to a passage in President Roosevelt's message which, in the opinion of his
delegation, was of more practical importance. It read:

" . .. all signatory Powers individually agree that they will send no armed force
of whatsoever nature across their frontiers."

1 Document Conf. D./C.G.77.
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His Government would be very glad if that principle could be embodied in the first part
of the draft Convention, thereby strengthening the security afforded to States.

President Roosevelt had also said:

"I believe that the overwhelming majority of peoples feel obliged to retain
excessive armaments because they fear some act of aggression against them, and not
because they themselves seek to be aggressors."

That remark certainly applied to Finland, and doubtless to many other small countries,
and, consequently, M. Holsti thought it only just that the question of security for the smaller
nations should be emphasised once more. It was very gratifying to his delegation that the
President of the United States of America should have seen that necessity so clearly.

Finally, at the previous meeting M. Massigli had expressed a view in which the Finnish
delegation entirely concurred-namely, that the time had come for really active work and,
in that connection, M. Holsti wished to thank the President for the excellent programme
he had outlined to the Commission at that meeting.

M. MOTTA (Switzerland) said that he had wondered for a long time whether it would
really be opportune and advisable for him to intervene in the present discussion. He did
so, not in obedience to his personal feelings; he had yielded to advice that had been offered
him, and would make a few short remarks with regard to the situation as he saw it.

The delegations had now to discuss Part II, Section II, of the United Kingdom plan-that
was to say, to embark at once on the discussion of the question of material. Several days
previously, it had appeared that divergencies impossible to reconcile had arisen. Those
divergencies had been particularly acute with regard to the question of effectives. There was
no need for M. Motta to recall that the predominant question in that connection was that of
the types of armies on the continent of Europe in the future. The General Commission was
also aware that, this divergence having become apparent, and no solution being for the moment
possible, mention had been made of a crisis. There should be nothing surprising in the word

crisis . It was necessary, it was, as it were, inevitable, that crises should fairly often disturb
the work of the Conference. Everyone had been deeply impressed by this last crisis, because
it had seemed to be more serious than all the others. As had been seen, however, even in
the most serious moments, there was no need to despair.

At the last meeting of the Bureau,l the Chairman had announced that the General
Commission would discuss the question of material in general without going too much into
detail, and that, for the time being, the delegations would not submit amendments. He had
added that the time had come to fix the responsibilities of each. The General Commission would
thus, it seemed, have been able to discuss, not only the international situation in the Conference
itself, but also events outside which had an influence on the progress of the work. Since then
there had been two very important events - President Roosevelt's message and the speech of
Chancellor Hitler. It was no exaggeration to say that these two diplomatic interventions
had appreciably relaxed the tension and had improved the atmosphere of the Conference.

The members of the Conference could now conscientiously and in good faith feel that the
crisis in which they were involved and from which they had not yet emerged could be overcome.
M. Motta had heard with great satisfaction-which he desired to emphasise-the declaration
made by the head of the German delegation on the previous day. Not wishing to rely on his own
memory he would venture to read once again-and would ask M. Nadolny to pardon him-the
point in that declaration which had appeared to him essential, which had seemed to open
up new channels and to give ground for hope. The head of the German delegation said:

"That is why I can say on behalf of my Government that we accept this draft (the
United Kingdom draft), not only as a basis of discussion, but as a basis of the future
Convention itself. In as far as we may propose amendments, they will be in conformity
with this new attitude."

It was not for the representative of a small country to pass judgment in one sense
or another, but M. Motta would be wanting in sincerity and would not be expressing fully
his conviction if he did not say that M. Nadolny's declaration seemed to him extremely
satisfactory.

