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EIGHTIETH MEETING

Held on Monday, October 6th, 1933, at 4 p.m.

President: Mr. A. HENDERSON.

148. DEPUTATION TO THE PRESIDENT FROM THE INTERNATIONAL CONSULTATIVE GROUP
FOR DISARMAMENT.

The PRESIDENT reported to the General Commission that he had that morning received
a very large and representative deputation, headed by Viscount Cecil of Chelwood. It hadpresented to him, on behalf of the International Consultative Group for Disarmament, thetext of a resolution adopted at a large public meeting held in Geneva on the previous evening.He had informed the deputation that, in accordance with its request, he would willingly placethe resolution before the General Commission. It read as follows

" This meeting expresses its earnest desire for the successful issue of the WorldDisarmament Conference and the conclusion of a Convention assuring equality of statusand security for all nations and the co-operation of States to educate their public opinionin the spirit and methods of peace, and embodying at least the following points:
"Abolition within a specified period of 'aggressive weapons', including theair weapon;
" Substantial reduction of armaments and limitation of expenditure;
" A permanent organisation to exercise a strict supervision of existing armaments,including their manufacture and sale, to prevent re-armament by any State, and toprepare for further disarmament."

On the General Commission's behalf, he had thanked the deputation for the encourage-ment thus given to it at that critical moment in the carrying out of its arduous task, and hadexpressed the hope that the group would continue its untiring efforts until, despite all odds,a first-stage Convention for the reduction and limitation of armaments was secured.

149. NEGOTIATIONS UNDERTAKEN IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE DECISION OF THE GENERAL
COMMISSION OF JUNE 29TH, I933: STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT.

The PRESIDENT said that the General Commission would recall that at its last meeting, onJune 29th, it had decided that he should carry on negotiations with the heads of the respectiveGovernments in order to secure a greater measure of agreement on a number of points which hadnot yielded to negotiations during the first reading of the United Kingdom draft Convention. Inaccordance with that decision, he had visited Paris, Rome, Berlin, Munich and London in orderto carry on those negotiations. He had submitted a full account of their outcome to the Bureauon October 9th ; he therefore did not need to repeat again the statement which, at his request,had been communicated to all the members of the General Commission in the Minutes of theforty-seventh meeting of the Bureau. At the end of the meeting, it had been decided that, asfurther negotiations were necessary to elucidate two particularly difficult points, a new meetingof the Bureau should be held on October I4th. The results of the latest negotiations wereembodied in a statement presented to the Bureau by Sir John Simon on that date. As theCommission was aware from the relevant Minutes of the Bureau (forty-eighth meeting),which had also been communicated to it, that statement contained a programme of work.It was unnecessary for him to recapitulate or even to sum up that statement, which had beenadopted as a basis on which the Bureau would recommend the General Commission to proceedwith a view to arriving at a Convention providing for substantial reductions and for therealisation of the equality of rights in a system of general security.
The Minutes were in the Commission's hands, and it knew both the terms of the statementpresented by Sir John Simon and the favourable comments made thereon by those who hadparticipated in the discussion. The programme of work had been approved by the Bureauon the previous Saturday, and that body, at a meeting held just before the present meeting,had decided-in view of the changed circumstances to which the President would referpresently-to recommend that the General Commission should now only take note of thatprogramme.
If there was no objection, he would take it that the Bureau's recommendation wasaccepted.

The Bureau's recommendation was accepted.

UENERAL COMPMISSION 42.
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I50. TELEGRAM FROM THE GERMAN GOVERNMENT NOTIFYING ITS DECISION TO LEAVE THE

CONFERENCE, AND DRAFT REPLY THERETO.

The PRESIDENT said that the Bureau had hardly adjourned its meeting on Saturday
when he had received an important telegram from Baron von Neurath, German Secretary
of State for Foreign Affairs, which he had immediately communicated tu the members of the
Commission, together with [the acknowledgment he had sent pending an appropriate reply.
He attached such importance to those telegrams that he thought he should read them: 

"Berlin, October I4th, I933.

"On behalf of the German Government I have the honour to make to you the
following communication: In the light of the course which recent discussions of the
Powers concerned have taken in the matter of disarmament, it is now clear that the
Disarmament Conference will not fulfil what is its sole object-namely, general disarma-
ment. It is also clear that this failure of the Conference is due solely to the unwillingness
on the part of the highly armed States to carry out their contractual obligation to disarm.
This renders impossible the satisfaction of Germany's recognised claim to equality of
rights, and the condition on which the German Government agreed at the beginning of
this year again to take part in the work of the Conference thus no longer exists. The
German Government is accordingly compelled to leave the Disarmament Conference. -
Baron VON NEURATH."

To this telegram the President had sent the following acknowledgment:

" Have the honour acknowledge receipt your telegram of October I4th which I am
communicating to the General Commission of Conference for Reduction and Limitation
of Armaments. - HENDERSON, President."

He now submitted to the General Commission the reply which, with its consent and in
its name, he would send 

"I have now communicated to the General Commission Your Excellency's telegram
of October I4th announcing the decision of the German Government to discontinue
participation in the work of the Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of
Armaments and indicating the reasons for that decision. The German Government took
this step at a moment when the Bureau had just decided to submit to the General
Commission a definite programme. This programme, to be completed within a limited
period, provided for the realisation progressively, in accordance with resolutions of the
Conference in which Germany herself concurred, of reductions of armaments comparable
to those contemplated in the draft Convention submitted to the General Commission.
This programme provided also, with corresponding measures of security, for the realisation
of equality of rights which the German Government have always placed in the forefront
of their demands. I regret therefore that this grave decision should have been taken
by your Government for reasons which I am unable to accept as valid. - HENDERSON,
President of the Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments."

His reason for following the course he had taken was that Baron von Neurath's telegram
contained certain estimates of the situation on which, although the President might have
anticipated its feeling, he could not take immediate action without conferring with the General
Commission. Those estimates, three in number, were as follows:

. " . . it is now clear that the Disarmament Conference will not fulfil what
is its sole object-namely, general disarmament."

2. " It is also clear that this failure of the Conference is due solely to the unwilling-
ness on the part of the highly armed States to carry out their contractual obligation
to disarm."

3. " This renders impossible the satisfaction of Germany's recognised claim to
equality of rights . , ."

It had occurred to the President that the General Commission could not let those
statements pass unchallenged. He had therefore prepared the draft reply he had just read
and which, unless the Commission desired to change it, would immediately be despatched
to Baron von Neurath.

1 Document Conf. D./C.G. I54.
2 Document Conf. D./C.G.I55.
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General TANCZOS (Hungary) desired to make a short declaration. He could understand
that the General Commission should reply, through its President, to the German commu-
nication, and, while he had no desire to open a discussion, he would merely observe that,
in accordance with the treaties, his country was in a special situation with regard to the
question of disarmament. Hungary must therefore regard the disarmament problem from
the point.of view of that de facto situation.

M. DOVGALEVSKY (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that the Soviet delegation
would have no objection to a reply being sent to the German Government by the President
of the Conference. He did not, however, desire that fact to be interpreted to mean that he
accepted the whole of the text of the reply. Indeed, the text referred to events and was based
on negotiations which had taken place outside the Conference between certain States. The
delegation of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics could not accept responsibility for
negotiations in which it, like the whole Conference, moreover, had had no part. For that
reason, M. Dovgalevsky would have no objection if it were intended to send a telegram signed
by the President in his own name; if, on the contrary, it was intended to make the whole
Conference, including the Soviet delegation, responsible, he would be obliged to abstain, as
he was unable to formulate any opinion on certain passages in the text which referred to
negotiations in which the Soviet delegation had had no part.

The PRESIDENT thought it might perhaps be well for him to remind M. Dovgalevsky that
such negotiations and conversations as had taken place were based on a decision reached by
the Commission on June 29th.

Count RACZYNTSKI (Poland), while for his part welcoming the reply which the President
desired to send to the German Government and sharing his regret that Germany should
suddenly have left the Conference for reasons which, like the President, Count Raczynski
could not regard as justified, thought it necessary, on behalf of the Polish Government, to
associate himself with the statement made by the representative of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics. The Polish Government could obviously not endorse certain passages in
Mr. Henderson's reply with regard to a programme of which it had very incomplete knowledge.
He must also, for the same reason, reserve his opinion on the general considerations connected
with that programme.

In making that declaration, Count Raczynski had no desire whatever to say that he had
objections in respect of the reply which the President proposed to send to the German
Government.

The PRESIDENT reminded Count Raczynski that in the Bureau, of which Count Raczyfski
was a member, a very full statement had been made by the President in so far as he had known
of the negotiations, and a very full statement had also been made by Sir John Simon in so far
as he had known of them.

Cemal HtSNt Bey (Turkey) had nothing to say with regard to the substance of the
proposed reply to the telegram from the German Minister for Foreign Affairs. But he must
state that his delegation had never been kept informed of the various negotiations. He would
not like the telegram which was to be sent in any way to prejudge the substance of
the disarmament scheme. For that reason, the Turkish delegation made full reservations on
that point. For the same reasons as those put forward by the Polish and Soviet delegations,
the Turkish delegation would abstain.

The PRESIDENT said that he was unable to understand the statement about a programme
of which the Turkish delegate knew nothing: the statement presented to the Bureau had been
circulated to every member of the General Commission.

With these reservations, was he to understand that the General Commission approved
of his sending the telegram ?

There being no further objections, it was decided that the telegram should be sent.

15I. DATE OF THE NEXT MEETING OF THE GENERAL COMMISSION AND OF THE BUREAU.

The PRESIDENT said that, in view of the decision just taken, he did not propose to offer any
comments as to the action announced at the end of Baron von Neurath's telegram. He must
nevertheless emphasise that Germany's withdrawal from the Commission's deliberations,
happening at a moment when hopes of an early conclusion of its work were being fostered,
did not facilitate the achievement of the aim it was pursuing. That withdrawal was calculated
to add fresh difficulties to those with which the Commission was confronted, difficulties of a
political nature which it would be the Commission's task to overcome. He could not refrain
from expressing his firm conviction, as President, that the Commission must pursue with all
earnestness its work of securing a genuine Convention.
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In view of the new situation, it seemed to him necessary to take a decision with regard to
the future course of the work. That decision would be fraught with such far-reaching political
consequences that it might be necessary for the Commission to adjourn until, say, Thursday
week, October 26th, in order to enable delegations to consult their Governments. That course
was recommended by the Bureau, and, if the General Commission agreed, he would propose
that the Bureau should meet a day earlier, on Wednesday afternoon, October 25th, to prepare
the work for the General Commission.

The President's proposal was approved.

The PRESIDENT added that he could only express the hope, as he brought the meeting
to a close, that the Governments would send their delegates back to Geneva with instructions
to secure a Convention as quickly as possible.

EIGHTY-FIRST MEETING

Held on Thursday, October 26th, 1933, at 3.30 p.m.

President: Mr. A. HENDERSON.

152. ARRANGEMENTS FOR FURTHER NEGOTIATIONS AND FOR THE PREPARATION OF A REVISED

TEXT OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION FOR SECOND READING : RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE BUREAU.

The PRESIDENT reported that, in accordance with the decision taken by the Commission
at its last meeting, the Bureau had met on the previous day to consider the best course to
follow under existing circumstances for the continuation of the work of the Conference. The
Minutes of its meeting 1 had been distributed to the General Commission, and he would therefore
submit the Bureau's recommendations for approval.

First and foremost, the Bureau was unanimously of opinion that the work of the Conference
must continue in order that a Disarmament Convention based on the United Kingdom draft
might be produced. The President was confident that the General Commission, also, would
be of one mind on that subject. It was the duty of its members to those who had sent them
to Geneva to bring the Conference to a successful conclusion. That applied specially to those
Governments which had undertaken to co-operate in seeking, without delay, to work out a
Convention which should effect a substantial reduction and limitation of armaments and
provide for future revision with a view to a further reduction.

Such, then, was the programme which the Conference had set out to achieve. Any failure
owing to timidity or lack of will would be a confession that the States represented in the
Conference were not prepared to discharge the obligations which the Conference had already
accepted. That was a responsibility which no Government would care to assume before its
own people and before the world. The moral and political consequences of such a failure would
be too grave for the future of the world and the cause of world peace. That was the spirit in
which the Conference must address itself to the decisive and, as he believed, final stage of
its work.

Turning to the practical details, the President said that the Bureau had decided to
recommend:

(i) That the General Commission should stand adjourned until December 4 th, in
order to permit of a further effort to narrow existing differences; and

(2) That the Bureau should be authorised to go forward with all the necessary
arrangements, so as to enable the General Commission to begin its second reading on
the basis of a revised and entirely up-to-date draft.

The second recommendation would involve negotiations, under the responsibility of
the Bureau, to clear up existing divergencies and to enable a clean text to be placed in the
hands of the delegations a few days before the General Commission's meeting on December 4th,
so that they might consider how far the revised text represented their views. The Bureau, or

any committee which it might set up, would, of course, have the right, as had already been
pointed out, to confer with any delegation in the Conference, and especially with those which
had tabled amendments to the draft Convention. The Bureau would, he hoped, meet some time
before December 4th, and, if it were found impossible to distribute the new text in time, he
would consult the Bureau as to the advisability of further postponing the Commission's
meeting.

1 See Minutes of the fiftieth meeting of the Bureau.
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If the General Commission approved of the recommendations, the President would
convene the Bureau immediately after the close of the present meeting for a preliminary
exchange of views on its programme of work.

If the Commission so desired, it could meet again on the following day or the day after
to receive a report from the Bureau on that preliminary exchange of views.

M. FOTITCH (Yugoslavia) said that he would like especially to emphasise one point in the
President's proposals on behalf of the Bureau which seemed to him of the greatest importance
and which he was sure would be unanimously approved by the Commission-namely, that, in
spite of the present difficulties, the Conference must continue its efforts to accomplish its task
and to draw up a complete Disarmament Convention. An adjournment of the Conference's
work-an adjournment pure and simple, or concealed under a formula of procedure-would, in
his view, have an unfortunate effect on the Conference's future. In the present circumstances,
nothing would have been worse than to abandon the task, even temporarily. On behalf of
the delegations of the Little Entente, M. Fotitch fully supported the proposal that the
Conference should continue its work.

Having said that, he would venture to make certain observations with regard to the
proposed method of work. Above all, he was anxious to draw attention to the following
principle, which the Yugoslav delegation had constantly supported from the beginning of the
Conference. Whatever method of work might be followed in facilitating agreement on the
questions at issue, the final decision must rest with those organs of the Conference on which
all the countries were represented, and, in particular, with the General Commission. It was
obvious that various methods might be employed in paving the way for decisions on
controversial matters. At its meeting on June 29th, the General Commission had itself approved
a certain method. Nevertheless, before the results thus achieved were embodied in a final
instrument, the General Commission must be quite free to take a decision, opportunity being
given to each delegate to explain his special point of view in order that it might be taken into
account in the general solutions.

M. Fotitch desired in this way to indicate the spirit in which he was prepared to assent to
the proposed procedure. If, at the present time, the difficulties had not been what they were,
his reservations with regard to procedure would perhaps have gone further. He would,
for instance, have had some doubt as to whether the constitutional function of the Bureau was
really that which the Commission was about to entrust to it. But what was at present important
to M. Fotitch and what he was anxious about was that the work should continue.

He was not a particularly enthusiastic supporter of the method proposed. At the same time,
if the General Commission thought that that was the best and most suitable procedure, he
would agree to it. As he was anxious, however, that the Conference's future work should be
successful, he must express the opinion that, in fulfilling the difficult and complicated task
before it, the Bureau should remember that it could only accomplish that task, could only
prepare and facilitate the General Commission's work, if it adopted a method enabling it to
take account of the different trends of opinion, the different feelings that had been expressed
in the Commission, during the long discussions of the past, which it would have to reconcile
in the text of the future Convention.

If M. Fotitch rightly understood the proposal just made, the Bureau would have to
endeavour, by whatever methods it thought most suitable, to reach solutions to be submitted
to the General Commission for approval. Its task would not be confined to examining the
texts or arranging the existing amendments and divergent views on particular problems side
by side. It would seem, in so far as M. Fotitch understood the situation, to have a much
bigger task : to reach, by the appropriate methods, those agreements without which there
would not and could not be any future Convention. In doing so, it could not overlook the
various opinions expressed in the Commission, or dispense with the help of the delegations
which had put them forward. Only by taking these matters into account could the Bureau, in
M. Fotitch's opinion, really carry out its mission, prepare the second reading and facilitate
final decisions in the General Commission.

