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with the object of encouraging the conclusion of regional pacts, had submitted a draft
resolution on those lines, and that resolution had been unanimously adopted by the Assembly.
Unhappily, it had had no practical consequences. It was not, however, due to any lack of
support from Yugoslavia that that resolution which, according to the Third Committee
of the seventh Assembly, was designed " to promote the development of international
relations in the spirit of mutual confidence and security ", had had no effect.

To-day, as then, the Yugoslav delegation, in complete agreement with the Czechoslovak
and Boumanian delegations, offered its help in the setting up of a system of mutual
assistance. They firmly believed that by taking that line they would be making a most
valuable contribution to the realisation of disarmament by the restoration of mutual
confidence, coupled with equal security for all.

M. KUNZL-JIZERSKY (Czechoslovakia) said that he entirely concurred in the ideas
expounded by M. Fotitch on behalf of the countries of the Petite Entente. He desired to
remind the Commission of the policy mapped out and sustained by . Bene at Geneva
in 1923 when acting as Rapporteur on the treaties of mutual assistance, in 1924 as
Rapporteur on the Protocol, in 1925 as a member of the Locarno Conference, the outcome
of which had been what was purely and exclusively a regional pact of mutual assistance,
and, finally, in 1927 and 1928 as Chairman of the Arbitration and Security Committee
which had worked out the model treaties of collective assistance and had secured their
unanimous adoption by the League Assembly.

The Czechoslovak delegation's argument set out from the belief that there would be no
peace for a continent like Europe until a stable and permanent organisation of peace had
been established, that was to say, until security had been sufficiently guaranteed. It was
believed that a fresh advance had been made in the matter of security by the adoption of a
text concerning the question of non-recourse to force. The Czechoslovak delegation agreed
that that was a very valuable step. Nevertheless, he could not but express his regret that it
contained no sanctions in the event of a breach. If therefore, for the time being, no further
progress could be made in the matter of sanctions, the Pact of Paris and the draft pact of
non-resort to force required a logical conclusion, that was to say, a pact of mutual assistance,
in Europe at any rate.

The Czechoslovak delegation looked on mutual assistance as a sort of mutual insurance
against war. It would of course be desirable if the pact of mutual assistance could be
signed by all the States of Europe, but, taking into account the objections raised by the
representatives of certain countries in the Political Commission, an attempt must be made
to achieve something by beginning with a limited regional pact applicable to one region
only or to a specified number of States. Furthermore, the abstention of the United Kingdom
from any such pact would, to a certain extent, be compensated by the obligations entailed
by the Locarno Treaty, with the result that that country would participate indirectly in the
most serious cases, those which threatened to provoke a general conflict, more particularly
in western Europe.

The Czechoslovak delegation looked on the pact of mutual assistance as the only law
by which the system of hostile groups and the system of alliances could eventually be
abolished in Europe.

AI. Kcinzl-Jizeriky had described mutual assistance as a form of mutual insurance. It
should be added that that insurance would be under the supervision and control of the
League of Nations, a fact which would enhance its efficacy. If it were objected that political
conditions in Europe were not yet ripe for measures of that sort, the answer was that there
were in the history of the League several important instances in which the initial difficulties
had been overcome. He need mention only compulsory arbitration and the Pact of Paris,
the latter of which transcended even the League Covenant, because it outlawed war legally
and politically.

To achieve any aim, a beginning must be made some day and the desire to achieve
was essential. Czechoslovakia, in common with the entire Petite Entente, warmly hoped
that the pact of mutual assistance would materialise. It would co-operate sincerely in
that work and, to that end, after conferring with a number of delegations, had submitted a
draft resolution to the Political Commission.l That draft might be taken as a basis of
discussion. Czechoslovakia considered mutual assistance indispensable both to her own
security and to that of her neighbours and to the general peace of Europe. It regarded
it also as an essential condition to the limitation of armaments on the continent of Europe.

Colonel RIAZI (Persia) said that his delegation was not hrequired to take part in the
discussion on European security. He wished, however, to thank the Soviet delegate for his
remarks concerning the need for making the definition of the aggressor universal in scope.
Persia would not object to a definition being worked out provisionally for Europe, but it
would insist that there must not be two weights and measures. If a text were adopted on
the subject, the definition of the aggressor must apply to all continents without distinction.

M. NADOLNY (Germany) said that, while stressing once again its view that the most
important factor in security was general disarmament and the adjustment or, to use the
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technical term of the present Conference, the perequation of armaments, the German
delegation had signified its willingness to go beyond the pact of non-resort to force and to
consider the possibility of adopting, in addition to the numerous existing guarantees, other
measures which would complete the regime of contractual security. In this order of ideas,
he would venture to submit a few comments on the French proposal for mutual assistance.