He had always adopted the following attitude towards the United Kingdom plan : the
plan was not ideal; it had several gaps. He did not believe that statement would offend
the United Kingdom delegation, as the Prime Minister, Mr. MacDonald, had himself admitted,
in a very eloquent speech that there were gaps, that they must be filled in, and that the draft
would have to be adjusted. But the plan had one fundamental virtue, that it existed, that it
had come at a critical moment, that it had opened up a new channel to the Conference, that it

1 See Minutes of the forty-third meeting of the Bureau.



- 470 --

had been and was-to use an expression M. Motta had already employed 1-a meeting-place for
the goodwill of all. But all the advantages of the plan would be lost if the delegations were not
convinced beforehand that it was the duty of all not to submit amendments contrary to the
spirit of the plan, contrary to its general tendency and, as it were, of a destructive nature. The
only reasonable and rational attitude was to add to and improve the plan, while keeping to its
main lines and physiognomy. It was in that sense that M. Motta had interpreted the German
delegation's declaration of the previous day and had been deeply rejoiced by it.

That, of course, did not mean that the difficulties were all overcome. There were certain
questions, termed questions of detail, which, however, taken separately, were of very great
importance and which would require an effort of goodwill on the part of the various
delegations, and, in this connection, he would say now, as he had already said once before,
that it was to the goodwill of the great Powers that an appeal must be made. It was the great
Powers which must bring to the Conference solutions making for harmony and conciliation.
The small and medium States applauded every manifestation of harmony and conciliation
among the great Powers.

It was hoped that, just as in the question of effectives, in regard to which there now seemed
to be a possibility of achieving a rational understanding, a result could be reached in the other
problems for instance, in that of material. It was a fundamental condition that there should
be in this matter an agreement upon the necessity for having at the beginning of the first
stage an appreciable limitation or reduction of offensive armaments. The abolition of heavy
artillery and the limitation of tanks did of course represent a considerable advance, which,
if brought about, would in itself justify the entire work of the Disarmament Conference,
provided other questions, such as the setting up of a system of supervision and the abolition
of chemical and bacterial warfare, were also solved.

There was, however, still one problem which, in M. Motta's opinion, was exceptionally
delicate and on which he would prefer not to express an opinion, since it primarily concerned
the great Powers; he referred to the duration of the Convention. The United Kingdom draft
contemplated a period of five years and suggested that, before the expiry of those five years,
and after a number of years not specified in the draft, work would have to be begun on a new
Convention, and that, consequently, another Conference would have to meet to prepare the
second stage on the road to disarmament, or, to speak more precisely, to make provision for the
next substantial reduction of armaments. There was still a long way to go, but there was no
possible ground for despair, and M. Motta would terminate by saying that, while President
Roosevelt's message had been received with respect and gratitude by the entire world, the
Conference was still impatiently awaiting certain other declarations from the head of the
United States delegation.

The President of the Swiss Confederation had thought it right to say, in acknowledging
President Roosevelt's message, that the Government of the Swiss Confederation had taken
note with the keenest sympathy of the ideas put forward in the message. He had added that,
as the mouthpiece of the Swiss people, he welcomed the effort which President Roosevelt
had made to avert the failure of the Disarmament Conference, a failure which might have
been serious to the cause of peace and would have removed all hope of a favourable outcome
from the London Economic Conference. M. Motta did not think he would be exaggerating if he
added that the world was expecting from the United States delegation a statement which would
make it possible to know whether and how far the United States of America were prepared
to associate themselves in a consultative plan of the kind adumbrated in the first part of the
United Kingdom draft, and whether, in particular, that great country was willing to take the
necessary action, supposing a conflict arose and it became necessary to define the aggressor
and discuss the measures to be taken to put a stop to the aggression.

M. Motta believed that the mutual dependence of all the continents of the world was a truth
that was manifest to all-a truth that was graven in letters of fire upon the realities of the present
day. None who perused, studied and pored over diplomatic documents, none who meditated
deeply upon them, could fail to believe that the solution of all the difficulties was to be found
in a positive affirmation of sincere fellow-feeling, and M. Motta trusted that the United States
of America would bring the Conference the message that would free it from its shackles.

M. LANGE (Norway) was able to agree in all respects with what M. Motta had said, for the
reasons advanced by the Swiss delegate himself.