Cemal HtSNt Bey (Turkey) said that the Turkish delegation also was glad that the
Disarmament Conference would proceed with its work in spite of the present difficulties,
and that negotiations with regard to disarmament would be carried out by the regular organs
of the Conference in accordance with the General Commission's instructions-that was to say,

with the consent of all the delegations present at the Conference.
As to the methods of work, he had exactly the same apprehension as the Yugoslav

delegate, whose statement on that subject he supported. He also considered that the Bureau
would do much more satisfactory work if it obtained the authoritative views of the delegations
which, although not represented on the Bureau, were as interested in the question as those
which were. Moreover, the delegations not represented in the negotiations would undoubtedly
be free to examine any solutions found in their absence, and to discuss their substance, just
as though nothing had been decided. In these circumstances, the Bureau would do better
work if it obtained the help of those delegations not represented on it which were most
interested in the preparation of the new text.
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Ali Khan FOROUGHI (Persia) did not desire to express any opinion with regard to the
statements just made. He felt that when so important a question, one which affected the future
of mankind, was discussed, the situation should be made clear.

On the one hand, the question itself must be kept in mind, and, on the other, public
opinion. He had observed that the difficulties which continually arose during the distressing
period through which the world was passing caused serious confusion in the mind of the
public, confusion which should at all costs be prevented. Indeed, there was beginning to be
some confusion between the role of the League and the role of the Disarmament Conference,
as also between the role of diplomatic negotiations and the real function of the League. The
public had good reason to be impatient, particularly as for some years it had been awaiting
the outcome of the work of the League and the Disarmament Conference. At the same time,
it should realise that the questions at issue were not easy to settle and that it was no good
expecting them to be solved from one day to the next. If mankind really desired salvation, it
must not be impatient if it had to wait some years.

History had always brought out ouone fact. After long periods of conflict and war, the peoples
and Governments were always anxious to restorse and conserve peaceat any rate, so long as
they were suffering from the consequences of those conflicts. There had always been diplomatic
negotiations with a view to the restoration of peace after great periods of disturbance, including
the world war. Such negotiations were very different from the business of the League. Within
the framework of the League there might very well be diplomatic negotiations inspired by the
desire to maintain peace, but that was not the real purpose of the League. Its mission was to
lay down and then introduce into practice new principles which in the future would constitute
the basis of world peace, principles which would do away with war for ever and rid humanity
of the instinct for war.

The League could always encourage diplomatic negotiations with a view to the
maintenance of peace. It should always view them most favourably. But its duty was to
leave the Powers as free as possible in those diplomatic negotiations, so that they might really
lead to the desired results. The real mission of the League must always be to work out the
principles on which peace should be based and to lose no opportunity of doing so.

On the other hand, the public should not forget that the Disarmament Conference was
not the whol e of the League and would not immediately give everlasting guarantees of peace.
The Conference was a League body which had been requested to deal with disarmament, and
obviously there could not be total disarmament, because the internal safety of countries
must be taken into account, and, to some extent, their need for external safety. Total
disarmament could not be introduced at once. At the present time, mankind could only
have two goals. It must aim at a reduction of armaments sufficient to serve as a guarantee-
a provisional guarantee-of peace. It must also seek to reduce the burden of armaments
weighing upon the nations, so that humanity could work for its economic and intellectual
welfare.

If these two misunderstandings were dispelled, the question would be easier to consider.
If the Commission had to adjourn its work-even for longer than the President had just
suggested-there was no cause for fear. It was not a question of days or months. The problem
must be considered in itself, regardless of any anxiety that might be felt as to whether the
public would say that the Disarmament Conference had ceased to work. The Conference must
be more concerned about efficacy than about speed, and must not sacrifice the former to the
latter solely to satisfy public opinion.

In this sense, not only did Ali Khan Foroughi not fear an adjournment, but he saw no
need whatever to increase the size of the Bureau, which was already big enough. However, if
there were adequate reasons for doing so, a further measure must be contemplated. If it
were desired, as it were, to give the Bureau greater authority, its task during the Commission's
adjournment must also be defined more clearly, in order to avoid giving the impression that
the Conference itself was to be replaced by an augmented Bureau or by a committee working
in its place.

Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom) thought the procedure the President had outlined for
immediate purposes was eminently practical. If he understood it aright, it was that the Bureau
should direct the work. That was not a new arrangement, and there was nothing exclusive
in it. In other words, there would be nothing to prevent the President, or the Bureau itself,
from calling in any Powers which were not represented on the Bureau for consultation at any
time. Under those conditions, he wondered whether some of the doubts which had been
expressed were altogether justified.

As to the general situation, it was quite clear that the German delegation's withdrawal
from the Conference could not be without its effect on the course of the work. Inevitably it
must cause some dislocation, but it was the view of His Majesty's Government that that
event, however much and however sincerely it might be deplored, must not be allowed to
stop the work of disarmament. On the contrary, the United Kingdom Government was
convinced that that work must go on. Moreover, it would be a mistake to spend too much
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time investigating past events. It was the future that most concerned the Conference, and it

was to the course of its future work that it should devote itself. It should seek the best means
of ensuring progress in the circumstances, and it would certainly be a grave error to turn aside

from what was still the main purpose of the Conference for vain regrets or unprofitable
recriminations.

His Majesty's Government had already had the present position of the Conference under

review. Various methods of procedure were open to it, and they needed careful examination.

Those which the Conference judged the most effective in the present circumstances must be

chosen. He need only further assure the Commission that the United Kingdom delegation

would gladly co-operate at all times in an endeavour to decide how best the objects the

Conference had at heart could be served, for the world could not afford to despair of attaining
them.

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) desired, on behalf of his Government, strongly to support the

observations of the United Kingdom delegate, in the first place with regard to procedure.

The Spanish delegation thought it essential that, for a time, the Conference's work should be

carried on by a small number of persons. M. de Madariaga would not be surprised if it were

decided to set up a kind of bureau of the Bureau, or some similar body.

The apprehensions that had been expressed-and M. de Madariaga's motives would not

be suspect either from the point of view of his Government's policy or from the personal

standpoint, if he expressed concern atthe situation of the Powers not permanently represented

on the League Council-must be allayed, for it was absolutely impossible to do anything,

when international methods were followed, except by unanimity, and the Convention to be

prepared could only be successful if it were ratified by all the States. The work already done

was a guarantee of the impossibility of disregarding the interests and preferences of each State,

and it should reassure those who were not satisfied because for the third or fourth time the

Conference was restricting its method of work.

M. de Madariaga also supported Mr. Eden's observations with regard to the difficulties
with which the Conference was faced owing to the decision-he would even say the twofold

decision-of the German Government. he emembers of the Conference naturally had the

utmost respect for the decisions of any Government with which they were associated because

they desired the decisions of their own Governments to be respected. At the same time, they

were entitled to refer to the difficulties in which those decisions placed them. The obstacles

inherent in the problem itself would be considerably augmented by the fact that one of the
most important delegations would be absent from the conversations. However, the Spanish

delegation desired strongly to emphasise that the conversations and work must continue,

even in the absence of one of the most important of the Conference's former collaborators.

Spain was in a special situation in this respect, together with many other countries,

in the sense that the difficulties were due, not to the main structure of the fundamental charter,

but to the consequences of the peace treaties, treaties which were the last act of a war in which

Spain did not take part. The Spanish delegation was therefore most anxious that, in the

subsequent work of the Conference, the consequences of those treaties-which might at the

present time be rather psychological than political-should be eliminated. It must inevitably

be admitted-even if only in passing-that those difficulties belonged rather to the past than

to the future, and Spain, as an ex-neutral Power, looked mainly to the future.

Although those difficulties belonged to the past, however, they were prejudicing the future

and perhaps making it more difficult. In this connection, M. de Madariaga desired once again

to point out that even at the present time, which it regarded as particularly grave for the future

of Europe and the world, the Spanish Government affirmed its conviction that the future was

very closely, and in fact consubstantially, bound up with the future of the League. Two

features of the League should be brought out at the present time : it was permanent and it

was universal. Nations would join the League, and the other Members would rejoice. They

would leave it, and the other Members would very deeply and sincerely regret their departure.

They would return, and the other Members would once more rejoice. They would be welcomed

joyfully because the work would be easier. Their absence would be regretted because the work

would be more difficult. But-and M. de Madariaga had very carefully weighed what he was

about to say-the Spanish delegation felt that as the League was universal, it was its duty

-and it had always honoured its duty-to see that the absent nations were not incriminated,

that what was done in their absence was not donein such a way that they would be able, in the

future, to say that, because they were not present, sufficient attention was not paid to their

interests. It was regrettable, both for the League, for the Disarmament Conference and for

the absent nation, that anyone should be absent, but if it were regrettable from the point of

view of sentiment, care must be taken that there was no ground in fact for regret.

The PRESIDENT said that he was in entire agreement with what had been said by most

of the speakers regarding the work that would have to be done by the Bureau. The Bureau

had no power to settle any question. Under the standing orders, which were approved in the

early days of the Conference, it could only assist the President to direct the work of the
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Conference. That was all it would try to do. Nothing would be settled over the heads of the
other delegations. He had suggested that the Bureau, or any Committee which it might set
up, should have the right to confer with any delegation in the Conference, and especially
with those who had tabled amendments. Eventually the whole matter would come before
the General Commission, which would be absolutely free to decide upon every line and every
word in every line of all the articles presented. He hoped that made the position quite plain,
and that, on that understanding, the Commission would accept the Bureau's recommendations
and allow it to meet that evening.

The Bureau's recommendations were adopted.

EIGHTY-SECOND MEETING

Held on Tuesday, May 29th, I934, at 3.30 p.m.

President: Mr. A. HENDERSON.

I53. FUTURE COURSE OF THE CONFERENCE : GENERAL DISCUSSION.

The PRESIDENT said that the time had come for the General Commission to decide how
the work of the Disarmament Conference was to be continued. The parallel and supplementary
negotiations had not resulted in the removal of several outstanding differences, so that the
present situation of the Conference was really critical. The results of the negotiations which
had taken place since the Commission's last meeting had been published, 1 and in a summarised
form they had been circulated to the delegations. 

The Commission was now confronted with an extremely difficult situation, and its task
was not rendered any easier by the fact that the general political atmosphere, which had not
been particularly favourable when the Conference opened, could hardly be said to have
improved during the course of the Conference.

In considering its future programme of work, the Commission could not ignore the fact
that the Conference had already taken a number of important decisions, some of which it
might be useful to recall to the attention of the delegates.

On April 2oth, I932, the General Commission adopted a resolution by which it declared
that: 3

(a) In determining the criteria for the limitation and reduction of armaments, the
provisions of Article 8 of the Covenant shall be applied, and that, in consequence,
armaments must be reduced to the lowest point consistent with national safety and the
enforcement by common action of international obligations;

(b) It would be necessary to take account of the geographical situation and special
circumstances of each State.

The General Commission further decided that the application of these criteria and the
methods by which the reduction and limitation of armaments must be effected should be
immediately examined from a practical standpoint. 

Two days later, on April 22nd, the General Commission, without prejudice to proposals
which fell to be discussed under other heads of the agenda, approved of the principle of
qualitative disarmament-i.e., the selection of certain classes or descriptions of weapons the
possession or use of which should be absolutely prohibited to States or internationalised by
means of a general Convention. 4 It asked the competent special Commissions to examine
the appropriate means for the application of the principle of qualitative disarmament as thus
defined.

1 See: Documents Conf.D.I66 and I66(a) ; United Kingdom Government publication, Miscellaneous
No. 5 (I934); Publication of the French Ministry for Foreign Affairs, " N6gociations relatives a la
reduction et a la limitation des armements (October I4th, I933, to April I7th, I934)."

2 Documents Conf.D./C.G. i64. and Conf.D./C.G. I65.
3 See Minutes of the General Commission, Volume I, page 9I.
4 See Minutes of the General Commission, Volume I, page 13.
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As a result of the discussions in the Technical Committees and debates in the General
Commission during the following months, the Commission, on July 23rd, 1932, adopted a
general resolution providing particularly : 

" () That a substantial reduction of world armaments shall be effected, to be
applied by a General Convention alike to land, naval and air armaments;

"(2) That a primary objective shall be to reduce the means of attack."

Negotiations with regard to the participation of Germany in the Conference had resulted
in an agreement which was communicated by the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom to
the President of the Conference on December iith, 1932. The agreement read as follows: 2

" . The Governments of the United Kingdom, France and Italy have declared that
one of the principles that should guide the Conference for the Reduction and Limitation
of Armaments should be the grant to Germany, and to the other Powers disarmed by
treaty, of equality of rights in a system which would provide security for all nations, and
that this principle should find itself embodied in the Convention containing the
conclusions of the Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments.

"This declaration implies that the respective limitations of the armaments of all
States should be included in the proposed Disarmament Convention. It is clearly under-
stood that the methods of application of such equality of rights will be discussed by the
Conference.

2. On the basis of this declaration, Germany has signified its willingness to resume
its place at the Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments.

"3. The Governments of the United Kingdom, France, Germany and Italy are
ready to join in a solemn reaffirmation to be made by all European States that they will
not in any circumstances attempt to resolve any present or future differences between the
signatories by resort to force. This shall be done without prejudice to fuller discussions
on the question of security.

" 4. The five Governments of the United States of America, the United Kingdom,
France, Germany and Italy declare that they are resolved to co-operate in the Conference
with the other States there represented in seeking without delay to work out a Convention
which shall effect a substantial reduction and a limitation of armaments, with provision
for future revision with a view to further reduction."

This declaration was noted by the General Commission on December I4th in the following
terms: 3

"The General Commission of the Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of
Armaments, taking note of the conclusions reached in the conversations of the five Powers
as stated in the document handed by the British Prime Minister to the President of the
Conference and reported to this Commission to-day:

"(2) Welcomes the declaration that the five Powers are resolved to co-operate
in the Conference with the other States represented in seeking without delay to
work out a Convention which shall effect a substantial reduction and a limitation
of armaments with provision for future revision with a view to further reduction."

In the course of its work in the spring of 1933, the General Commission had placed before
it a draft Convention prepared by the United Kingdom Government.' On March 27th, 1933,
the General Commission adopted a resolution by which it took this draft as a basis for its
subsequent discussions, the delegations retaining the right to propose modifications,
amendments or additions.'

On June 8th, 1933, the General Commission adopted the following recommendations by
the Bureau : 6

"That the draft Convention submitted by the United Kingdom delegation and
accepted as a basis of discussion by a formal decision of the General Commission should be
accepted as the basis of the future Convention. This acceptance would be without prejudice
to amendments or proposals submitted before or during the second reading, particularly
as regarded additional chapters concerning the manufacture of and trade in arms and
budgetary limitation."

1 See Documents of the Conference, Volume I, page 268.
2 See Minutes of the General Commission, Volume II, page 208.
8 See Minutes of the General Commission, Volume II, page 214.
4 Document Conf.D.I57.
5 See Minutes of the General Commission, Volume II, page 402.

6 See Minutes of the General Commission, Volume II, page 630.
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It seemed to the President that that resolution-particularly in the light of the previous
decision of March 27th, I933-implied that, while leaving full freedom for amendments on
special points and also for the addition of certain chapters, it was the wish of the General
Commission that the main principles of the draft Convention should not be changed.

As it proved impossible during the month of June to terminate the necessary negotiations
in order that a text might be prepared by the Bureau for the second reading of the draft
Convention, the General Commission finally decided to adjourn until October i6th, I933.1
At its meeting on this date it found itself confronted with the new situation-viz., that of the
departure of the German delegation from the Conference.2

The announcement of the German Government's decision to leave the Conference followed
immediately on a meeting of the Bureau on the morning of October I4th,3 at which Sir John
Simon had given certain indications as to the changes which, in the opinion of the United
Kingdom as well as of other delegations, would have to be made in the draft presented in
March I933.

The German Government, when announcing its withdrawal from the Conference, stated
that the recent discussions had made it clear that the Disarmament Conference would not fulfil
what was its sole object-namely, general disarmament.

Serious difficulties had thus arisen as regards the practical application of the principle
recognised in the declaration of December IIth, I932-i.e., the equality of rights in a system
providing security for all nations. In view of the nature of these difficulties, the Bureau-in
carrying out the task entrusted to it by the General Commission on October 26th, I9334 -

felt that the work of the Conference would at that stage best be assisted by parallel and
supplementary efforts between various States and the full use of diplomatic machinery.*
It was, however, made clear that it was advisable that the President of the Conference be
informed of these efforts and that the final results should be reported to him.

A review of the present critical situation, and the facts contained in the documents that
had been communicated to the delegations, brought out the importance of a speedy solution
of some of the problems entrusted to the Commission. These could be described under the
three following categories:

The first and most important point of all was that agreement on air, as on land, armaments
depended upon some solution of the problem of national security. The recent exchange of notes
between the respective Governments, and other indications, made it abundantly clear that
that problem was at the root of the whole disarmament question.

The second was the danger of a competition in air armaments unless that subject was
speedily regulated by international agreement. This was a particularly serious matter, because
there was no effective defence against aerial attack, and aerial warfare was admittedly intended
to develop on the lines of large-scale reprisals against civilian populations.

The third was the urgency of reaching agreement for the international control of the
manufacture of and trade in arms. Recent events had emphasised the need for prompt
action on that question.