In his remarks on February 2nd' dealing with the French plan as a whole, he had raised
the question whether an organisation of the kind outlined in the French plan was realisable
within the limited framework of Europe, still more of continental Europe. That question
naturally acquired greater importance from the fact that several European States had
declared that they could not accede to the proposed pact. Owing to the interdependence
and overlapping existing between the interests of the various States to-day, the question
of the organisation of peace could not, for reasons inherent in its nature, be settled, in
his opinion, except on a very wide basis. That was notably true of a pact by which the
signatories bound themselves to take, in case of an aggression, specific coercive measures
against the country designated as the aggressor, since the application of such coercive
measures always raised the question of the eventual attitude of the States not parties to
the pact when faced with such a situation.

There was another consideration, one that had an even closer bearing on the suggestion
for regional political pacts - the political effect which would result from each creation of
a group of States. Two possibilities must be contemplated in that connection. There
might be groups of States bound to one another by common interests and having no
fundamental divergencies. These States might undertake to assist one another mutually
in the event of one of them being attacked by a State not belonging to the group. The
importance of such a pact would therefore reside in its external effect. In actual fact,
however, it would be merely a modernised form of the pre-war alliances, even if it were
formally incorporated in the general fabric of the League. Agreements of that kind
naturally produced among the non-participating countries the feeling of a menace, and
that feeling might lead to the formation of counter-groups and to a scission among the
Members of the League.

M. Nadolny considered that a development of that sort would not contribute to the
peace of the world and would be at variance with the idea and object of the League. It
should, therefore, he thought, be ruled out entirely.

But a system grouping several European States and regulating mutual assistance in the
event of one of the States signatories being attacked by another signatory, so that the
agreement would make no provision for the case of a dispute with a non-participating
State would, he thought, meet with certain objections. One of them was as follows:
The decision, in the case of an armed conflict, as to whether there had been an aggression
and who was the aggressor always involved a complicated and delicate enquiry. To
pronounce on the aggressive or defensive attitude of the States engaged in a dispute,
account must necessarily be had to the whole body of problems forming the subject of
the dispute. Experience had proved that that was so. Again, the assistance granted
to the attacked State by the other States entailed serious responsibilities. Another
point to be borne in mind was the effects which such military acts might have outside the
circle of countries which had signed the pact. Countries with limited means and which
were poorly armed would certainly hesitate to assume such responsibilities unless they
were led by one or more stronger States. Every system of mutual assistance must then,
he thought, always be organised in such a way as to rule out the possibility that the national
interests of a single State or group of States became one of the decisive elements. This
object - namely, the avoidance of any preponderance of individual national interests -
would be achieved with greater certainty if the system of security were general or universal.
As against that, the smaller the number of countries participating in such arrangements,
the more difficult it would be to realise the conditions he had just mentioned.

He would confine himself for the moment to the foregoing general remarks. The
German delegation had no objection to the proposals that had been made with regard to
the method of subsequent discussion.

The PRESIDENT hoped that at the next meeting it would be possible to complete the
discussion to the extent of appointing a Committee to consider the whole of the proposals
put forward. In that event, he would suggest that the Commission should then open
a separate discussion, as suggested by M. Dovgalevsky, on the definition of the aggressor.

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

1 See Minutes of the twenty-ninth meeting of the General Commission, page 220.
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SEVENTH MEETING

Held on Tuesday, March 7th, 1933, at 3.30 p.m.

President: The Right Honourable A. HENDERSON.

9. QUESTION OF A PACT OF MUTUAL ASSISTANCE : GENERAL DISCUSSION (continuation).

M. DE MASIREVICH (Hungary) said that, generally speaking, the Hungarian delegation
wished to co-operate in any effort to bring about a universal agreement for mutual assistance
with a view to security. It believed, however, that, if the attainment of this purpose were
possible, it could be reached only on the following conditions:

Firstly, it must not be forgotten that the best guarantee of equal security lay in
disarmament, in the equalisation of forces which was the principal task of the Conference.

Secondly, the problem of the organisation of peace ought to be solved on a universal
basis and not be limited to certain parts of the world. Partial or limited solutions in this
matter could hardly promote the development of an atmosphere of confidence. On the
contrary, it was to be feared that they would in all probability lead in the opposite direction,
that was to say, back to the old system of hostile coalitions which, as history showed, had
always ended in war.