It would, however, he thought, be helpful if he eadded a few words. One of the main issues
which the General Commission would have to take up in the next few days was that of material.
It was evident that that was perhaps the most important part of its task, since modern
war was a mechanised affair. In this connection, President Roosevelt's message was very
happily timed. President Roosevelt had pointed out explicitly that, as an outcome of this
development of modern warfare, the weapons of attack had become far more powerful than
the weapons of defence. He summed up his opinion on this aspect of the disarmament problem
by the following words

" The ultimate objective of the Disarmament Conference must be the complete
elimination of all offensive weapons. The immediate objective is a substantial reduction
of some of these weapons and the elimination of many others."
There was no need to state with what great satisfaction the Norwegian delegation greeted

these statements, because it was towards that object that it had directed all its efforts during
both the preparatory work and the Conference itself.

1 See Minutes of the forty-seventh meeting of the General Commission, page 362.
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It might perhaps be said that it was easy for a small State to use such language. M. Lange
would say that, in taking up this attitude, the Norwegian delegation was viewing the position
entirely from the general standpoint, although in matters affecting the maintenance of peace
the opinion it expressed was dictated by the interests of the Norwegian nation.

What would be the outcome if the enormous stocks of these aggressive weapons possessed
by certain countries were maintained ? The neighbouring countries would have to follow their
example. The infection would be too strong. M. de Madariaga pointed out that fact a few
weeks ago, and the representative of another country also had made the following remark to
M. Lange: "If these powerful weapons, particularly those of recent invention, are maintained,
I shall be forced to consider the need for my country to acquire them also."

M. Lange had many times pressed for the total abolition of certain arms so that real
headway might be made towards disarmament, and he had already quoted a saying of Sir
John Simon's that was marked by profound wisdom. During the general debate, Sir John
Simon had said that:

" It would probably be easier to eradicate certain of these offensive weapons which
were of recent origin because they did not yet form part, so to speak a recognised part,
of any State's military organisation."

A few days ago, M. Lange had had an opportunity of looking at the military regulations
of two of the most powerfully armed States. In one he had read :

" Weapons intended for essentially offensive purposes-tanks-should not, generally
speaking, take part in any except methodically pre-arranged offensive operations."

In another regulation he had read :

" The armoured tank is essentially an arm of attack, possessing a great moral effect,
specially suitable, owing to the effects of its fire, for facilitating the forward movement of
other arms."

He thereforere put the following question : If these definitions were correct, should not
tanks fall under the resolution of the Conference proposing the elimination of the specifically
aggressive weapons ?

That was why he had welcomed with satisfaction the proposals of various delegations to
delete Articles o2 and 21 of the United Kingdom draft relative to tanks. He personally felt
that to do so would not detract in any way from the plan as a whole, and that it would represent
a very great advantage for the General Commission's work from the standpoints of both
procedure and results. It would mean, first and foremost, avoiding the labyrinth of technical
questions discreetly suggested in the parenthesis following Article 2I of the United Kingdom
draft. Secondly, the total abolition of tanks would facilitate the solution of the problems raised
by the princie e of equality of rights and obligations, since it would open the way to the
" perequation " of armaments from below.

These remarks might appear somewhat technical, but M. Lange felt that the time was past
for general and vague declarations and that a frontal attack should be made on the concrete
problems facing the Conference. Accordingly, like M. Motta, he hoped that, in the speech
which he trusted would shortly be made by the United States representatives, the General
Commission would have placed before it definitdee proposals capable of facilitating an agreement
on the principles upon which the solution of the various disarmament problems depended. It
was inevitable that from time to time during a Conference like the present the wood should be
lost to sight for the trees. An effort must therefore be made to visualise the problem as a whole,
and the decision on principle which might be hoped for after the German declaration on the
previous day as to effectives was likewise bound to facilitate an agreement on material. For
that, concessions would have to be made on either side, and, if such an agreement was not
reached, the prospects would be very dark indeed. M. Lange would conclude by saying that,
if it were desired to achieve results, it was necessary from time to time to have the courage to
take heroic resolutions which overrode matters of detail and application, and which would direct
the world along a better path.