It could not be a matter for surprise that the subject of security should have occupied
such a prominent place throughout the proceedings of the Conference. For, if a nation
believed itself exposed to the danger of being overwhelmed in war by a more powerful enemy,
it would not refrain from making the most complete preparation against the danger of attack
which its national resources would permit. It was surely to meet an inherent inequality in the
potential military strength of nations, and for the purpose of preventing aggressive war, that
the international community of nations had been organised. This was the principle upon which
the League Covenant, the Locarno Treaties, and many other similar agreements had been
founded. Unless that principle was genuinely embodied in the Disarmament Convention and
made a real force in international life, it was highly improbable that nations would consent to
make reductions in their armed forces'.

The League Assembly in I927, recognising this to be essential, had declared that it was
anxious to bring about the political conditions calculated to assure success in the work of
disarmament, and was convinced that the principal condition of this success was that every
State should be sure of not having to provide unaided for its defence, but should be able to
rely also on the organised collective action of the League of Nations. Such action should aim
chiefly at forestalling or arresting any resort to war, and, if need be, of effectively protecting
any State victim of aggression.

In the President's belief, the system established by the Covenant and the Locarno Treaties
was one of considerable strength. But it had to be recognised that the authority, and therefore
the efficacy, of that system had been undermined by doubts concerning the method of its
application. It was vital, therefore, that the Conference should endeavour to restore general
confidence in the system of collective international action against aggression, which the
Covenant was intended to create.

See Minutes of the General Commission, Volume II, page 637.
2 See Minutes of the eightieth meeting of the General Commission.
3 See Minutes of the forty-eighth meeting of the Bureau, page I8I.
* See Minutes of the eighty-first meeting of the General Commission.
5 See Minutes of the fifty-fourth meeting of the Bureau, page zoo.
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If the Conference represented-as he believed it did-a genuine effort to place armaments
on a new basis, making their reduction and limitation subject to international supervision
and control; if the international community of States invited its members in the common
interest to diminish the forces they individually might think necessary to protect their frontiers
from invasion, it must, in return, accept responsibility for ensuring that, through collective
action, such invasion, in fact, would not occur.

Article 8 of the Covenant linked disarmament and security inseparably together. The
whole League system was intended to substitute international treaty guarantees of security
for reliance by each nation on its own armed forces alone. That system could not become
effective unless the present towering armaments were drastically reduced and limited by
international agreement. Such a general reduction of the armaments of the world would
itself be an important contribution to the security of nations.

In view of the facts which he had recalled, particularly the previous positive decisions
taken by the General Commission, the President felt that it would be unjustifiable to surrender
to pessimism and to give up that which had already been obtained. In view of the considerable
material for the first Convention for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments which was
the fruit of two years' labour, he, as President of the Conference, considered that the Conference
must bring its work to a successful end. It was in this spirit that he asked for the active
collaboration of all the members of the Conference.

Mr. Norman DAVIS (United States of America) said that twenty-seven months and more
had passed since the Conference had met, in high hopes, to frame a general Disarmament
Convention. No one had foreseen a short or easy negotiation: the difficulties had been more
apparent than the solution; but the goal had been so clear and the need for agreement so vital
and so pressing that success was confidently expected. Now, the Conference met once again,
but with hopes dimmed. One great Power had chosen to withdraw from it; parallel and private
conversations had not smoothed out the principal difficulties nor given the results hoped for;
certain Powers were talking, not in terms of a reduction of armaments, but in terms of mere
limitation, and others of actual increase. In that confused situation, it might well be asked
"Whither are we going ?"

Notwithstanding the inherent difficulties, it was, he believed, the consensus of opinion of
the delegates to the Conference that disarmament was a problem susceptible of a practical
solution if the nations most vitally concerned would only co-operate in the proper spirit to
that end.

As a result of thorough studies and discussions at Geneva, a remarkable and considerable
measure of accord had actually been reached with respect to the technical aspects of armaments
and the kind of Disarmament Convention that would be effective. Nevertheless, other questions
and considerations had intervened which had not only prevented a general agreement but
which, at present, actually threatened the failure of the Conference.

Every nation represented had the same basic thought-how to remove the menace and
lighten the burden of competitive armaments without reducing its security. It was somewhat
difficult for anxious public opinions of countries which had armed, primarily because of fear,
to realise that the apparent sacrifice of national defence involved in the reduction of armaments
might be fully compensated for by an increase of security along other lines. It was nevertheless
the view of the Government of the United States of America that such a compensatory
advantage would, in fact, be obtainable through a mutual reduction and limitation of armaments
in accordance with the revised draft Convention accepted a year previously as a basis for
negotiations.

Reduced-to the simplest terms, there were two ways, and only two conceivable ways, to
achieve security.

The first was by overwhelming superiority in armament, coupled perhaps with reinsurance
in the form of alliances. But that system had led, first, to a race in armaments and then to a war,
from which the world had not yet recovered and from a repetition of which it might never
recover. Arms had certainly not prevented the world war, nor had they saved either victor
or vanquished from the terrible consequences of that war.

The other way was to increase the power of defence and decrease the power of attack-
in other words, to reduce the chances of a successful campaign of aggression by a progressive
abolition of those types of weapons especially suitable for invasion-namely, heavy mobile
artillery, tanks, gas, and bombing-planes. That method of disarmament, besides avoiding the
complexities incident to limitation and reduction, which was solely numerical, constituted a
realistic aid to peace, not only by reducing the sum total of the means of war, but more
particularly by doing away with the very instruments which were indispensable for successful
aggression and by giving supremacy to fortifications and other means of defence. In fact,
that method had been accepted by the Conference in the resolution of July 23rd, I932.

Such was the choice. For its part, the Government of the United States of America
earnestly and sincerely believed that only by following the second path-that of disarmament
-could the peace and progress of the world and the national security of every country be
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truly promoted. Unfortunately, there was at present a distinct tendency in Europe towards
the old policy of political alignments accompanied by an uncontrolled race in armaments
which, if persisted in, would recreate the conditions which preceded the world war. Those
who were at the present time pursuing that policy rather than a policy which promoted good-
will and increased security through the reduction of armaments were inviting a terrible risk
for the future.

The United States of America had repeatedly stated, in unequivocal terms, its belief in
the value and efficacy of a drastic reduction of armaments and its willingness to join with
other Powers in bringing armaments down to a level to be determined by the needs of actual
self-defence.

On May 22nd, 1933,1 in support of the draft Convention which had been submitted to the
Conference by the United Kingdom delegation, Mr. Davis had outlined, with the approval
of the President, the views of the United States Government on disarmament, its willingness
to join in a decisive and progressive reduction of armaments through international agreement,
and the extent to which it was prepared to co-operate to that end. It was with a view to
helping indirectly to meet a given situation (in the event of the European Powers finding it
necessary or desirable to supplement a general Disarmament Convention by special regional
agreements applicable to Europe) that he had made, on behalf of the United States Govern-
ment, that very considered statement of what its policy, in certain circumstances, would be.
At that time, it was understood that, if the United States of America were willing to adopt,
subject to the conditions indicated, a policy that would not hamper the possible organisation
of European peace, it would be possible to conclude an agreement for a reduction and limitation
of armaments along the lines of the draft Convention then under consideration. There had
been no change on the part of his Government in the views then expressed and no
weakening in its willingness and desire to aid, in every possible way, in a solution of that
problem, which was of such vital importance to civilisation.

In fact, President Roosevelt had authorised him to summarise the attitude and policy
of the United States of America as follows : They were prepared to co-operate in every
practicable way in efforts to secure a general disarmament agreement and thus to help to
promote the general peace and progress of the world. They were furthermore willing, in
connection with a general Disarmament Convention, to negotiate a universal pact of non-
aggression, and to join with other nations in conferring on international problems arising
out of any treaties to which they were a party. The United States of America would not,
however, participate in European political negotiations and settlements and would not make
any commitment whatever to use its armed forces for the settlement of any dispute anywhere.
In effect, the policy of the United States of America was to keep out of war, but to help in
every possible way to discourage and prevent war.

The United States of America has no new cures to offer. In President Hoover's proposals,
made in June I932,2 a percentage cut covering all types of armaments was suggested. A method
of computing effectives to reach a basis of internal police requirements was also suggested,
which was regarded by nearly all the Powers as the only proposal promising a fair
and reasonable solution of that difficult question. A year later, President Roosevelt, in his
message to the Chiefs of States, 8 had suggested the abolition of weapons of invasion and, to
make it more effective, a Pact of Non-Aggression, together with the establishment of an
effective system of supervision and control. The United States Government was willing to
go further and to work out, by international agreement, an effective system for the regulation
of the manufacture of and traffic in arms and munitions of war.

Mr. Davis then quoted the following paragraph from a recent message to Congress by
President Roosevelt on that subject:

" It is my earnest hope that the representatives of the nations who will reassemble
at Geneva on May 29th will be able to agree upon a Convention containing provisions for
the supervision and control of the traffic in arms much more far-reaching than those which
were embodied in the Convention of I925. Some suitable international organisation must
and will take such action. The peoples of many countries are being taxed to the point of
poverty and starvation in order to enable Governments to engage in a mad race in
armament which, if permitted to continue, may well result in war. This grave menace to
the peace of the world is due in no small measure to the uncontrolled activities of the
manufacturers and merchants of engines of destruction, and it must be met by the
concerted action of the peoples of all nations."

Continuing, he had said that the people of the United States of America were aroused at
the evils which were being revealed in connection with the production of and traffic in
munitions of war. The American people and Government were convinced that, by some means,
the production of, and traffic in, engines of death, and the profits resulting therefrom, must be
controlled or eliminated. Those in all countries who had a financial interest in fomenting
international suspicion and discord, which in turn increased the demand for what they had

1 See Minutes of the General Commission, Volume II, page 474.
2 See Minutes of the General Commission, Volume I, page 122.
3 See Minutes of the General Commission, Volume II, page 461.
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to sell, must be put in a position in which they had neither the power nor the incentive to do so
much evil. If international goodwill and stability were to be fomented, effective steps must be
taken to control or suppress the forces which had a material interest in fomenting mistrust and
discord. The United States Government was ready to join in measures for suppressing that
evil and was prepared to negotiate, in connection with disarmament, a treaty that would deal
drastically with the problem.

It still stood ready to advance along any constructive lines. Even where their arms were
already limited, the United States of America were prepared to agree upon further reductions.
Thus, in the matter of naval armaments, although they had felt it necessary to build up
approximately to the treaty limits, largely in replacement ships, they were none the less willing
to join the other interested Powers in a substantial proportionate reduction of naval tonnage.
In fact, their efforts were still directed towards disarmament in all branches and not towards
either a truce or re-armament.

The Disarmament Conference had recessed on October I6th last in order that
an opportunity might be given for diplomatic negotiations for the purpose of reconciling the
divergent views which stood in the way of agreement. Unfortunately, those negotiations
had not resulted in agreement and they had now been terminated. On the other hand, they
had served a necessary and useful purpose in clarifying the fundamental differences and issues.
He felt, therefore, that, in taking the initiative in the negotiations, the United Kingdom
Government had rendered a real service. Nevertheless, the termination of those parallel efforts
brought the Conference face to face with an emergency situation demanding a grave decision.
It must determine whether its efforts should result in a controlled disarmament, or in a mere
limitation of armaments at a level so high as to be of doubtful value and effect, or in an
uncontrolled race in armaments which would be disastrous. Surely no nation represented
there wished to take the responsibility for, or face the consequences of, a failure of the
Conference. Let them therefore go back to the last stage in their negotiations, where a general
agreement was in sight-namely, to June 8th, I933, when the United Kingdom draft
Convention was accepted by all the nations, including Germany, as a basis for the future
Convention.

In doing so, due regard might, of course, be had to any subsequent contributions that
might have been made towards agreement. If Germany desired a Disarmament Convention,
which surely must be the case, then he could not easily believe that she would not be willing
to resume negotiations on a basis to which she had previously agreed.

The negotiations of the past six months had terminated by the demand that bilateral
discussions be discontinued and that the work be brought back to Geneva. Very good. The
Conference was back in Geneva. He, for one, was glad to be there. He had stated the views of
his Government, and he thought everyone would consider it timely if all would explain their
positions. The issue could not be avoided. He was unshaken in his belief that, with a real
spirit of co-operation, success could still be achieved.

M. LITVINOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) observed that there were two
questions before the present session of the General Commission. In the first place, the
Commission had to state whether the direct purpose of the Conference-namely, to solve the
problem of disarmament-could be achieved or not, and, in the latter event, to establish the
causes of failure. He might be permitted to doubt whether all the delegations represented
could arrive at a common opinion as to the causes of failure, but in his view it
would be necessary and very valuable for individual delegations, at any rate, to make their
observations on that subject.

The second question, which would probably give greater concern to the Commission, was
that of the fate of the Conference itself. The Commission would have to decide whether the
Conference should continue at all, and, if so, for what purpose, or whether the Conference
should voluntarily pass out of existence.

Without wishing to anticipate the discussion, he would permit himself to start, in his
remarks, from the premise that it would be impossible at present to find a solution of the
problem of disarmament, on account of the irreconcilable differences which had come to light.
For the sake of brevity, he would enumerate only the fundamental differences. From the
very beginning of the work, not only of the Conference itself, but also of the Preparatory
Commission, two basic tendencies had made their appearance-one represented by the Soviet
delegation, and the other by nearly all the other delegations. The Soviet delegation refused
to consider disarmament as an independent or self-sufficient objective, serving merely economic,
budgetary, propagandist or other ends. It desired to see in disarmament the most effective
means for abolishing the institution of war, and the concrete realisation of that idea which
had later become the foundation of the Briand-Kellogg Pact, accepted by every State in the
world, for the renunciation of war as an instrument for the settlement of international
differences. It had considered, and still considered, that a genuine renunciation of war could
not be effective without a complete renunciation of armaments, and that, so long as armaments
existed, peace could not be ensured; that only one kind of peace was possible-a disarmed
peace; and that an armed peace was only an armistice, an interval between wars,
the sanctioning of war in principle and de facto, and the negation of the principle embodied in
the Briand-Kellogg Pact.

The Soviet delegation therefore had begun by proposing total universal disarmament.
The acceptance of that proposal would have eliminated beforehand the numerous differences
which arose at the Conference on the subject of dividing weapons into defensive and offensive,
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on the criteria of security, on various formulae for the reduction of armaments, on equality
in armaments and particularly on the subject of control. Nothing was easier than to control
the complete absence of armaments, and nothing more difficult than to ascertain the reduction
or limitation of armaments.

The adoption of the Soviet proposal, he would add, might have prevented a number of
regrettable political events which had occurred since that time in various countries, with the
rising tide of nationalism, jingoism and militarism, and might have left its mark on the
international economic situation as well. The Soviet delegation had made its proposal at a
time when the so-called pacifist ideology was in full bloom, leading many to believe that war
was impossible, at all events in the immediate future. The Soviet delegation, however, had
even then foreseen and foretold that the coming of an era of new wars was inevitable and close
at hand, and it had therefore insisted on the most speedy adoption of radical measures to
avert those dangers. He believed that, if the peoples of the world, who had at that time had
more influence over the policy of their Governments than they possessed to-day, had seen as
clearly beforehand the development of international political life, they would not have
allowed the Conference to get away so easily from the Soviet proposal for total disarmament.

Unfortunately, the Soviet proposal had aroused the opposition of all the other delegations,
with the exception, if his memory was correct, of the Turkish, and the basis of their opposition
was the view that the question of war and peace was not pressing, and that history had placed
decades at the disposal of the States, in which the problem of the guarantees of peace might be
solved by easy stages and homeopathic doses.

The Soviet delegation was convinced now as before, nay, still more firmly than before,
that, if the peoples-after possibly a further painful, disastrous experience-returned once again
to the idea of seeking out international methods for averting wars by means of disarmament,
they could not fail to recall the Soviet proposal for total disarmament, and this time take
it up with all seriousness, since that guarantee for peace was the most effective of all while
the present social and economic system was maintained in the non-Soviet States.

The difference of principle just mentioned could not, however, bring the work of the
Conference to a standstill. The Soviet delegation had not put forward its proposals in the
form of an ultimatum, but had declared its readiness to co-operate with the other delegations
also in working out a system for the partial reduction of armaments. But it was just at that
point that real difficulties had begun. While the Soviet delegation declared its readiness to
accept any measures of reduction applying to any forms of weapons, differences had arisen
among the other delegations. The primary conflict was whether to reduce existing armaments
or to limit them to the present level. Although it had seemed at one time that this dispute
had been settled, by a vote of the Conference in favour of a considerable reduction
of armaments, the Commission now had before it once again a proposal for nothing more than
their limitation.