Thirdly, there could be no doubt whatever that any kind of peace organisation ought
to serve the cause of peaceful evolution and not be destined to the maintenance of a state
of affairs which would prove to be an obstruction to the peaceful coexistence of nations.
That seemed to be only the logical consequence of the well-known principles contained in
the Covenant.

Fourthly, absolute guarantees ought to be established in virtue of which any inter-
national force would be used only for international purposes, any possibility that parts of
national forces destined for international purposes would be used in any other way being
categorically excluded. Positive guarantees should be created, moreover, to ensure that,
if the necessity arose, the international force would be able to enter freely into action and
would be strong enough to fight efficaciously against even the strongest military Powers.

Fifthly, systems of alliance incompatible with the idea of the Covenant and of inter-
nationally organised peace should be renounced as instruments of national policy. It
might be well to recall that that very question had been discussed at length in the
Assembly in 1921 and 1923, and that, in that connection, the delegations, and later the
Governments, of a considerable number of States had deliberately opposed such alliances
of a particular or partial character, pointing out their incompatibility with the pacific
principles of the Covenant and the menace which they constituted for peace in general.

M. RUTGERS (Netherlands) thought that it would be difficult for the Members of the
League to reject the principle of mutual assistance, for it appeared in the Covenant itself,
not, it was true, as a fixed and absolute rule to be applied in all cases that might occur,
but as one that was to operate in certain specific cases.

The Commission was at present discussing the extension of the application of that
principle. This extension might be visualised in various ways. The French memorandum,
for instance, contemplated the action that could be taken in the event of a breach of the
Pact of Paris ; the Powers concerned would confer as promptly as possible with a view to
appealing to public opinion and agreeing upon the steps to be taken. Such a consultation
between the Powers might be regarded as an extension of the principle of mutual assistance.

The subject of discussion at the moment was that of strict application, in accordance
with rules settled beforehand, under a definite convention and based on a stricter definition
of the aggressor. With regard to that definition, M. Rutgers had nothing to add to what
the Netherlands Foreign Minister had said during the general discussion of the French
plan. '

The suggestion for the extension of the principle of mutual assistance was made with
a view to the quasi-automatic application of that principle by very precise methods
determined in advance. The Netherlands delegation felt some difficulty in reposing so
much confidence in formulas by which the application of the principle of mutual assistance

1 See Minutes of the thirty-second meeting of the General Commission, page 243.
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would be regulated in advance in so precise and strict a manner, for all cases that might
arise. Speaking generally, the powers of legislators did not at the present time inspire
public opinion with so great a measure of confidence. The opinion held by legislators was
that all cases that might arise were regulated in advance by the provisions they introduced,
in such a way that the judge would be able to apply the law automatically. The tendency
of the present day was rather to regard as " good judges " only those who did not feel
themselves unduly bound by legal texts.

Would it be possible to regulate in advance the application of the sanctions entailed
by the mutual assistance contemplated? Would it be possible to regulate in advance
so serious and extreme a measure by providing for its automatic application?

M. Rutgers would refer to one of the resolutions of the 1928 Assembly relating to the
application of the articles of the Covenant. The resolution said that the various studies
constituted "a useful piece of work which, without proposing a hard-and-fast procedure
in time of emergency, and without adding to or detracting from the rights and
duties of the Members of the League, provides valuable indications as to the possibilities
offered by the different articles of the Covenant, and as to the way in which they may be
applied, without prejudice " M. Rutgers would emphasise this point - " to the different
modes of procedure which the infinite variety of possible eventualities may render necessary
in practice ". That was a point that must never be forgotten. Practice offered an infinite
variety of methods.

When the case for assistance arose, it would always be desirable that the Powers should
confer on the action to be taken, but in that case their attitude would not depend on the
texts that might have been agreed after long discussion or on definitions that might have
been laboriously worked out. In such an emergency, in such an hour of extreme gravity,
the decision would depend on the question whether the political principle represented by
mutual assistance was a living reality or not. If it were a living reality, the principle would
be applied; otherwise, it would not.

M. Rutgers would leave aside the question of the majority decisions of the Council
which were intended to ensure the quasi-automatic application of assistance. The Nether-
lands Foreign Minister had dealt with that point in the General Commission. He would,
however, recall once again the very serious objection which the Netherlands would have to
signing a convention on mutual assistance limited to the States of the European continent.
He was not sure whether the draft resolution presented by the Greek, Yugoslav, Rouma-
nian, Czechoslovak and Finnish delegations' contemplated a pact limited to those States.
The fact that the proposal had been brought forward at the present juncture might be
taken as reason for thinking that it was bound up with the French proposal. The text,
however, did not contain the word " continent ". In the Netherlands view, the abstention
of the United Kingdom at the moment of concluding such a pact would be a serious objection.
How would it be possible to justify a convention for European assistance, from which the
United Kingdom was omitted? Could it be justified by the fact that the sea divided the
British Isles from the continent of Europe? If so, was it true to say that, so far as assistance
was concerned, England was separated from the continent, whereas Czechoslovakia and
Switzerland were not? In modern times, the sea could not, from the point of view of
military assistance, be regarded as an element of separation.