M. BORBERG (Denmark) stated that His Majesty King Christian had replied favourably
to President Roosevelt's message and hoped that the two Conferences might lead to results
serving to safeguard the peace of the world and to develop trade between the peoples. His
Majesty was in full agreement with the hopes expressed by President Roosevelt, and, in
conformity with His Majesty's reply, the Danish delegation therefore desired, in its turn, to
express its agreement with the principles embodied in the message. It agreed that immediate
steps should be taken, and, though it considered that those proposed did not go far enough, it
had accepted as the first step the United Kingdom draft as a basis for the Convention, and
only on certain points had it asked for further consideration. In connection with budgetary
questions, for example, it had asked for reductions and limitations, and it had also asked
that the question of the trade in and manufacture of arms should be studied. Those were
questions which were not really outside the United Kingdom plan, for, as Sir John Simon
had expressly stated, they were only excluded pending reports from the competent
committees. In the opinion of the Danish delegation, a point of special importance in the
plan was the immediate or gradual disappearance of offensive weapons.
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As the Commission was aware, the Danish delegation had presented no amendments
to the sections on effectives and material; that fact was proof that it was anxious to arrive
at a solution as quickly as possible. If amendments were proposed which stood a chance of
being generally accepted and tended to bring about a quicker or more complete disappearance
of offensive weapons, the Danish delegation would certainly vote for them. A decision should
also be taken as regarded the procedure for further steps; the Danish delegation had urged
that line of action from the beginning of the Conference.

That the limitation of armaments should be strictly bound by treaty obligations was so
well emphasised in the message that M. Borberg need only state his delegation's interpretation
of that message. The Danish delegation considered that treaty obligations must be, not only
adhered to strictly, but accepted in all good faith, without any possible loopholes in the text
being used for the purpose of creating a disequilibrium between rights and obligations.

He need hardly add that the Danish delegation accepted the principle of non-aggression
and attached particular importance to the suggestion that armed forces should not be allowed to
cross frontiers. In his opinion, that was tackling the problem of the war machine at one of its
most important points. Material constituted the technical aspect, but the American suggestion
constituted the human aspect, and it was very striking and satisfactory to note that the dele-
gations of countries with such a widely different organisation as the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics and the United States of America had come to the same conclusion. The General
Commission would find, when the Security Committee reported to it, that it would bring
forward ideas exactly the same as those expressed by President Roosevelt.

M. Borberg thought, therefore, that the General Commission could look forward to detailed
proposals on the lines indicated in the message and, in view of the hope held out by the German
delegation on the previous day, he was sure that it would soon be possible to arrive at good
results. He hoped that those results would not be merely the expression of a peace policy
having no connection with realities, but of a conscious constructive peace policy such as one
had the right to ask of statesmen.

M. BOURQUIN (Belgium) did not propose to expatiate once again on his Government's
attitude to the twofold problem of effectives and material. The Belgian delegation had from
the outset given its sincere support to the compromise draft submitted by the United Kingdom
delegation. It had become more and more convinced that that draft should form the rallying-
point for all efforts, supported by the good will of everyone. On that point he had nothing
to add to what he had said previously.

He wished simply to support what M. Motta had just said and to welcome as a happy
augury the clear sky that had just appeared between the clouds besetting the Conference.
Last week the heavens had been stormy. To-day it could at least be seen that a ray of
sunshine had appeared and that the biggest clouds were tending to disappear. He would
warn the Conference against going too fast, and against taking desires for realities ; but never-
theless there was ground for saying that it was possible to breathe more freely, and that was
already a great deal. When the General Commission had suspended its discussions,
an obstacle, that was at first sight insuperable, had barred its path in the matter of land
armaments. Since then, the Chancellor of the Reich had delivered, in circumstances of great
solemnity, a speech which afforded a glimpse of fresh possibilities. The statements he had made,
and those of M. Nadolny, involved, if M. Bourquin understood them correctly, an unqualified
acceptance of the bases of the United Kingdom draft. If that were so, the obstacle was removed,
and the conversations which had had to be interrupted could be pursued in favourable
circumstances.

M. Bourquin felt that it would be difficult to exaggerate the importance of President
Roosevelt's message. The principles he had enunciated would, without any doubt, have a
particularly salutary influence on the Conference's work. But they had a still greater signi-
ficance, one that exceeded-and exceeded by far-the problem of disarmament in the strict
sense of the term. The President's message implied the principle of universal co-operation
to safeguard peace, and that was something more than the little ray of sunshine of which
M. Bourquin had just spoken. It was a great hope and a great comfort.