As to the reduction of armaments, there was, up to the present, no unanimity regarding
the degree, the principles or the criteria of such a reduction. There was no common opinion as
to whether reduction should embrace all forms of armaments-by land, sea and air-or
only some of those forms. A decision had appeared at one moment to be near for the complete
prohibition of aerial bombardment, from which there logically followed the necessity of
abolishing the instruments of bombardment themselves. But here, too, the Conference had
come up against a proposal for the maintenance of these instruments, but with a limitation of
their activity to definite regions and particular objects, as though it were possible to be
satisfied with fixing destination-boards to bombing-planes, such as were fixed to railway
carriages-for example, "Ostend-Interlaken". The question of supervision was also in a
far from satisfactory state. He would abstain from enumerating the many other differences.
It was sufficient to say that on no one question raised at the Conference were there either
concrete decisions or even general formulae on which all the delegations had come to agreement.

He must add that, in the meantime, political events had not waited on the close of the
discussions at Geneva, but had pursued their course. In variouous countries Governments had
changed, parties in power had changed, the ideology of parties and Governments had changed,
and their methods of dealing with international questions had changed. In spite of the adoption
by all States, in virtue of the Briand-Kellogg Pact, of an international undertaking to renounce
war as an instrument of national policy, the world had witnessed the method of furthering
national policy precisely by the development of warlike activities on the territory of neigh-
bouring States. Some States which, as yet, were not in possession of sufficient forces to carry
out such a policy were confining themselves, for the time being, to verbal and printed propaganda
of the idea of expansion and the seizure of other people's lands by force of arms, obligingly
mentioning the countries they were going to attack first. Was it surprising that States which
were interested in the maintenance of peace had seriously taken alarm, and were displaying
still greater hesitation than before on the question of disarmament ?

Similarly, the principle of equality in armaments, which had already been adopted by the
Conference, had been seriously shaken. No one could or would object to equality when all
States showed the same active interest, even though it were in words and by adopting suitable
international obligations, in the maintenance of peace. But the question had now arisen:
What was to be done with States whose rulers had quite openly sketched out a programme of
conquest of foreign territories (of course by means of war, since no one gave up his territory
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voluntarily), and when the abstract principle of equality came face to face with very real perils
involved in its application ? 

He was not saying this in order to draw conclusions as to the equality or inequality of all
States in respect of armaments. The Soviet delegation was not faced with that question,
which arose from documents to which the Soviet Government was not a party. Furthermore,
such a question, when discussed in the sense of rearmament, could not, in the Soviet delegation's
view, concern a conference for disarmament or for the reduction of armaments. It might be
settled elsewhere. He only desired to point out the new atmosphere which had developed as a
result of certain political events, and which had considerably complicated the work of the
Conference, involved as it had been in sufficiently vast difficulties from the very beginning.
And to-day, summing up more than two years' work of the Conference, it must be openly
said that the difficulties which had made their appearance at the very dawn of its existence
had not been allayed as time went on; but, on the contrary, had proceeded crescendo, and
had led the Conference, in the long run, into a blind alley.

For, after all, what way out could be discerned ahead ? There had been no way out when
the last session of the General Commission closed in October last year, and, indeed, it had been
closed because there was no way out. At that time some delegates had pinned their faith
to the conversations which had begun within the narrow confines of a few States. But no
agreement had been arrived at even in that limited circle ; at all events, the Commission
had before it no draft decision by all those who had participated in those negotiations. Even
if such an agreement had existed, it would be hardly likely to receive the endorsement of
the vast majority of States which had taken no part in the negotiations in question. The
Commission knew, moreover, of the statements made by some Powers-and those far from
small, far from suffering from an excessive love of peace-to the effect that they would accept
any measure of reduction of armaments whatsoever, manifesting at the same time a real
aggressiveness. These statements alone were sufficient to register the complete failure of the
Conference, so far as disarmament was concerned.

Delegations might perhaps be found in the Commission to suggest that it be satisfied
with crumbs, so to speak-with measures which, though they had little in common with
disarmament, had nevertheless been touched upon at the Conference. For example, the States
might once again confirm what had already been adopted as an international obligation,
such as the prohibition of chemical warfare; or they might again undertake not to increase
armaments above the existing level. But who could believe that such obligations would really
be universally fulfilled under present conditions, and that the fulfilment of such an obligation
could be effectively supervised ? That being so, would it not be politically more honest and
courageous openly to admit that international life, and particularly political events in some
countries during recent years, had prevented the Conference from carrying out its direct task
of drawing up a disarmament convention ?

He did not want to be misunderstood. The Soviet delegation had not altered its attitude
to the cause of disarmament in the very least. It continued to attribute the greatest importance
to disarmament. It did not in any way propose to abandon the further discussion of the
problem of disarmament. Even less did it raise any objection to such schemes of disarmament
as might be put forward. On the contrary, it declared in advance its consent to any scheme
of disarmament acceptable to the other States, and, in particular, to its nearest neighbours.
Let anyone produce such a scheme likely to receive the support of all the delegations. But
there was none. Neither the President of the Conference nor the previous speaker had given
any indication of a scheme of that kind. M. Litvinoff had no reason to expect that later
speakers would introduce new schemes or new proposals, or that such proposals would meet
with a better fate than those already discussed. He was therefore obliged to record that the
futility of such a discussion on disarmament, in the absence of any proposals whatsoever which
had a chance of securing universal acceptance, had been sufficiently demonstrated. After
all, the Conference could not engage in discussion for the sake of discussion, or offer up prayers
for disarmament. The Soviet delegation could not, therefore, close its eyes to facts, however
unpleasant, and it drew the inevitable conclusions from the situation which had been created.

From what he had said, it would seem logically to follow that the Conference itself should
close down. That would be very well, if the question were to be approached only from the
formal or pedantic point of view, taking into account merely its title. But the Soviet delegation,
as he had already mentioned, continued to have in mind a wider conception of the Conference,
as being intended by means of disarmament to bring into being one of the guarantees of world
peace. Consequently, the question was not that of disarmament itself, since that was only a
means to an end, but that of guaranteeing peace. And, since that was so, the question naturally
arose, could not the Conference feel its way towards other guarantees for peace; or, at any
rate, might it not increase the measure of security for at least those States which, cherishing
no aggressive designs, were not interested in war, and which, in the event of war, might
become only the objects of attack ?

He might be asked what guarantees there were that the Conference would be more
unanimous on such questions than it had been on the question of disarmament, and that the
new activity which he was suggesting for the Conference would therefore be any more fruitful
or successful. He would reply that, in order to achieve any degree whatsoever of reduction in
armaments, the unconditional agreement of nearly every State was essential, and that the
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whole cause might be frustrated by the disagreement of even one more or less important
Power, let alone one of the great Powers. But unanimity was not required to realise other
measures of security. The Conference must, of course, do everything in its power to induce
every State to accede to such measures. He hoped that that would be the case and that
consideration for their own interest would induce even States which did not sympathise with
these measures not to stand aloof from the general system that would be set up. But, even if
there should be dissident States, that should by no means prevent the remainder from coming
still more closely together to take steps which would strengthen their own security.

Questions of security were far from unknown to the Conference. The Conference had even
created a special political commission for these questions. More than that, it had already
discussed these questions, without, it was true, carrying the discussion to its conclusion.
He would recall, first, the Soviet proposal for the definition of aggression, which had already
been approved by one of the Commissions of the Conference, and which had since been embodied
in a number of international treaties. The further increase in the number of supporters of
the Soviet definition of aggression would considerably facilitate the application of other
proposals dealing with security which had been made at the Conference.

Finally, there might be new proposals of a similar character-as, for example, proposals
for sanctions of various kinds against an aggressor, in the meaning of the Briand-Kellogg Pact.
A graduated scale of such sanctions might be established, without pursuing it to the point of
military measures not acceptable to all States. Independently of a more or less universal or
European pact, there might be concluded, in addition, separate regional pacts of mutual
assistance, as proposed on a former occasion by the French delegation. There was no question
of military alliances, or of the division of States into mutually hostile camps, or still less
of a policy of encirclement. Care must be taken not to create universal pacts which would
exclude any State wishing to participate, or such regional pacts as would not admit all those
interested in the security of the particular region concerned. In measures of security of this
kind, the principle of equality of all States, without exception, could not arouse any doubts
or hesitation.

If the work proceeded along these lines, the time and energy spent on the Conference
would not have been lost, and the delegations would not return empty-handed to the peoples
who had sent them to Geneva. And who could say whether the reinforcement of security,
and the effect which it would have on aggressively inclined Governments, would not create
conditions enabling the Conference to take up once more the problem of disarmament with
greater chances of success ?

As the delegates would see, M. Litvinoff was not by any means speaking of security in
contrast to disarmament. Nor did he propose to exclude disarmament from the Conference's
programme of work. Everything that bore upon a system of guarantees of peace, and,
consequently, disarmament in particular, must receive the careful attention of the Conference.
But every question ought to be taken up when it had some chance of a satisfactory solution.
To-day, it might be security; to-morrow, disarmament. He apologised for so frequently
using the word " security ", which, in the eyes of so many, was an antonym of disarmament.
But he could find no more suitable term to express that which was understood by the word
"security

He was, however, far from wishing to put a limit to the Conference, either in scope or
in time. He was proposing something much more, much wider-namely, the transformation of
the Conference into a permanent body, concerned to preserve by every possible means the
security of all nations and to safeguard universal peace. In other words, he proposed that
the Conference be transformed into a permanent and regularly assembling Conference of Peace.

Hitherto, peace conferences had mostly been called on the termination of wars, and had
had as their object the division of the spoils of war, the imposition on the vanquished of
painful and degrading conditions, the redistribution of territories, the refashioning of States,
thus hatching out the germs of future wars. But the Conference which he had in mind should
sit for the prevention of war and its terrible consequences. It should work out, extend and
perfect the measures for strengthening security, it should give a timely response to warnings of
impending danger of war and to appeals for aid, to S.O.S.s from threatened States, and it
should afford the latter timely aid within its power, whether such be moral, economic, financial
or otherwise.

He could foresee objections pointing to the existence of the League of Nations, which was
bound by Articles I, I5, 16, and others, of its Covenant to pursue the same objects as those
to which he would like to see the work of the Conference directed. But, in the first place, the
League of Nations had a multitude of tasks; it was occupied with a great deal of business, both
great and small; it had been created at a time when the peril of war seemed to many to be
eliminated for years to come. To-day, when the peril of war stood before men's very eyes,
it was feasible to consider the creation of a special body with all its activity concentrated upon
one objective-the preventing or the lessening of the danger of war. Secondly, the League of
Nations was too straitly bound by its statutes; appeals to its authority and the taking of
decisions were too stringently regulated, while the tribune of the Conference might be made
more accessible, more free, more responsive to the needs of the moment. Let the Conference
continue to be considered an organ of the League, using the services of the League; let it
continue to maintain the closest contact with the League; let it be far from replacing the
League, which would maintain its prerogatives in their entirety. He was fully aware of the
difficulty of setting up a new international organisation entirely divorced from, or competing
with, the League of Nations; and such a proposal was foreign to his intentions. But, after
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all, the very summoning of the present international Disarmament Conference proved that
the framework of the League was inadequate for such great problems as disarmament, whereas
his proposal treated of a still greater problem-the permanent safeguarding of peace.

M. Litvinoff saw no other alternative. The Disarmament Conference had been called at a
time when, to many, war seemed only a theoretical or an historical possibility. Could the
Conference, must the Conference, close down completely and disappear without a trace?
Could the delegations peacefully disperse to their homes with the consciousness that they
had not done their duty-just now of all times, when the peril of a most bloody war, or rather
of a series of such wars, overhung every continent and the whole of humanity ? There were
few States at present which could consider themselves removed from such a peril. It might
affect some earlier, others later, but it was not to be escaped.

There were, he knew, politicians whose sum-total of wisdom consisted in beating out a
track for this peril away from themselves, in the hope that, having selected one direction, the
peril would never seek another. Vain hopes ! History knew of no case in which imperialist
States, bent upon conquest and the extension of their dominion, displayed affection for only one
part of the globe-south, west, east or north. Consolidated in one direction, they hurled
themselves with renewed and increased energy to new conquests in other directions, and most
frequently in all directions. In face of such a danger, not a single State-if only in the interests
of self-preservation-had the right to wash its hands of responsibility and to refuse to participate
in the common international cause of averting this terrible danger. The Governments would
thus do a service, not only to their own peoples, but to those peoples who, against their
own will, and for purposes foreign to their desires and real interests, might be thrown into the
furnace of sanguinary and adventurist experiments.

The Soviet Government looked back, not without pride, to those measures of security
which, on its initiative, had been adopted during recent years in that part of Eastern Europe
with which it was particularly concerned. By means of pacts for the definition of aggression,
pacts of non-aggression and their prolongation for the maximum periods possible, the Soviet
Government had succeeded in strengthening mutual confidence with the vast majority of
its neighbours, and in reinforcing their feeling of security. It had thought out a new variety
of pacts and declarations which, he trusted, might in the future find widespread practical
application-namely, pacts and declarations by stronger States which guaranteed the
independence of weaker States lying between them or close to them. Not on all occasions had
the Soviet Government succeeded in these efforts, and not always had it found a response
from those States which it had approached. But, even in such cases, the Soviet proposals
had done their service to the cause of peace, by helping to bring out into the light of day the
points at which a breach of the peace might be expected.

But the Soviet Government was prepared to add its contribution to even wider measures
for the safeguarding of universal peace. And the co-operation of the Soviet Government in an
international cause, or with any international organisation, brought with it the tremendous
moral force of an increasingly powerful State of I70 millions, which had finally broken with
the common past-of military conquest, plunder and annexation-and during the sixteen
years of its new existence had given abundant proof of its sincere devotion to peace.

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

EIGHTY-THIRD MEETING

Held on Wednesday, May 30th, 1934, at 3.30 p.m.

President : Mr. A. HENDERSON.

I54. FUTURE COURSE OF THE CONFERENCE : GENERAL DISCUSSION (continuation).

Sir John SIMON (United Kingdom) said that there was no one present who was not
profoundly impressed with the gravity of the position in which the Disarmament Conference
stood, and not only the Disarmament Conference, but the whole system of co-operative effort
which had been the basis of international politics since the war and in which the prospects
of continued peace in the world were so largely bound up. The President had asked delegations
for an expression of their views; but, Sir John Simon would point out, if speeches were to
be useful they must deal with the realities which now faced the Conference. It was therefore
to some of those realities that he proposed to address-himself.

GENERAL COMMISSION 43.
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First, he would try to fix the point in its long-drawn-out procedure which the Conference
had reached. Those who had been members of the Conference throughout and had taken
constant part in it knew the story well, but it was very necessary that the world outside should
appreciate what was the actual position at which the Conference had arrived. And, indeed,
it was all to the good that the delegations themselves should avoid being entangled
in the endless detail and mark down the essential governing fact. The essential fact was this.
Last November the Bureau of the Disarmament Conference had unanimously decided-and
the General Commission had confirmed its decision-that the work of the Conference must
be suspended for a period in order to permit of parallel and supplementary efforts being carried
on between different States, mainly through the diplomatic channel. The United Kingdom
Government had, during the last six months, been very closely associated with those efforts.
He had no intention of wearying the General Commission with a detailed recital of the part
that Government had played, but he would recall to the delegates' attention:

(i) The United Kingdom memorandum of January 29th, 1934 ;

(2) The visits of Mr. Eden to Paris, Berlin and Rome; and, most important,

(3) The written statement textually approved by the German Government which
the United Kingdom Government had obtained of the modifications in its memorandum
which Germany had been prepared to accept and which had included the concession to
heavily armed Powers that there should be no disarmament for the first five years of
a ten-year Convention, and

(4) The efforts which the United Kingdom Government had made to ascertain
whether there were any conditions in which this combination of proposals could be made
the basis of agreement.

Sir John Simon need hardly say that the United Kingdom Government had, throughout,
kept Mr. Henderson promptly and closely informed of every step in the course of these events.
He was grateful to his friend Mr. Norman Davis for what he had said the day before as to the
value of the efforts which the United Kingdom Government had made; but these efforts
had not produced as yet a new basis of agreement, and the President had pointed out to the
Bureau two days ago that,2 " in view of the opinion expressed in the French memorandum
of April I7th, it seemed that the diplomatic negotiations between the Powers could hardly
be carried on any further ". The General Commission had therefore now to face the actual
situation which thus emerged. It must do so without recrimination and without self-
justification, for the situation was far too serious to make either state of mind tolerable.