He supposed that the reason why the United Kingdom had been omitted was that
given in a 1928 resolution, that concerning the submission and recommendation of the
model treaties of non-aggression and mutual assistance. The resolution concluded with the
following words: " Hopes that they may serve as a basis for States wishing to conclude treaties
of this sort". If it were desired to form a group of the States wishing to conclude such
conventions, it was of course quite conceivable that the mind would not turn to the United
Kingdom first of all; but, if it were desired to draw a dividing-line between the States
wishing and those not wishing to conclude such conventions, he did not think that the
limits to be adopted could be those of the continent of Europe.

With regard to the draft resolution before the Commission, TA. Rutgers came to the
following conclusion. Under point (a), the resolution said, " The Commission decides to
accept immediately the principle of a pact of mutual assistance ". He was acquainted
with the principle of mutual assistance, but not with the principle of a pact of mutual
assistance. There were many pacts, and their significance differed according to the
signatories; in particular, according to whether they were signed by the United Kingdom
or not.

It followed that the Netherlands delegate could not vote for the present draft
resolution, and, in fact, he wondered whether a small committee appointed to prepare a
text would be of any use, unless there was an assurance, not only that there would be a
majority in its favour in the Political Commission, but also that such a pact could be
established.

In conclusion, the Netherlands delegation would not refuse its signature - far from
it-to a pact of mutual assistance. That would not be the correct inference to draw from
the objections he had just put forward. There might be certain advantages in such a pact,
and they had been mentioned in the Commission - more especially that such a pact would
make it possible to bring about a measure of disarmament transcending the hopes which
there had been ground for entertaining hitherto. Another advantage, that mentioned by

1 Document Conf.D./C.P.13.
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the Czechoslovak delegate, was that the pact might to away with 'alliances. For the
moment, the position hardly seemed clear enough to make it possible to pronounce on the
principle of a pact of mutual assistance, until it was known what pact was in mind.

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) pointed out that, when he had spoken after the French
delegate at the previous meeting of the Political Commission, he had suggested that the
Soviet delegation's proposal should be considered on a European basis and in relation to
the Convention to strengthen the Means of preventing War. Neither of his suggestions
had been approved by the Soviet delegation. He had put them forward because the
Commission had already taken a general decision whereby it agreed to discuss questions
relating to assistance and security first on a European basis and then on a world basis.
He realised, however, that it would be advisable to discuss the question of the definition of
the aggressor before touching on the more general problem of pacts of mutual assistance.
That being so, the Commission might perhaps depart from the rule that it was to deal first
with questions relating to Europe, and discuss immediately questions of a world character,
such as that of the definition of the aggressor.

M. de Madariaga felt, however, that the Commission would be well advised, when,
after defining the aggressor on a world basis, it came to consider the problem of assistance
and security from the European standpoint, to bring that definition into relation with the
Convention to strengthen the Means of preventing War, an instrument which, in his
opinion, was indispensable if pacts of mutual assistance were to be concluded.

He saw no objection to the Commission first studying the definition of the aggressor
from a world standpoint and then examining, on a European basis, the pacts of mutual
assistance in relation with the Convention for strengthening the Means of preventing
War.

M. FELDMANS (Latvia) said that the Latvian delegation was grateful to the French
delegation for having brought up again the old question of the necessity for a pact of mutual
assistance. Such a pact was the logical outcome of all the League's work in regard to the
organisation of peace. Latvia had always supported that idea. As far back as 1923 she
had accepted the draft Convention on Mutual Assistance; a year later, in 1924, she had
signed the Geneva Protocol, always with the same desire for the establishment in international
relations of a balanced system of law and justice, under which, as in any well-organised
State, any infringement of the law immediately called forth the concerted action of all
the public authorities. In that connection it must be realised that, the stronger the force
designed to compel respect for law, the less often would that force be required to intervene
-indeed, it might never be required to do so. That was why the universality of a pact
of mutual assistance must be the first and essential condition. But if, for various reasons,
it was not possible to contemplate a world pact, Latvia was prepared to accept the principle
of a European treaty. At the same time Latvia - as the French delegation had done in
its plan - must make her final accession contingent on the accession of a sufficient number
of other Powers, due account being taken of their importance and their geographical
situation in relation to herself.