Belgium, as everyone knew, was particularly exposed to the horrors of war. For centuries
she had been one of the battlefields of Europe. That meant that the Belgian people fervently
desired, with all their force and all their soul, the consolidation of peace. They realised that the
influence and action of the United States of America might be decisive in that respect, and that
was why President Roosevelt's gesture awakened in the Belgian nation a feeling of joy, confi-
dence and gratitude which M. Bourquin desired to express in public.

Colonel LANSKORONSKIS (Lithuania) said that, in a very moving speech on the previous
day, the President had drawn an impressive picture of the disasters which the failure of the
Conference would entail for mankind. The small States, such as Lithuania, realised that they
would be more seriously affected than the great Powers by the horrors of war and by a world-
wide upheaval. They clung to peace as the only safeguard, not merely of their happiness
and their prosperity, but also of their very existence. It was therefore superfluous to repeat
that Lithuania warmly seconded every endeavour to strengthen the organisation of peace.
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In asking leave to speak, the Lithuanian delegate desired to associate himself with the
tributes that had been paid to a new contribution to the Conference's work. Lithuania had
determined her attitude a long time ago. That attitude was clear and unequivocal. Lithuania
desired as substantial a measure of disarmament and as durable an organisation for security as
possible. Nevertheless, regarding disarmament as one of the elements of security, Lithuania did
not make her disarmament depend solely on the conditions of security which she would like to
see brought about. Accordingly, the Lithuanian delegate welcomed President Roosevelt's
message with the greatest satisfaction. That noble message represented a conspicuous advance
under the heading of security, and, in the second place, it broadened the path towards
qualitative disarmament.

Lithuania entirely shared the view expressed by the President of the Conference and hoped
that an agreement would be reached as soon as possible and that the terrible menace of war
would disappear for ever.

Lithuania would continue to give her modest but sincere support to any loyal endeavour
to reach a speedy conclusion.

The continuation of the discussion was adjourned to the next meeting.

SIXTY-FIRST MEETING

Held on Monday, May 22nd, I933, at 3.30 P.1'.

President : The Right Honourable A. HENDERSON.

II4. DRAFT CONVENTION SUBMITTED BY THE UNITED KINGDOM DELEGATION. - PART II:
DISARMAMENT (Contituation).

SECTION I: EFFECTIVES. CHAPTER 2. - SPECIAL PROVISIONS AS TO THE ORGANISATION OF THE
LAND ARMED FORCES STATIONED IN CONTINENTAL EUROPE (ConItinuation): WITHDRAWAL OF THE

GERMAN AMENDMENT TO THIS CHAPTER.

The PRESIDENT read the following letter which he had received from the leader of the
German delegation

[Translation.]

" With reference to the explanations on the position taken by Germany with regard
to the United Kingdom plan that were given by the Chancellor of the Reich on May I7th
in the Reichstag, and to which I referred in the General Commission on May Igth,2 I beg to
inform you that the German delegation withdraws its amendment relating to Chapter 2 of
Part II, Section I, Effectives (document Conf.D./C.G.7I), which reads as follows:

"' Delete Chapter 2 and insert in its place a new article:

"'The Permanent Disarmament Commission set up in pursuance of
Article 64 of the present Convention shall immediately devote itself to a study
of the question of the standardisation of armies.'

" The German delegation, in agreeing that the question of the standardisation of
armies should be settled by the Convention to be concluded, reserves the right to express
later its point of view as regards the particulars and execution of this measure. It also
reserves the right to express its views at a suitable moment on the other amendments
proposed by itself, and particularly on those concerning the question of war material
which, as has already been indicated, has an indisputable connection with the question
of effectives.

(Signed) NADOLNY."

l Document Conf.D.I57 and addendum.
2 See Minutes of the fifty-ninth meeting of the General Commission.
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115. DRAFT CONVENTION SUBMITTED BY THE UNITED KINGDOM DELEGATION. - PART II:
DISARMAMENT (Continuation).