The diplomatic negotiations having terminated without producing a new basis of
agreement, it was necessary to recall why they had ever been entered upon. They had been
entered upon because, in November last, the Disarmament Conference found itself in a position
in which it could not proceed to the second reading of the draft Convention with any solid
hope of thereby reaching universal agreement. Germany (he regretted it very much) was
absent; some method had to be found which would keep her in touch in the hope of bringing
her back within the ambit of discussion and negotiation with a view to ultimate agreement.
For the Conference had to face the plain and simple fact that an international agreement about
armaments necessarily involved, amongst other things, that Germany should be a party to
it. He reminded the General Commission that the French memorandum of March I7th, I934,
quoted from a previous United Kingdom memorandum the phrase " that a reconciliation of the
points of view of France and Germany is the essential condition of general agreement ", 
and the French Government had expressed its concurrence in that proposition. What were
the essential differences which divided these two points of view as they emerged from the
documents which had been exchanged between various Powers and which were now published
and available to the Conference ? In its statement of views of April I6th, 1934, 4 the German
Government defined the re-armament for which it stipulated in the proposed Convention,
at the same time declaring that it would agree to the postponement of the reductions of
armaments of other Powers until the end of the fifth year of a ten-year Convention. If, therefore,
an international agreement was to be reached, either this claim must be modified or this claim
must be conceded. The view might be held that Germany's withdrawal from the Conference
was unjustified and that her action, since that time, about armaments had yet further
aggravated the situation; but all that did not alter the issue to be determined. If it were
really desired to do business in the Disarmament Conference, it was essential that that issue
should be faced and dealt with now by those principally concerned. Germany claimed that the
Convention, if it followed the general lines which had already been approved by the vote of the
General Commission should accept a level of German armament higher than that provided
in the Peace Treaties, to the extent indicated in the document of April I6th. The question
was, Was that a possible basis of international agreement ?

' Document Conf.D. 66.
2 See Minutes of the fifty-sixth meeting of the Bureau.
3 Document Conf.D.I66(a).
4 See United Kingdom publication, Miscellaneous No. 5 (X934).
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On the other hand, it appeared from the documents which had been exchanged in the
course of the diplomatic communications that France would desire to stand fast by the limits
suggested at the meeting of the Bureau on October I4th, 1933, with the modifications contained in
the French memorandum of January Ist, I934,1 and his friend M. Barthou had already pointed
out to the French Parliament that the attitude of France had not changed. The suggestions
of October propounded a basis which would have admitted no immediate rearmament of
Germany other than an increase in quantities, proportionate to the gradual transformation of
the Reichswehr, of arms which she was by treaty entitled to possess. Germany had rejected
that suggestion, and the contrast between that proposal and the formulated requirements of
Germany of April I6th was obvious. The delegations must therefore put to themselves the
same question in regard to the suggestions of October. Were those suggestions in present
circumstances a possible basis of international agreement ?

Sir John Simon had ventured to put these crucial issues bluntly before the General
Commission, because the latter would make no progress by avoiding them or burying them
beneath merely general observations. The only thing that mattered now was agreement.
The only thing that mattered now was to find out if there was a possible bridge to be built
between conflicting points of view, and what was the contribution which delegations must
respectively make to construct that bridge. The United Kingdom Government had done their
very best to be bridge-builders; by the end of the present general debate the Commission
ought to see more clearly where the foundations for such a bridge must be laid if the gap was
to be closed. It could see already how overwhelmingly grave the consequences must be if,
after all this effort and these prolonged debates, no bridge could be built.

He must make it clear that, in the United Kingdom Government's opinion, the draft
Convention which, as the President had reminded the Commission the day before, the
Conference had adopted as the basis, and to which Mr. Norman Davis had usefully referred in
his speech, still afforded the best solution. Realising, however, the serious consequences of a
failure to reach agreement, the United Kingdom Government had determined to formulate,
as a result of their own experience and enquiries, those modifications to the draft Convention
which appeared most likely to provide a basis of agreement. Those modifications had found
expression in the memorandum of January 29th, I934. That memorandum, as the United
Kingdom Government had explained throughout, contained proposals which they themselves
regarded, not as ideal, but as most likely of acceptance. The close approximation between that
memorandum and the German declaration to which he had already referred showed that
differences were being narrowed. Sir John Simon's Government still felt that the line of that
memorandum was more likely to produce agreement than any other concrete proposal.
Indeed, he would go further: unless it was possible for the Conference to agree upon suggestions
such as those in the memorandum or something very like them, adding to them what might
be now accepted, then he did not himself believe that a Disarmament Convention could be
realised.

The United Kingdom Government was strengthened in that judgment by the most
interesting memorandum put forward by the Danish, Spanish, Norwegian, Swedish and Swiss
delegations at the Conference. 2 The main conclusions of that document seemed to his
Government to be in close accord with those of the United Kingdom memorandum. They
pointed out that the Convention would have to be limited to certain branches of armaments-
for example, the problem of naval armaments should be left to the Naval Conference of 1935
and its outcome. Secondly, they insisted that the Convention must contain a measure of
disarmament, if not coming into force immediately, at any rate provided for within its ambit.
Thirdly, they took the realistic view that, in present circumstances, the Conference would
"have to take into account in conventional form the situation resulting from a de facto
rearmament"; and, fourthly, they considered that the Convention would have to contain
some proposals under the head of security. It was true that, in the view of the Powers
mentioned, security should go beyond the proposals of the United Kingdom memorandum;
that was a question, not of principle, but of degree, and he must point out that Part I of the
United Kingdom draft Convention dealt with security along lines on which the Conference
might hope for the sympathy and co-operation of the United States of America, which everyone
valued so highly. All the delegates had noted with great attention the important statement
which Mr. Norman Davis had made on this subject the day before.

As to the topic of security, there were two observations which Sir John Simon would
venture to make at the present moment. M. Litvinoff, on the previous day, had roundly
declared that the Disarmament Conference, so far as the direct object of disarmament was
concerned, was manifestly dead; but he had gone on to say that the Conference should
continue in being, not because there was any hope of agreement about disarmament being
attained, but because, though this hope had disappeared, some pact of security might be
evolved. It must, however, be borne in mind that, even in I924, when the Protocol was under
discussion, no instrument of security was contemplated as coming into operation until a
disarmament agreement had been reached. By Article 21 of the Protocol, its coming into force

1 Document Conf.D.i66.
2 Document Conf. D./C.G.158.
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had been made to depend entirely upon the adoption of a plan for the reduction of armaments.
Indeed, by the terms of that article, the failure to reach a disarmament agreement after a
certain lapse of time was declared to make the proposed Protocol null and void. It would
therefore be an entirely new departure to transform a conference called for the purpose of
disarmament into a conference for devising plans of security on the basis that no disarmament
at all was possible.

Sir John Simon's second observation was that the value of security pacts depended, not
on the fact of the promise, but on the certainty, if need arose, of positive performance by the
signatories. From that point of view there might be a higher practical value in a limited
undertaking of guarantee like the Treaty of Locarno than in some new unlimited and worldwide
assurance. And, as to Locarno, he thought it was well understood that what the United
Kingdom Government had promised it would perform.

The memorandum of the five delegations, to which he had referred, ended by stating the
dilemma which faced the Conference-either a limited but real reduction of armaments side
by side with moderate re-armament of Germany, or pure and simple limitation at the status
quo accompanied by re-armament on a larger scale. He would put the alternative even more
bluntly. The Conference had to choose between the chance that remained of agreement on the
lines he had above indicated and a breakdown in the whole of this vast effort, with the
consequences of an unlimited competition in armaments and dangers to the future of the world
which no man could measure.

It was easy enough for the delegations to say that they were prepared to go on working.
The United Kingdom Government, which in the last six months had spent itself in repeated
efforts to secure agreement, was of course fully prepared to continue those efforts. But, if
it were to do justice to itself and to its responsibilities, these efforts must be such as conduce
to the successful issue of the work. If the agreement to go on was of value, the delegations
must be agreed upon what they were to go on to do. He wished he could feel that
the principles he had enunciated, which found their place both in the United Kingdom
memorandum and in the memorandum of the Powers to which he had referred, were generally
acceptable to the Conference as a whole. If they were so acceptable, then they would be clearly
a basis for work, and it would be possible to consider what modifications or additions were
called for or possible. But if they were not acceptable, what other basis was there ? He
confessed that he knew of none affording any possibility of leading to a Convention which
would be generally accepted. The time was long past when delegates could delude themselves
into imagining that by a pious expression of their desire to reach agreement they were
promoting agreement. While they talked, the world did not stand still.

At the end of the debate, therefore, the delegations would have to determine, not whether
they would go on, but whether they were agreed upon a basis which made it possible for them, as
practical men, to believe that they were advancing to achieve a general disarmament agreement.
The United Kingdom Government was prepared to devote all its energy and weight to bringing
about general international agreement on the subject of armaments if such agreement was, in
existing circumstances, in any way possible to be achieved. His Government had shown its
devotion to that cause in very practical fashion and had taken the risks of initiating concrete
proposals again and again. It was still as convinced as ever that international agreement
about armaments would be the greatest contribution which could be made to the restoration
of confidence and the confirmation of peace, and it realised to the full the gravity of reaching
no result. But, while the United Kingdom Government would still co-operate in any new effort
which really contained prospects of producing general agreement, there was one thing which
it would not do and which it did not believe any Government represented there would wish
to do. It would not lend itself to the indefinite continuance of vague and inconclusive
discussions justified by nothing better than the sanguine hope that, after all, something in the
way of a solution might still turn up. It could not do so for two reasons.

First, the United Kingdom Government was convinced that such a procedure would inflict
great and increasing injury on the League of Nations and on the whole conception of effective
international action. It might seem that a consoling feeling of activity was being created, but in
the world outside the impression of futility would merely be confirmed. The League idea had
already suffered grievously from the spinning out of abortive conferences, and the necessary
work of the League, then and in the future, could only be well done if the nations and peoples of
the world were satisfied that work done at Geneva was conducted in a practical spirit and that,
if methods of reaching a worldwide and agreed conclusion were not available, the delegations
would have the good sense to say so. Otherwise, the League of Nations and the whole
conception of post-war co-operation would fall into grave discredit.

Secondly, if the Disarmament Conference were kept in being purely for the purpose of
debate but without any real hope or prospect of achieving a positive result, it was in effect
debarring itself from whatever new effort might be needed. If the Conference could not make
an effective move forward, world conditions were nevertheless changing. Europe, to say
nothing of the rest of the world, had new dangers to face, and Governments could not be
debarred from dealing with them by the specious plea that Governments were in conference
at Geneva, if all that could be done was to make speeches.
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As he had said, he most earnestly trusted that the outcome of the present debate might be
to provide solid grounds for believing that the Conference could accomplish what it had set
out to do, and the United Kingdom Government would exert itself to the uttermost to
that end. Was there not material, by combining such agreements as had already been reached
with new concessions which must be made if the Conference was not to fail, to reach the goal ?
And, in any case, could it not, without further loss of time, put protocols into effective shape,
and make them ready for signature, on at any rate two or three more limited but most important
matters which appeared to be ripe for prompt and effective treatment ? He would mention
three:

First, chemical warfare, which was Part IV of the United Kingdom draft Convention.
A great deal of work had been done on that chapter, and the amendments suggested were
comparatively few. Surely a limited practical achievement actually realised on that topic
was well within the grasp of the Conference and would be of real value, if only as an example.

Secondly, budgetary publicity. The discussions had shown that there was much more
difficulty about budgetary limitation than appeared at first sight, but budgetary publicity
was an essential preliminary condition, and it appeared to him that it would be an achievement
of real value to get that system established and approved and in operation throughout the
world. There was a text already prepared by the Committee which had dealt with the matter,
and it was ripe for treatment.

A third example would be the setting up of the Permanent Disarmament Commission,
as, indeed, the President had suggested on the previous day. Why could it not be done
immediately ? It would be needed in connection with both the matters he had just mentioned.
Even if all the responsibilities envisaged could not be placed upon it at the moment, it would be
something accomplished as an immediate outcome of the Conference's work. And it would
not in the least obstruct, but on the contrary would encourage and assist, the wider agreement
that was the main objective.

The United Kingdom Government warmly welcomed the reference made by Mr. Norman
Davis on the previous day to the importance of dealing with the manufacture of and traffic
in arms and munitions of war. In the specific case of the war between Paraguay and Bolivia,
the United Kingdom Government had made proposals to other Powers for a complete embargo
as long ago as the past year. His Government was very glad indeed that there was a prospect of
international action, for it was only possible in these things to act effectively by means of
an international agreement. On the general question, while much no doubt remained to be
done, he did trust that there would be no avoidable delay, and he suggested that, as a first
step at least, the Convention of 1925 might be at once ratified and brought into force. If that
were done, the establishment of a system of control and publicity provided by the Convention
would in itself be a most valuable contribution, and until it was done that essential element
was lacking.

He would not be understood to limit himself to those suggestions, but he was profoundly
convinced that the spectacle of actual achievement in a limited field would at that moment
be of the greatest value, and he summed up the position of the United Kingdom Government
by declaring that, while there could be no justification for going on in a spirit of pious and
undefined optimism, there was the most urgent need of deciding immediately what could
be done and doing it without delay.

If he had spoken too bluntly, the urgency of he world situation and the dark future that
was before the world if the Conference dallied and failed must be his excuse. It must introduce
some realism into its idealism and the delegations owed it to themselves and to one another, and
to the President who had pursued his heavy task with such unfailing devotion, to contribute
the most candid expression of their views at that most critical juncture. Sir John Simon
would await with profound interest and anxiety larthe declarations of other speakers, for upon
what the Conference did at the present time hung issues which might determine the whole
future of mankind.

M. BARTHOU (France) thought that, after two years of laborious and loyal efforts, which,
as the President of the Conference had observed on the previous day, had proceeded
continuously and had involved difficulties and perhaps also contradictions, everyone was
agreed that the time had comeo otake a decision. He proposed to express quite clearly the
wishes of the French Government. At the present time, it was not only the authority of the
Disarmament Conference that was at stake; to speak plainly, it was the Conference's very
existence. Perhaps he should add that, over and above the Disarmament Conference, which
was an emanation of the Council of the League of Nations, the very existence of the League
might prove to be at stake during that session. In the view of France, of the French
Government, in whose name he spoke, and of the French nation as a whole, the League was
a necessity to mankind. France was not one of the countries that had ever depreciated its
importance nor the part it was called upon to play. From the outset France had been firmly
attached to the League, and, if he permitted himself a discreet allusion to a certain great
predecessor of his at the head of the French delegation, who had lent the League the support
of his incomparable genius, everybody present would realise the honesty and continuity of
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French policy. At the present moment-on this he agreed with Sir John Simon, as, indeed,
on other points-the time for reticence, for complaisance, and perhaps also for compromise,
was past. Plain speaking was needed.

On the previous day, the President of the Conference had observed that there were three
fundamental points that emerged from the discussions. M. Barthou would not begin with
the point that the President had described as the first and most important. If it were the most
important-because it was the most important-he proposed to deal with it last.

He would begin with the second point-namely, "the danger of a competition in air
armaments, which could only be avoided if this subject were speedily regulated by international
agreement ".

The President was right in saying that that was a particularly serious matter. He had
said that there was " no effective defence against aerial attack ", and he was quite certainly
right. He was not lacking in foresight when he added: " Aerial warfare is admittedly intended
to develop on the lines of large-scale reprisals against civil populations

The French delegation would agree at once to that statement, and to the necessity of
taking international precautions at that Conference by common consent. Aerial warfare,
however, was not the only form of warfare that the French Government had to consider. There
might be some countries whose geographical position had hitherto given them the privilege
of protection by land and sea. Some of those countries might now be threatened from the air.
He understood their anxieties and apprehensions, but hoped the representatives of those
countries would permit him to add that there were other countries that were threatened both
by air, by land, and by sea. Nobody, he thought, would be surprised if, while declaring in
favour of the necessary precautions against those dangers, he pointed out at the same time
that the Disarmament Conference must take precautions against all three of them.

There was another point on which the President of the Conference had spoken plainly.
He would quote the President's words: " The third point is the urgency of reaching agreement
for the international control of the manufacture of and trade in arms. Recent events have
emphasised the need for prompt action upon this question."

If M. Barthou had rightly understood that passage, Mr. Henderson was referring to a
debate that had taken place a few days earlier in the League Council. In the course of that
debate, Sir John Simon, with his habitual gift for lucidity, had not failed to mention clearly
the nations at issue. Mr. Eden had just made a gesture of assent, showing that he had
found the French delegation with him in support of the proposal he had made. What had
been begun in that direction would be continued. The Convention of I925, to which Sir
John Simon had alluded, had been ratified by France, and in one way she was already going
beyond the obligations by which she was bound.

A few months earlier, on August 3rd, I933, the United Kingdom Government had laid
a proposal before the French and other Governments. It had asked those Governments,
and the French Government in particular, to take steps in concert to ensure that countries
still subject to the limitation clauses of the Peace Treaties should not receive supplies for the
use of air forces which they were still forbidden by the Peace Treaties to possess. What had
France done ? She had agreed to the United Kingdom Government's proposal. That proposal
had not been received with equal favour in all quarters; this amounted to a failure in the
negotiations. The French Government, however, was so conscious of its international duty
that it had informed its manufacturers that they must not accept orders for supplies. Thus,
when it had been asked to refrain from supplying engines and thereby furnishing arms to those
to whom they were forbidden by the Treaties, it had taken definite and formal action. That was
surely enough to show that the President's proposal and that of Sir John Simon, which were
linked up with the speech made by Mr. Norman Davis on the previous day, had the most
complete and unrestricted support of France. At a previous meeting, the United States
representative had dwelt upon that point and had quoted President Roosevelt's message on the
terms of the embargo. M. Barthou had had the pleasure of reading that message, and he agreed
with its principles. That was another point on which he was at one with the President of the
Conference, with Sir John Simon, and with Mr. Norman Davis. The situation was not really
so desperate, seeing that at the very beginning of these conversations the French delegation
could note this community of views.

But this was where the difficulty arose. It related to the third point of the speech of the
President of the Disarmament Conference-namely, that an agreement on air or land
armaments could only be achieved if the problem of national security were solved.

The recent exchange of notes between the Governments concerned, as well as
other indications, showed with abundant clearness that this problem was at the root of the
whole question of disarmament. The President of the Disarmament Conference had defined
the question very clearly, very precisely and very correctly. M. Barthou would not attempt to
evade it. It was, in fact, the problem of security which was before the Commission. This
problem was not a new one. He would refrain from reverting to a past with which all the
members of the Disarmament Conference were more familiar than he was. He did not wish
to dwell on the past, but was it not still in the chronological order of things and in the logical
sequence of events and proposals tofollow Sir John Simon's example ? He had spoken of the
meeting of October I4th, 1933, and this was the crux of the debate. It was. necessary to go
back to the meeting of October I4th, 1933, because that was the point from which to set out.
What had been said.at that meeting ? One speaker had referred to the troubled state of Europe.
It.was troubled in October I933- Was it not still more troubled on May 3oth, I934? T-his
troubled state-required aConrivention. It was necessary-to-speak without evasions or conceal-
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ment. Difficulties must not be hidden under vague optimistic phrases. The programme was
an excellent one. What was wanted was a concerted plan of disarmament promptly accepted
and loyally carried out.

A plan of " disarmament" was what the summoning and conditions of the Conference

demanded. Since the Conference had been in existence, that word " disarmament " had been
continually in use, and on the previous day it had been mentioned on several occasions.
It was therefore not surprising that it had also been mentioned on October I4th, 1933, and
that Sir John Simon had said that the plan of disarmament involved one essential factor.
What was that factor ?

"The scheme involves the principle that the Powers now under restriction of the Peace
Treaties should not begin to increase their armaments forthwith but should express their
willingness to conform to a time-table. The Government of the United Kingdom takes the
view that agreement could not be reached on the basis of a Convention which would provide
for any immediate re-armament." 1 With the usual honesty of his nation and of his character,
Sir John Simon added that, in speaking of" no re-armament ", he did not mean to dispute the
reasonableness of a proportional numerical increase in Germany's armaments.

Who had echoed his words ? As to-day and yesterday, it had been the United States
representative, Mr. Norman Davis. He had said that a Disarmament Convention could not
properly be made an instrument for re-armament and that qualitative equality in armaments
should primarily be sought through the reduction of the armaments of the heavily armed
Powers and not through an attempt on the part of others to build up their own.

For the sake of brevity, M. Barthou would not quote the exact words used on October
I4 th, I933, by M. Bourquin, representative of Belgium, M. Benes, representative of Czecho-
slovakia, or M. Politis, representative of Greece, all in support of the speeches of the United
Kingdom and American delegates; while the French delegate, M. Paul-Boncour, had added :

"An equally essential point was that a disarmament movement should not begin by the
re-arming of the States disarmed by the Treaties".

What had happened next ? After Sir John Simon had made his report and after he had

received the support which M. Barthou had just mentioned, Germany had left the
Disarmament Conference.

In his telegram to M. von Neurath, the President of the Disarmament Conference had said

that there was no reason for Germany to take this attitude, and Sir John Simon had also said

just now that Germany's departure was unjustified.
Did the Commission believe that M. Barthou was going to evade the question, that he

intended to refrain from saying what was necessary, and that he had come to represent France
at that meeting by maintaining a discreet and veiled reticence which would conceal reality,
and hence the very gravity of the situation ? He would bring no accusation against anyone, for

he was not inspired by hatred; but he had a passion for the truth. He had always thought,
even before having the redoubtable honour of speaking before the General Commission, that
the truth must be spoken. He was aware that caution might sometimes be necessary and that
its utterance might thus be delayed, but a moment must come when everything would have
to be said. For his part, prudently, moderately but firmly, he would say all.

Germany had left the League. Were the principles laid down on October I4th, 1933, no
longer valid on that account ? After prolonged efforts, certain great Powers had agreed upon a
reasonable, impartial and acceptable system. Germany refused to accept it. Was it because
Germany had rejected it that the system be declared unacceptable ? Had matters come to

such a pass that there was one Power which was both invisible and present-present, if he

might be excused the metaphor, by its very absence-which was not participating in the
Conference, which had left the League, which, in consequence, would be faced with no

responsibility and which would have all the rights without any of the corresponding duties ?

Was the embargo-the word was fashionable at present-of that Power to prevent the League
and the Disarmament Conference from reaching a solution ? Had they come to the point
where there was only one system to be discussed ?

He was well aware that paternity had its illusions. His honourable colleague, Sir John
Simon, had devised a plan, and this had been set forth in the United Kingdom memorandum of

January 29th, I934. The illusions of his paternity were so great that he had gone so faras to

say that only one concrete plan had been submitted to the General Disarmament Commission.
How could it be said that there was only one concrete plan ? M. Barthou fully realised

the importance of the United Kingdom plan of January 29 th, I934, but M. Mussolini, who

was certainly not incapable of paternity, had also had a child. This child was strong and

well made, as Sir John Simon should know, since it had been placed in his hands on January

4th, I934. But was it not possible for Sir John Simon to be not only avery good father but a
good godfather as well ? In any case, the plan existed and had received the attention of the
French Government.

The French Government also-he spoke collectively, because it was not long since action

to establish paternity had been permitted in France-had had a child. That child had been
born on January Ist, 1934, and M. Paul-Boncour had been its godfather. How could it be
asserted that there was nothing concrete in the French plan of January Ist, I934, or in the
Italian plan of January 4th, 1934 ? For his part, he thought that other plans than the United
Kingdom plan existed.

-. See Minutes of the forty-eighth meeting of the Bureau,-page I83.
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This meant, as his listeners had doubtless divined, that France maintained the attitude she
had adopted since the opening of the Disarmament Conference. This attitude was that of the
Disarmament Conference itself and was based on Article 8 of the Covenant, to which the
President had referred on the previous day. It was also based on the preamble to Part V of
the Peace Treaty.

How had it been formulated ? On March I7th, on April 6th and on April I7th by the noteswhich the French Government had had the honour to send to the United Kingdom Government.
Were they to any extent contradictory ? From first to last they were absolutely clear, and one
had followed upon the other without any break or deviation.

A few minutes earlier, Sir John Simon had spoken of the need for a bridge. He wished
France to cross that bridge from one shore to the other. The French Government was willing
to accept that suggestion, but on one condition-namely, that there should not be at some
point or other, through the fault of other Governments-he was not referring to the United
Kingdom Government-a trap-door through which it would be made to fall into the water.
There was, however, a bridge between the French notes. The note of April 6th was a link
between that of March I7th and that of April I7th, and in that note of April 6th they had not
shrunk from the difficulty; they had not shirked it.

The French Government was negotiating with the United Kingdom Government. About
what ? About the guarantees for the execution of the Convention. The United Kingdom
Government asked whether, provided there were satisfactory guarantees of execution, France
would accept the United Kingdom plan of January 2gth, I934, as the basis for the Convention.
There were replies which were convenient ; when he had heard the representative of the United
Kingdom refer, a few minutes earlier, to certain previous agreements-to which, moreover, the
President of the Conference had alluded on the previous day-he had perforce had to think
of that.

The decisions that had been reached by the General Commission for Disarmament-
there was no need to specify them by their exact dates-should be borne in mind.
The intentions that had been asserted in principle, subject to details of execution, should
likewise be borne in mind. Moreover-why should he not say it ?-the principle of equality
of rights under a system of security, as it was called on December IIth, I932, should be borne
in mind. What had become of the principle of equality of rights ? It was being used as an
argument against the Conference, as an argument against France. But what had become of the
measures of security ? When the delegations had accepted, as the starting-point for a General
Convention, a certain United Kingdom memorandum of earlier date than that of January
29th, I934, they had quickly seen the difficulties of the path they were following, and the
danger of expressing theoretical agreement which was not subsequently confirmed by actual
facts. It was for that reason that the French Government, on April 6th, I934, had quite
simply, quite plainly, though in a perfectly friendly spirit, answered "No " to the United
Kingdom Government. How could France have accepted a draft convention in which it was
still asserted that, in the very first year, France was to disarm, while Germany's re-armament
was legalised ? His Government had felt, and had said, that its assent to the United Kingdom
plan would, in those circumstances, be too general not to be ambiguous, and that the mere
fact that certain questions were raised did not mean that they were settled. It was for that
reason that, with all the courtesy due to friends, it had answered in the negative, and that the
note of April I7th had been sent to confirm that of April 6th.

M. Barthou was aware that apprehensions had perhaps been expressed as to the conclusions
of the note of April I7th-to which the distinguished delegate of the United Kingdom had
referred-sent by the five Powers, by those countries which were friends of France. It had been
said that that note had closed the-door. How could anyone use such an expression after
reading the note itself ? The note said : " The work of the Disarmament Conference should
be resumed. That work should not be abandoned, but taken up at the point at which the
Conference left it when it invited Governments to proceed to an exchange of views outside
the Conference, which have not produced a result." The door, therefore, was not closed.
France had not asked that it should be closed, and it remained open. He himself had gone
through it for the first time on the previous day, and he wished to say, on behalf of France,
that the Disarmament Conference must continue its work. He would add, with sincere
conviction, that that work must be successful.

Why had negotiations been broken off with the United Kingdom Government ? He
was bound to explain that, because it also was the essential point of the discussion.

At the end of March, the German Government had published its budget. What did the
budget of the Reich contain, so far as military expenditure was concerned ? There were hidden,
dark, and still mysterious corners, into which he did not wish to look for the present. But there
was also a significant, plain, irrefutable confession: the German Government was increasing its
admitted military expenditure for I934-he would repeat that he was referring only to its
admitted expenditure-by 2,500 millions. What was the position at that moment? Atthat moment an endeavour was being made to solve the complicated problem of guarantees
of execution. An attempt was being made to classify breaches of a Convention, from the
smallest to the most serious, and to decide what penalties could be inflicted for such
breaches. At that moment the French Government was engaged with the United Kingdom
Government in friendly negotiations in which the most essential points were being examined
and which might lead to the solution of the problem.

It was at that moment that the German Government published a budget in which its
re-armament was proclaimed by official figures. That was an-indirect, but perfectly plain,
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way of saying "We care nothing for all your conversations; we care nothing for all your
guarantees of execution! Since October I4th, 1933, when we abruptly left the League, we
have resumed our full freedom, and we are making use of it; so much the worse for you who
go on discussing and negotiating; we rely on our own strength, on the strength
of our re-armament." That was the situation with which theywere faced, and were they to be
expected to yield on that account ? Must any system be abandoned which did not at once
receive the unqualified approval of Germany ? Apparently they had arrived-the League
of Nations, which represented nearly the whole world, had arrived-that one Power, because
it had abruptly, violently, left the Disarmament Conference, could command it and impose
its will upon it ! For his own part, he refused to accept such a position.

M. Barthou was speaking on behalf of a Government which, for the first year of the
Disarmament Conference, from 1932 to 1933, had reduced its military appropriations by 17 per
cent, and had still further reduced them in I934. Without, as yet, going into details of which
he was certain, but which might be disputed, he would point out that, from 1933 to I934,
the budget of the Reichswehr, apart from the Brownshirts, had been increased by 33 per cent.

Turning to the air budget, M. Barthou would ask everybody, even-indeed, especially-
those who had been protected against aerial attack by their geographical position, to reflect
upon the following figures: Germany's air budget had increased by I60 per cent. Why ? Who
was threatening Germany ? Who were the neighbours who wished to attack her ? As he had
already stated, he would not say anything that could in any way be taken as an accusation
or an indictment. He was speaking of a country-and he hoped that it would soon return-for
whose greatness he would not conceal his sincere admiration, a country that had produced
some of the greatest geniuses in the history of mankind, such a philosopher as Kant, such a
universal genius as Goethe, such musical geniuses as Bach, Beethoven, and Wagner. Who
would deny that country not merely its intellectual power, but that equality which was
necessary in social life and in economic life, and which it had every right to claim ? Who was
threatening Germany ? Certainly not France.

He would not insult his own country by defending it. It was too great to stand in need of
a justification which could do no more than detract from its greatness. As he had said, France
was not threatening anybody; she did not wish to attack anybody; she did not ask for
anything. The Treaties had given her back her own; she asked no more. When, for example,
he was negotiating on behalf of France the delicate, complicated, difficult, perilous question
of the organisation of the Saar, M. Barthou brought to that task a desire for conciliation and
a sense of justice which Baron Aloisi, Chairman of the Committee of Three, the Committee
of Three itself, and the Council of the League, could not question.

In the name of that country, then, he would say: " We have a specific plan. It cannot
be reduced to nothing merely by a refusal to discuss it; it exists; it is the plan for the
limitation of armaments-all armaments-dated January ist, I934. It is there in your files.
Why refuse to discuss it, and so condemn it by a formula that abolishes it ?

When we say that, do we mean that there is nothing to be done, that we have produced
the final truth, some sort of expression of some sort of infallible dogma ? By no means.
What we say to you is this : a reduction of armaments, a parallel reduction, a progressive
reduction, is all very well; but it must be a reduction of armaments accompanied by the
necessary guarantees. What guarantees ? Guarantees of security. To-day, there is not one
of you that can have a false impression. The problem of security is not solved; but it has
been raised, and raised in such a way that nobody here, no country, to-day, to-morrow or in
the future, can evade its terms. If you wish-and we know that you all do wish-for world
peace, you will tackle the problem of security.

What had happened at the previous day's meeting, and what had the United Kingdom
representative added to-day ?

At the previous meeting they had heard the noble speech of the President of the
Conference. If he would allow M. Barthou to say so, Mr. Henderson still had a remnant of
platonic veneration for the attitude which hoped that peace would come from disarmament.
But his good sense had immediately resumed its sway. What was the gist of Mr. Henderson's
speech ? Disarmament certainly; but -no disarmament without security. Mr. Henderson
had repeated this with the greatest sincerity and with increasing insistence.

The United States representative had also spoken of the reduction of armaments, but
this did not make him forget the necessity of security.

And then there was M. Litvinoff's speech. M.Litvinoff wasnot a man - M.Barthou would
do him justice for that-who tried to please everybody. He had said, with a downrightness
which was, moreover, accompanied by an increasing measure of address, things which he
regarded as truths but which had not appeared in that light to the General Commission.
M. Litvinoff had said that he was a practical man, and M. Barthou did not doubt it. He was a
man who accepted realities. While there were parts of his speech which M. Barthou would
find it difficult to endorse, he had to recognise that, in M. Litvinoff's speech also, there was one
idea which dominated everything-he would repeat, everything-and which he was ready
to believe had inspired M. Litvinoff's whole speech-the idea of security.

So much for yesterday. And now for to-day.
Sir John Simon had proposed certain solutions, and the French delegate refused his

support to none of them. Sir John Simon could count on his most active co-operation. But
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apart from his practical conclusions of varying importance, there was again one idea which
dominated his speech-that of security.

Everyone had to come to this idea because no one could escape it. Just now Sir John
Simon had referred with sympathy to the memorandum of the five Powers. But, with his
usual honesty, he had recognised that these Powers expressed the idea of and asserted the
need for security. What did he add ? He added that, of course, they went further than the
United Kingdom Government. It was not necessary to go a very long way in order to go
somewhat further, as regards security, than the memorandum of January 29th. But M. Barthou
noted that Sir John Simon, too, had accepted the principle of security.

For his part, M. Barthou drew from this his own conclusions. It had been said that this
Conference was useless because no definite proposals had been made. The French delegate
had asserted his unswerving adherence to the French policy, and to the memorandum of
January ist, 1934, which was something definite. He had said that he would not reject any
suggestions. He had also said that the idea of security had made considerable progress on the
previous day. To-day, the principle was admitted because it was unescapable. But when a
principle was as powerful as this one it had a creative force which must prevail. This force would
prevail. This was the first time that he had had the honour to speak in the General Commission
of the Disarmament Conference. He desired to say-and, indeed, his colleagues had perhaps
already noticed-that he was not a visionary nor was he disillusioned. He did not believe in
miracles, but he did not cry out that all was lost. Reference was made, in meetings such as
the present one, to prophets. There were two kinds of prophets to which the League of Nations
must refuse to listen-there were, in the first place, the confirmed optimists, who denied the
cruel evidence of the most urgent peril; and there were the pessimists who refused to admit
that there was any hope. Between the two there was room for men of action who, having
declared war on war, wished to save, in peace and through peace, what was greatest and noblest
in humanity.