SECTION II: MATERIAL. GENERAL DISCUSSION (continuation).

Mr. Norman DAVIS (United States of America) had been deeply moved by the enthusiastic
response given in the General Commission to President Roosevelt's message. The friendly
references to his country and the many expressions of gratitude to the President had been
really inspiring and most gratifying. He therefore wished to thank every delegate sincerely,
on behalf of President Roosevelt and on his own behalf.

The initiative taken by the President of the United States of America in communicating
directly with the Heads of States participating in the Economic and Disarmament Conferences
had been prompted by the pressing need for concerted and decisive action to solve the inter-
related problems with which these two Conferences must deal.

The Disarmament Conference had reached the moment for definite decisions. It must
face the issue; it must now determine whether the nations of the world proposed to go forward
with progressive disarmament or revert to the pre-war system of unrestrained competition
in armaments with all the continuance of the international suspicion and fear which this would
involve.

At the end of the world war, the peoples of all States and their leaders had resolved that
the suicidal armament policy of the preceding decades must be changed. They had been
convinced that this policy had been one of the contributing factors which brought about the
war. Hence a new policy regarding armaments had been incorporated as a fundamental part
of the peace settlement. This policy, adopted to prevent a future race in armaments, was based
on the principle that armaments were a matter of general concern and that the time had passed
when each State should be the sole judge of its armaments.

To carry out this conception, provision had been made for the disarmament of the defeated
Powers and at the same time a decision taken, unprecedented in history, whereby the victorious
States voluntarily assumed an obligation to reduce their own armaments.

As a first step, the peace treaties reduced the armaments of Germany and her allies with
a view to rendering impossible any aggression on their part. In fact, the theory behind these
treaties was that the military forces of the disarmed Powers should be fixed on the basis of
the maintenance of internal order and the necessary policing of frontiers, but no more. The
whole purpose of these provisions was to guarantee that the armies of Germany and her
former allies should thenceforth stay at home.

It would neither have been just nor wise, nor was it intended, that the Central Powers
should be subject for all time to a special treatment in armaments. There was now, and had
been in the past, a corresponding duty on the part of the other Powers, parties to the peace
treaties, that by successive stages they too would bring their armaments down to a level
strictly determined by the needs of self-defence. While the United States of America was not
bound by the provisions or the implications of those treaties. Mr. Davis had no hesitancy in
saying that it was the will of the American people, interpreted by President Roosevelt, to join
with the other Powers in disarming down to that level, and the United States Government was
prepared to exert its influence to bring this about, not by theoretical statements of good
intentions, but by decisive and progressive reduction of armaments through international
agreement.

The present situation admitted of no further delay. The States of the world must either
go forward in good faith to carry out in all its implications the disarmament policy which
they had adopted in I9I9 , or they must recognise frankly that that policy had been abandoned
and reconcile themselves to reverting to a race in competitive armament. If the latter course
were taken, the consequences were inevitable. Sooner or later there would be the breakdown
of the peace machinery which had been so laboriously built up since I918, and the world could
be swept into another war.

The immediate result of a failure at Geneva would be a setback to economic recovery,
which depended upon such mutual confidence between nations as would permit of real colla-
boration in the task of restoring international trade and the freer movement of goods. That
was impossible in a situation clouded by the fear of war. National budgets which should be
devoted to productive and social ends were burdened with excessive and wasteful expenditures
for armaments. This led in turn to an almost unbearable load of taxation on all peoples.

If the situation were thus candidly faced, there was really no alternative for a sane world
to consider. It was inconceivable that the responsible leaders of any country in the world
could hesitate over this issue. They could not shirk the duty which this choice imposed upon
them. They could not safely delay taking effective steps to reduce armaments to a purely
defensive basis.

As far as the position of the United States of America was concerned, the Government
was frank to recognise that it had a simpler problem to meet than had many of the European
Powers. Fears and apprehensions based on historical and racial grounds had led to the
maintenance of large armaments in Europe. These large armaments had caused resentment,
particularly in the less-armed countries. The resulting political tension had in turn reacted