EIGHTY-FOURTH -MEETING

Held on Friday, June Ist, I934, at 3.30 p.m.

President; Mr. A. HENDERSON.

155. COMMUNICATION BY THE PRESIDENT OF RESOLUTIONS ADOPTED
AT THE EIGHTEENTH PLENARY CONGRESS OF THE INTERNATIONAL FEDERATION

OF LEAGUE OF NATIONS SOCIETIES.

The PRESIDENT read the following communication from the International Federation
of League of Nations Societies, embodying decisions adopted at its Eighteenth Congress
at Folkestone :

"DISARMAMENT AND SECURITY.

¢" I.

"In face of the dangers threatening international peace, the Congress adopts the
following declaration:

"(i) The nations must be prepared to pay the price of peace by accepting
responsibility for the prevention of war;

"(2) It is by maintaining and strengthening the collective system, based on the
Covenant of the League of Nations and the Briand-Kellogg Pact, that war can be averted;

" (3) Peace cannot be realised without disarmament; nor a general Disarmament
Convention be made effective without guarantees of its loyal execution.

" II.

" In view of the failure so far of the efforts to conclude a general Disarmament
Convention,

" The Eighteenth Plenary Congress,
'.' Recalling the many manifestations .of the world's public opinion in favour of general

disarmamenit:
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"Reaffirms the previous proposals of the Federation,' and, in particular, urges the
General Commission of the Disarmament Conference to make even now a determined

-effort to secure the adoption of a Convention embodying the following measures:

" . The attainment of equality of status chiefly by the general abolition,
within a limited period and by stages, of all the weapons prohibited to Germany,
Austria, Hungary and Bulgaria by the Peace Treaties; and by the quantitative
limitation of the other armaments of all countries without the substantial increase
of the armaments of any.

"2. The attainment of security by definite undertakings that all nations
which adhere to the Disarmament Convention will loyally and effectively co-operate
in resistance to any act of aggression to an extent which is compatible with their
military situation and takes their geographical position into account.

" 3. Guarantees of the loyal execution of the Disarmament Convention, such
as collective economic and financial pressure against a country found guilty by the
Permanent Disarmament Commission of breaking the Convention.

"4. The prohibition of the use of civil aircraft for military purposes, the
international control of civil aviation, and the investigation of the possibility of
an international air police under the auspices of the League of Nations.

" 5. Limitation, with international supervision, of the amount which each
country may spend annually upon armaments.

"6. Supervision and inspection of the armaments of all nations under the
authority of the Permanent Disarmament Commission; including control of
the manufacture and sale of armaments in all countries.

"N.B. - The whole Federation is agreed that the manufacture andsale of armaments
for private profit is a great evil and ought to be suppressed. Many delegations believe
that the only way of doing this effectively is by the complete suppression of manufacture
and traffic in armaments by private enterprise; others reserve their opinion on this
point, without diminishing their adherence to the main principle above stated.

'( DEFINITION OF AGGRESSION.

" III.

The Eighteenth Plenary Congress,
"Recognising that aggression is an international crime:
"Declares that aggression means a violent infringement of the sovereign rights of

a State (carried out with a view to injuring or destroying its political independence or
territorial integrity). In case of any dispute as to the character of the infringement, it is
for the Council of the League or other international authority to determine the point.
In reaching its determination, the authority should have regard to the definition
of aggression submitted by the Security Committee of the Disarmament Conference
on May 24th, I933,2 as well as the proposals of President Roosevelt in this connection.*"

I56. FUTURE COURSE OF THE CONFERENCE: GENERAL DISCUSSION (continuation).

The PRESIDENT said that, before calling upon the first speaker, he thought it was of
importance that, as President of the Conference, he should place before the General
Commission the serious view which he took of the present position of the Conference.

During the present week he had given the position his most careful consideration, and he
regarded the situation of the Conference as being more extremely grave than at any time
since it had opened on February 2nd, I932. Such was the situation that, in his opinion, it
could not be resolved by delegates coming together and merely making speeches. The speeches
revealed very wide divergencies of opinion, and, although he did not desire in any way to
exaggerate the seriousness of the situation, he could not minimise the difficulties that confronted
the Conference. He proposed, therefore, at the close of the discussion, to adjourn the General
Commission until Tuesday afternoon (June 5th). He would invite the Bureau to meet on
Monday afternoon (June 4th).

He was giving the entire week-end both to the members of the Bureau and to.those of the
General Commission to reflect upon the. position. He hoped that, when the delegations came

1 See 'Minutes of the Ge'neral Commission, Volume II, page 635.
2 Document Conf.D./C.G.Io8.
3 See Minutes of the General Commission, Volumle II; page ..46I
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together early next week, after very serious reflection on the part of all, it might be possible
to find a road upon which the Commission could travel, not to increase still further the multitude
of speeches that had been made, but to take the practical decisions which were absolutely
essential in order to secure a Convention.

He was certain that there was not a single delegation in the General Commission which
desired otherwise than to see the Conference brought to a complete success; but, he repeated,
that success could only be achieved if the delegations made up their minds to concede points
to each other, find accommodation and translate that accommodation into the articles of a
Convention. He trusted, therefore, that his appeal to the entire General Commission would
not be made in vain.

M. BECK (Poland) pointed out that, with the sole exception of M. Litvinoff, those who
had already spoken during the General Commission's present session, including the President,
had taken as their point of departure the exchanges of view that had taken place between
a certain number of Powers outside the usual organs of the Disarmament Conference. The
divergencies of opinion that had been noted between those Powers had undeniably induced
a pessimistic attitude in the Commission.

The Polish Government had not taken part in the exchanges of view, and could not consider
itself as in any way bound by the solutions proposed in this or that phase of the negotiations.
It would therefore be difficult for M. Beck to make a detailed analysis of the negotiations, and
he must adopt a more general standpoint.

There was some consolation-in the difficult situation with which the Commission was
faced-in the thought that, even if the various Governments had succeeded in reaching
agreement but had based their agreement on arguments which the Conference, as a whole,
did not feel able to accept, the situation would have been still more precarious.

M. Beck had listened with the greatest interest to the speech of the eminent representative
of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and People's Commissary, M. Litvinoff, at the
beginning of the session. M. Beck had been pleased to hear of his real anxiety to strengthen
peace. He ventured, however, to make the following remark. M. Litvinoff had assured the
Commission that, in submitting radical proposals, he had had no intention whatever of
proposing the reform of the League of Nations, whose principal duty was to maintain peace in
the world. M. Beck was afraid, however, that, if he had rightly understood them, M. Litvinoff's
proposals would inevitably lead to a scheme of that kind. Such a scheme might be very
interesting in itself, and the day would probably come when it would be necessary to deal
with the matter. It was difficult, however, to believe that such a task could be entrusted to
the Conference, which was itself struggling with the greatest difficulties in an attempt to
perform satisfactorily the limited task which had been entrusted to it by the League of Nations,
of which, in fact, it was only an organ.

Having said that, M. Beck desired to devote a few words to the position adopted by his
Government with respect to the real work of the Conference, from the point of view of both the
facts and the principles which should govern them.

From the beginning, the Polish delegation had regarded the Conference as having a
definite aim-namely, the limitation and reduction of armaments. It was in that spirit that it
had felt bound, during the Conference, to deal with the problems to be solved, and its point
of view had not altered. In taking up a position with regard to the schemes and drafts submitted
to the Conference, it had always been guided by those preoccupations. M. Beck would
therefore confine himself at the present time to adding a few remarks to the long discussions
of the Commission.

In the first place, he must point out that the Polish delegation, being anxious to comply
with the main purpose of the Conference, had totally refrained, throughout the whole period of
the Conference, from modifying its national defence budget except to reduce it. It had thus
clearly affirmed its desire in no way to increase its military activities, land, naval and air. Thus,
within her restricted possibilities, Poland had tried to show that she desired to contribute
to the Conference's chief work.

With regard to the schemes and drafts that had been discussed in the Conference, the
Polish Government had maintained, and still maintained, the point of view that the decisions
of so large an assembly, composed of representatives of States whose internal organisation
and conditions of lifevaried so considerably, must inevitably be simple and definite, and must
avoid any complication which threatened to weaken them or even to render them inoperative.

It was with some apprehension that, on many occasions during the Conference's work,
he had observed a tendency to extend the discussion to new fields, farther and farther away
from that to which the Conference, in accordance with its mission, ought to limit itself. In
his opinion, it was, in fact, only by applying itself gradually to the problems susceptible of
obtaining the unanimous approval of all the States that concrete results could be achieved.

In this connection, M. Beck pointed out that, in February 1933,' the Polish delegation had
placed a plan of work before the Commission, a modest plan perhaps, but one which had at
least the merit of simplicity and would appear to be relatively easy to carry into effect.

The Polish delegation might be accused of confining itself to the narrow field of
the activities of its Government and of dwelling rather on the past. That was why he desired to

1 See Minutes of the General Commission, Volume II, page 234.
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reaffirm his Government's desire to co-operate actively in a positive solution. Returning to the
Polish Government's guiding idea since the beginning of the Conference, he could assure
the Commission that, in the sphere of the reduction and limitation of armaments, Poland
would accept any measure of a general character which applied to all the States.

Dr. Wellington Koo (China) thought that the President's moving appeal to the delegations
to exert their best efforts to bring about a Convention gave expression to a desire which all
members shared. It was in that spirit that he proposed briefly to address the General
Commission.

The difficulties at which the Conference had arrived gave cause for grave concern in
China. On account of the events of the last three years in the Far East and the prevailing
disquiet in the international situation there, China had been fervently hoping for a successful
conclusion of the work of the Conference at an early date. A failure to reach agreement,
even though due to a divergence of European views, was bound to produce repercussions
unfavourable to the situation in Eastern Asia and prejudicial to the safety of China.

He did not propose to take up the different points of view which had been so admirably
expounded in the course of the last two days by the delegates of the countries principally
interested. It sufficed to say that, to him, it appeared clear from those statements that the
real cause of the difficulties lay in the question of security. Upon the importance of finding
a satisfactory solution for that question the Chinese delegation had insisted from the very
outset of the Conference. On more than one occasion it had given expression to its conviction
that the cause of disarmament would be jeopardised if the existing system of collective action
were not enforced. It had pointed out that, so long as disregard and violation of international
treaty obligations enjoining a peaceful settlement of international disputes and prohibiting
the use of force as an instrument of policy were unrestrained by collective action, so long would
there be hesitation and reluctance to reduce armaments.

It would be recalled that the Conference had opened its doors and begun its work in the
throes of an undeclared war in the Far East, when one nation with its superior armaments
was invading another in disregard of its solemn obligations under those international
instruments which had been hitherto looked upon as one of the main bulwarks of peace. But
after two and a-half years the fruits of aggression still remained with the aggressor and no one
had come to the aid of its victim, in spite of the common obligations under the Covenant of
the League and other instruments. That was an incontestable fact, and its lesson had been
naturally taken to heart by far-sighted statesmen. In short, there was no adequate security
in the present collective peace system. It was, therefore, entirely understandable that nations
which were not protected by favourable geographical positions should now insist upon adequate
security being provided them before undertaking to reduce their armaments. The President,
in his admirable statement the other day, laid due emphasis upon the question of security and
clearly indicated the direction in which the Conference might make progress. In the view
of the Chinese delegation, too, the question of security was a fundamental question inseparably
linked with the problem of disarmament.

The United Kingdom delegate had spoken of the efforts which his Government had made
to build a bridge between the conflicting points of view on the question of rearmament.
China for one, though not directly concerned in that question, appreciated the spirit animating
those efforts, and felt grateful for them, because to promote agreement on any particular
aspect of the disarmament problem facilitated general agreement on the whole problem and
brought the Conference nearer to success in its work. Every delegate would certainly wish
that those efforts had succeeded; but, as matters stood to-day, it was perhaps not irrelevant
to ask whether those praiseworthy efforts of bridge-building, not having succeeded in one
direction, could not be continued in another.

As Dr. Wellington Koo saw the position, the two opposing points of view as to the question
of rearmament had between them, not a gulf to be spanned by a bridge, but were really
separated by what looked more like awall over which it was naturallydifficult to construct a
bridge. What he had in mind was this: from the discussions which had taken place in the
Commission, it seemed clear that, if an effective system of security, based upon collective
guarantees and certainty of performance, were provided by general agreement, the differences
of opinion on other aspects of the disarmament problem would be much easier of solution. Sir
John Simon had made a happy statement when he said that the question of security to the
United Kingdom was a question, not of principle, but of degree. Dr. Wellington Koo hoped and
believed that this view was representative of the feelings of all the delegations represented
in the Commission. In other words, all countries considered the question of security as
important. If there were a difference of opinion on it, it applied, not to the principle itself,
but to the degree of importance to be attached to it. If that observation were correct, then the
simple question arose, Could a bridge be built between those who differed only on the degree
of importance to be given to the question of security ?

The acknowledged purpose of securing agreement to reduce armaments was to maintain
and promote peace. But, inless total abolition of arms was possible, there could be no
assured peace through a mere reduction of armaments if unaccompanied by a system of
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security based upon collective guarantees and certainty of prompt performance. The reason
therefor was simple. In the present circumstances of the world, it seemed too much as yet to
expect all nations to observe a uniformly high standard of international morality and
scrupulousness in their relations with other nations. The designing, ambitious, and aggressive
countries would not hesitate, when opportunity presented itself, to disregard solemn treaty
obligations and openly pursue a policy of expansion and conquest against their peace-loving
neighbours. To members of the Conference who had followed world events in the past three
years, particularly in the Far East, no illustrations were needed. Nothing would deter those
nations from the pursuit of a policy of territorial expansion by armed force, except the certainty
of collective intervention consecrated by previous agreement.

Without such a system of collective guarantees, there could be no hope of permanent
peace; and, once peace was seriously disturbed, the very countries whose favourable
geographical situation made them reluctant now to undertake a legitimate share of the
collective responsibility for peace might find themselves engulfed in the throes of conflict.
The conditions of the modern world were such that a major conflict taking place in one part
of the world was bound to produce serious repercussions in another. Any collective peace
system, to be at all valuable, must therefore be dependable, effective and universal in application.
And for each nation, however favourable its geographical position, to assume a share of
the common responsibility commensurate with its power and range of interests was nothing
but an act of taking out, as it were, a peace insurance policy. The cost was only contingent,
whereas the benefit was real and immediate. Was not there, then, still hope of solving the
disarmament problem successfully by concentrating the efforts in that direction ? Upon the
answer to that question the future of the Conference might really depend.

M. SANDLER (Sweden) said that a mistake which at the time had caused some amusement
had slipped into a document circulated to the 1931 Assembly. It read : " The Conference for
the Reduction of the Limitation of Armaments . . ." One might well ask at the present
time whether that mistake had not or would not soon become the most serious reality.

The so-called Disarmament Conference had, in fact, passed through different stages which
could be described by variations on its original name. On the great day when the Conference's
work was so splendidly inaugurated, very radical, though not very convergent, proposals
had been made from all sides. That stage might be described by the formula " reduction and
limitation ". But for a long time the Conference's work had followed a course which was more
like the " limitation of reduction ". And at the present time it was entrusted with the very
modest task of preparing for " the reduction of limitation ". Would not the mistake that had
formerly caused amusement become the sad reality of the present ?

The impossibility of achieving a Convention covering all fields of disarmament, even from
the standpoint of limitation alone, must be realised. It was also the Commission's duty to
recognise another very important fact-that it was becoming more and more unlikely that a
common will could be mobilised against any increase in armaments by means of changes in
the direction of reduction alone. The only means of achieving that aim would have been a
radical programme of general disarmament. But that path was closed, at any rate for an
indefinite period. At the present time, it must be realised that armaments had already increased
considerably. In these circumstances, the conclusion of a Convention would necessarily
involve the regulation of de facto rearmament.

The radical reduction to which he had just referred would have been the only means
of producing de jure equality without any rearmament. As it had had to be abandoned,
equality stood out henceforward in all its nakedness, and there was no means of escaping it.
It would be brought about either by convention and under control, or in some other way.
Sooner or later, it would have to be achieved. Justice demanded that the principle be put into
effect. Wisdom demanded its controlled application-its application, of course, to so moderate
an extent that it could not be regarded as involving a threat of aggressiveness. Mr. Sandler
hardly thought that the door opening into equality would lead to the paradise of the Garden of
Eden, but he was profoundly convinced that the future itself was being prepared behind that
door. It would be a vain and dangerous policy of illusion to try to close that already half-
opened door.

The future certainly did not appear to be very bright, but it would look even less
satisfactory if there were no Convention-that was to say, no decisive step towards controlled
equality.

What was so frightening about the future was not only increasing armaments, but the
moral atmosphere of which they were the outward manifestation. It must be admitted that
men might be more formidable than their weapons. He quite understood that a nation felt
dishonoured if it were indefinitely subject to a special inferiority regime, and he was convinced
that the necessary conclusions should be drawn immediately and without mental reservations.
He willingly accepted this conception of national honour, but it was his sincere conviction that
peace with honour would never be achieved unless peace were honoured.

Parallel with equality must go security. Equality of rights in a regime offering security
to all was a programme to which the Swedish Government would readily subscribe.

Several extremely important problems had been raised in connection with security.
While not in any way prejudging their solution, he was disposed to think that the most useful



- 75 -

method at the present stage would be to concentrate on only one of those questions,
the solution of which would, in his view, greatly facilitate the conclusion of international
agreements on a wider scale. He referred to the allaying of legitimate anxiety by a
serious attempt to find efficacious guarantees that the Convention would be executed. As to
the scope of those guarantees, he would for the moment confine himself to stating that they
must go further than the undertakings contemplated in the United Kingdom memorandum
of January 29 th, I934,1 but must be within the limits of the obligations recognised in the
Covenant. Thus, in his opinion, it would be necessary, should the Convention be violated, to
take coercive measures of an economic and financial character to be applied progressively
according to circumstances, bearing in mind the degree of gravity of the violation.

The suggestions that guarantees of execution should be provided appeared to him to
be worthy of serious attention. A perusal of Document No. 5 of the French Blue Book had given
him the impression that the problem was as important and as topical as ever. In his opinion,
no Government would lightly enter into undertakings of the kind involved without thoroughly
understanding their exact bearing, without knowing whether other States, and, if any, which,
would be prepared to assume the same obligations, and, finally, without being profoundly
convinced that those undertakings were necessary owing to the international situation. The
Swedish Government could hardly accept new undertakings of the kind to which he had just
referred unless they were within the framework of a Convention establishing at least a definite
programme of disarmament measures. If there were no hope of introducing immediately, or
at any rate within a reasonable period, a system for the substantial reduction of armaments,
there would hardly be sufficient reason for Sweden to consider new obligations. He was firmly
convinced that, in the long run, security for all would only be achieved by a general reduction
in armaments. That in itself, and that alone, moreover, would permit of the effective
organisation of peace.

Mr. Sandler was glad, therefore, to support the general ideas put forward by the first
delegate of the United States of America at the beginning of the discussion. He specially agreed
with him as to the importance attaching to the institution of strict control of the trade in and
manufacture of arms. Sweden had for some years enforced rules for the control of the trade in
arms in conformity with the provisions of the 1925 Convention, though she was not bound by
any convention. Recently, his Government, loyal to the policy which it had constantly pursued,
had unconditionally agreed to the embargo on arms intended for the two belligerent South-
American States. It was also examining at the present moment a scheme for an even more
drastic control of the manufacture of arms. Sweden was prepared to support any effort, within
the international sphere and by means of a Convention, to hasten the solution of those problems
which were of fundamental importance to the organisation of peace.

To the countries that had taken part in the great war, it seemed obvious that security
was based either on the weapons which each possessed or on the common organisation of
peace. A country like his own did not forget that its security had formerly been based on armed
neutrality. Public opinion in such a country would find no difficulty in agreeing that security
would be still better safeguarded if it were based on general and effective solidarity. The most
elementary prudence, however, compelled a responsible Government, in the present
circumstances, to reserve its right, if necessary, to choose the way of neutrality.

Sweden had not yet considered the decisions that might be necessary if the Disarmament
Conference eventually failed. She earnestly desired to co-operate with all those who sincerely
wished to prevent its failure and to lead the world towards organised peace. The fundamental
duty, he must stress, seemed at the moment to be to make an effort to find guarantees of
execution which would make it possible to conclude a Convention ensuring, at one and the
same time, disarmament, equality and security.

The French writer, Andre Maurois, related in a book in which he had imagined the history
of the future, how war between States had been abolished. There was no other means, he said,
of establishing real and sound fellowship between men than to organise them against someone.
In the story, world peace was finally achieved by inducing the human race to believe that it was
threatened by an aggression from the moon. That idea appeared singularly likely. But, at the
same time, Mr. Sandler refused to believe that the future of mankind would be in the moon.
Well, let the role of the moon,-as pictured by M. Maurois, be played by State X, which would
subsequently violate the undertakings it assumed when signing the Disarmament Convention.
Let all the States, whether they were at present taking part in the Conference's work or not,
organise themselves against any one of them that assumed the fatal role of State X. Would
there not at that moment be some chance, however small, of achieving results ?

In concluding his statement, Mr. Sandler desired to refer to the memorandum handed to the
President of the Conference on April I4th, 1934, 2 on behalf of certain delegations, among them
the Swedish delegation.' That document had been circulated to all the delegations. In his speech
on May 30th, the first delegate of the United Kingdom had drawn attention to it and had made
some comments, the importance of which would be evident to all. M. Sandler would therefore
confine himself to adding that the Swedish Government was still convinced that a
comprehensive solution of the kind contemplated in the memorandum would not only be
equitable, but could be put into effect.

Document Conf.D.i66.
2 Document Conf.D./C.G.i 58
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Those were the observations which he had to submit as delegate of Sweden. It remained
for him to perform a task entrusted to him by the Danish, Spanish, Netherlands, Norwegian
and Swiss delegations and to read the following statement : 

" The Danish, Spanish, Netherlands, Norwegian, Swedish and Swiss delegations declare
that they maintain the standpoint outlined in the memorandum addressed to the President
of the Conference on April I4th last, in particular, as regards disarmament, security and
equality. Being desirous of-defining in a concrete manner their observations on the state
of the Disarmament Conference's work, they desire to submit the following considerations
to the General Commission for examination:

" (a) In view of the vital importance at the present time of reinforcing security
to an extent going beyond the stipulations indicated in the United Kingdom's draft,2
as modified by the United Kingdom Government's memorandum of January 29th, a special
committee should be appointed to examine without delay the question of the guarantees
of execution of the future Convention, and to report to the Bureau.

" (b) The Bureau would study without delay the problem of the institution-in
connection with the Convention-of an effective supervision of the trade in, and of the
private and State manufacture of, arms and implements of war.

" (c) In order to permit of a final reading of the draft Convention of October 27th,
1933 (document Conf.D./Bureau.49), the Bureau would be requested to revise or to
arrange as soon as possible for the revision of the text of the said draft, including the four
problems alluded to by the first delegate of the United Kingdom in his speech on May
30th-namely, chemical warfare, publicity of budgets, the setting-up of the Permanent
Disarmament Commission, and the trade in and manufacture of arms and ammunition.
In this connection, it should take into account the results of the studies referred to under
(a) and (b), and the following main principles:

" () Unconditional prohibition of bombardment from the air, undertaking by
the High Contracting Parties to prohibit in their territories any preparation for
bombardment from the air and any training for this purpose;

"(2) Destruction, in the first period of application of the Convention, of a
number to be determined for each State of the aeroplanes which would be prohibited
in virtue of the United Kingdom draft (document Conf.D.I57, Article 37);

"Destruction during a second period of the remainder of such aeroplanes;

" (3) Study of the measures to be taken with a view to preventing the use
of civil aircraft for military purposes;

"(4) Prohibition of any manufacture of material of greater calibre or
tonnage than those authorised for all States;

" (5) Destruction, as provided in the United Kingdom memorandum of
January 29th, I934, of tanks and mobile land artillery during the second period of
application of the Convention.

" (d) In order to prevent a general increase in armaments, the Bureau would be
responsible for causing the figures for land and air forces and material to be inserted
in the tables appended to the draft Convention.

" (e) In view of the necessity of consulting every State affected, and especially of
the fact that Germany is not taking part in the Conference proceedings, the Bureau
would be empowered to take any steps that might enable it to complete the draft in
respect of all countries.

"It would also rest with the Bureau to convene, when it thought fit, the General
Commission, which would be called upon to take final decisions.

"The six delegations desire to observe that, while endeavouring to combine the various
plans under consideration, they are anxious to maintain a proper balance and a state of
equity. In complete good faith they are asking for concessions from either side. They have
greatly abated their aspirations in the matter of disarmament, and have sought to concentrate
their efforts on preventing rearmament in the air; they have also contemplated an appreciable
enlargement of their contribution to security by placing the question of guarantees for
the execution of the Convention in the forefront.

" Considering that, since action is now essential, they must refrain from doing anything
that might jeopardise the agreement they desire, and making no vain return to the past
and pronouncing no judgment on the question of responsibilities, the six delegations offer
no opinion as to how far any particular attitude by any Government may be justified; they
-desire to ask all the delegations this simple question : If all parties maintain their present
positions, how is an agreement to be reached ?

1 Document Conf.D./C.G.i6I.
2 Document Conf.D.I 57.



77 -

" The six delegations accordingly submit their concerted views to the other delegations
for consideration. Pending such reception as may be given to their suggestions, they reserve
their right to intervene in the course of the discussion in whatever manner they may think
fit. They are attempting in this way to make their contribution to the common task, and they
are firm in their conviction that only an act of prompt and generous solidarity can bring
about the conclusion of a Convention and so contribute to the organisation of peace."

M. LITVINOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that he had been asked by a
number of his colleagues to specify more clearly what action the Soviet delegation wished
the Commission to take.

He was glad to note that the delegates who had spoken after him had made no suggestions
which contradicted his proposals or could in any way replace them, even though the remarks
made about the proposals he had put forward were not as clear as might have been desired.
The speakers seemed to be more inclined to explain the importance of disarmament or to
lament the impossibility of achieving it. In that respect they had said nothing with which
the Soviet delegation could not have agreed. He ventured to think that there was hardly
any delegation which had worked with greater energy during the whole period of the Preparatory
Commission and of the Conference itself in favour of disarmament, explaining its vast and
exceptional importance among the various guarantees of peace. His delegation, too, therefore
shared the feelings of deep regret aroused by the failure of the Conference's efforts to
bring about any measure of disarmament at all.

But when that had been said, the Commission must consider what there still remained
for it to do. It was still faced with the question of what were the practical proposals which it
might profitably, and with some chance of success, busy itself with discussing. He had not
had sufficient time to go through the documents to enable him to reply to M. Sandler
and those delegations in whose name he had spoken. M. Litvinoff could only say that any
question that had been discussed had been discussed without any solution being found, and
again he did not see that the Conference had any better chance of solving those problems now
than at any time before.

Sir John Simon and M. Sandler had suggested a Convention for the prohibition of chemical
warfare. M. Litvinoff would remind delegates that such a Convention had been in existence
since 1925, and was already in force among a number of States, although it had not yet been
ratified by more than ten countries. It was therefore only a question of extending or elaborating
that Convention, and presumably that was what Sir John Simon had in view. But, as it was,
such an extended and elaborated draft of a new Convention already existed and had been
approved by the General Commission. It therefore only remained to prepare the document
itself, and to request the plenipotentiaries of the Governments represented at the Conference
to sign it. M. Litvinoff had no objection to that at all, and he was ready to support Sir John
Simon's suggestion. But any feeling of satisfaction that might be aroused thereby would
unquestionably be increased, if anyone could say whether that obligation would likewise be
adhered to by the countries that had abstained from ratifying the Chemical Warfare
Convention of more limited scope and would be assumed unconditionally by the Government
of a great country absent from the present meeting.

Further, the Commission was offered budgetary publicity. But here again the question
arose whether the obligation of publicity would be accepted by the absent State. As the
Soviet delegation had pointed out on May 29th, the whole complex of disarmament questions,
including those of chemical warfare and budgetary publicity, had this disadvantage-that
these questions required the unconditional acceptance of all more or less important States,
and, if the Commission were to discuss them in the present circumstances, it might at best
prove able to leave behind it merely a number of unfinished symphonies which would not,
however, possess the attractions of Schubert's music.

Consequently, he was ready fully to support the adoption of both the United Kingdom
delegate's proposals. But could the delegations thereafter separate and go home with a
feeling of duty well done ? And, if not, they were still face to face with the dread questions:
What next ? What was to be done ? To those questions no answer could be found in the
statements of the delegates who had spoken so far. Nor could any reply to them be found in
the suggestion for a Permanent Disarmament Commission, since it was just in that sphere of
disarmament that no Commission at the present time was in a position to discuss anything
fruitfully. In principle, he had nothing against the permanence of any Commission whatsoever,
but always provided that it was the permanence of action, not the permanence of inaction.

That was why he had proposed, and now proposed again, that the whole Conference, and
not only one of its Commissions, should be declared permanent and that it should be given
other questions to work upon which served the same aim as disarmament-namely, the
questions of security and of the guarantees of peace. A Commission limited in its functions
only to disarmament excluded all these questions, while a Conference such as he proposed
could concern itself with questions of security and disarmament, with control of the execution
of undertakings entered into in connection with chemical warfare, and likewise with every
other preventive means for the preservation of peace.

Sir John Simon had stated that the security measures which had been discussed at
Geneva in the past, and more particularly in the League of Nations-for instance, the Protocol
of I924-had as a premise a certain reduction of armaments. But, after all, those who
decided might later cancel their decision or vary it. It might also be permitted to ask whether
such decisions had always been strictly observed. The Locarno Agreements, for instance,
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had been adopted as measures of security in I925,- yet they had not been prefaced by
any reduction of armaments. The same might be said of the Briand-Kellogg Pact, which was
also a measure of security. He could refer to other pacts which had not resulted in a reduction
of armaments.

The question arose, Why could not agreements similar to those of Locarno be con-
cluded in I934 ? During the last seven years at Geneva he himself had always energetically
supported disarmament as the preface to security or its accompaniment. The Soviet
delegation had always done everything in its power to bring to a successful conclusion the
labours of the Disarmament Conference. But if the delegations were now forced to the conclusion
that political circumstances in Europe had changed considerably, and that, for reasons beyond
their control, a Disarmament Convention could not be signed, and when they saw that the
danger of war year by year and month by month was not diminishing, but on the contrary was
increasing, did it follow that they must fold their arms in fatalist anticipation of coming
events, and renounce any recourse to other measures apart from disarmament which might
avert or lessen that danger ? Undoubtedly the absence of a Disarmament Convention
would lead to the growth of armaments and, indeed, an armaments race, but would
that growth be greater or smaller, would that race be more rapid or more slow, if the
States, in addition to their own armed forces, could count upon the solidarity and support
of a larger or smaller number of other States ? Would not the very system of security itself
lead to an automatic reduction of armaments, for the participants in that system at any
rate ? It seemed to him that there could be only one reply to these questions.

That was why he proposed, independently of Sir John Simon's suggestions, that the
Political Commission be immediately called together, and that it resume the discussion of the
questions of security at the point at which its work had been interrupted. He need not move
any new definite proposals, since a very great deal could be done within the framework of the
proposals which had already been laid before the Political Commission, and the discussion of
which had already begun and had, indeed, advanced through its preliminary stages. As
for the proposal to change the name of the Conference into that of a Conference of Peace,
and to make it permanent, that decision could obviously be taken only by the plenary meeting
of the Conference, and the General Commission had merely to make a recommendation to
that effect to the plenary meeting. He therefore moved a proposal for that purpose.

Tevfik RUSTtJ Bey (Turkey) desired to submit to the Commission a draft resolution
based on the many pacts and treaties Turkey had signed with various States and on
his Government's sincere desire for peace, a desire which all now recognised. It was
also animated by the spirit of the speeches just made and by Turkey's very great interest
in the success of the work undertaken by the Conference.

He need not comment on the draft resolution, but would simply read it :
"The General Commission,
" Considering that, as the President of the Conference observed in his speech on

May 29 th, the subject of security has ' occupied a prominent place throughout the
proceedings of the Conference; for, if a nation believed itself exposed to the danger of
being overwhelmed in war by a more powerful enemy, it would not refrain from making
the most complete preparation against the danger of attack which its national resources
would permit';

"' And that the whole object of the organisation of the League of Nations is to replace
the protection which every nation expects only from its own armed forces by guarantees
of security provided by an international treaty, which explains the indissoluble bond
created by Article 8 of the Covenant between disarmament and security;

" And that, as was rightly stated in the speech of the President of the Conference,
referred to above, 'unless the principle of a community of nations, upon which the
League Covenant, the Locarno Treaties, and many other similar agreements had been
founded, was genuinely embodied in the Disarmament Convention and made a real
force in international life, it was highly improbable that nations would consent to make
reductions in their armed forces';

"And that, in their recent memorandum, the delegations of Denmark, Spain,
Norway, Sweden and Switzerland laid it down that the Disarmament Convention must
contain certain proposals concerning security;

" And that the first delegate of the United Kingdom stated, in his speech on May
30th, that he agreed to these proposals in principle;

" And that this solicitude for security was likewise expressed by the first delegate
of the United States of America in his speech on May 29th;

" And that this was the preoccupation underlying the whole of the speech delivered
at the same meeting by the first delegate of the Soviet Union, who, after asserting that an
increase in the number of supporters of the definition of aggression already incorporated
in a series of treaties would facilitate the application of other proposals dealing with
security which had been made at the Conference, added: ' There might be new proposals
of a similar character-as, for example, proposals for sanctions of various kinds against
an aggressor, in the meaning of the Briand-Kellogg Pact ', with a graduated scale of such
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