As to the draft resolution submitted by the Greek, Yugoslav, Roumanian, Czechoslovak
and Finnish delegations, Latvia would vote in favour of the motion on condition that the
necessary amendments were made in the text of the 1928 Convention so as to bring it into
harmony with the spirit of the French plan. In many respects, that Convention was
inadequate and defective. To quote one such defect, it provided for assistance only if
the aggressor was one of the States parties to the Covenant. The French plan, on the
other hand, did not embody that limitation, and rightly so, for it would deprive the idea
of assistance of any real significance. M. Feldmans did not propose to deal with other
deficiencies in the 1928 Convention, for he felt sure that the small Drafting Committee
proposed in the draft resolution would make every effort to submit an adequate text.

That Committee should also examine the possibility of incorporating in the Convention
the Belgian draft1 on the procedure for investigation, which was of essential importance
in the general framework of the pact.

Lastly, a proposal had been submitted by the Soviet delegation.2 The Commission
would realise the special interest taken by Latvia in such a proposal, put forward by a
great Power with which she had a common frontier. The Latvian Government had highly
appreciated the scope of the Soviet draft resolution and the feelings by which the Soviet
Government had been actuated. By its draft, the Soviet Union condemned anew any
policy of violence and proposed at the same time a practical means of designating the
aggressor.

Without prejudice to the question whether the Soviet proposal should or should not
be incorporated in the pact of mutual assistance, the Latvian delegation was prepared to
support it and would be happy to find that other delegations shared its view.

Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom) said that, since several delegations, in the earlier stages
of the debate, had been kind enough to make reference to the position of the United Kingdom
in this connection, it would perhaps seem ungracious of him not to make any reply, even

1 Document Conf.D./C.P.12.
2 Document Conf.D./C.G.38 (see Minutes of the General Commission, page 237).
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though he feared that the little he could say would add nothing to the stock of knowledge
already possessed by the Political Commission as to the attitude of his Government on this
question.

The Political Commission was now engaged upon a special problem which had figured
largely in post-war history, the significance of which in present-day international relations
it would be impossible for anyone to deny. Quite rightly, therefore, in his judgment, the
important Chapter III of the French plan 1 contained provisions which dealt fully and
faithfully with the problem.

The problem as it now presented itself to the Political Commission was surely the
following: Was there anything that continental Europe could do by mutually undertaking
to further a sense of international confidence and to render at once easier and speedier the
reduction of armaments?

His Majesty's Government in the United Kingdom had more than once made plain
its attitude towards what was now called the continental pact. As a Power geographically
situated on the fringe of Europe, and possessed of important and varied interests in widely
scattered portions of the earth, it was clearly impossible for the United Kingdom to view
this problem in precisely the same perspective as a continental Power.

Here, perhaps, he might be allowed to make one or two brief observations on the
speech of the Netherlands delegate, to which he had just listened with such interest. The
delegate of the Netherlands, with very considerable debating skill, had tried to prove that
the United Kingdom formed a part of the continent of Europe. Mr. Eden bowed to his
arguments, but could not bow to his geography. Despite all that his eloquence, or
Mr. Eden's, could contrive, the Channel would still be there. Still less could any argu-
ments that could be contrived in the Political Commission in any way influence the point
of view which the United Kingdom had always sought to maintain in relation not only to
its European responsibilities but to its wider responsibilities elsewhere.

The United Kingdom delegation maintained that His Majesty's Government in the
United Kingdom had done what it could and what it should to promote security in Europe.
It had shouldered that responsibility at Locarno seven years ago. It would not, therefore
- and Mr. Eden must make this plain - be possible for the United Kingdom Government
to extend that responsibility by joining in a continental pact such as was outlined in
Chapter III of the French plan. In fact, it was fortunately not asked to do so, and he
would therefore like to say how much his delegation appreciated the understanding of the
position of the United Kingdom revealed by the French plan, which limited the measure
of security it sought to achieve in its innermost circle to that which might be realised
among the nations of continental Europe.

There was now, however, also before the Political Commission a proposal accepting,
in principle, a suggestion for a European pact of mutual assistance. That proposal had
been put forward by the Greek and four other delegations. It was not clear from the
terms of the proposal, but Mr. Eden presumed that the word " European" signified, in
its context, the continent of Europe, and that the United Kingdom would not be asked
to participate in the pact, any more than it was asked to participate in the innermost circle
of the French plan. The proposal put forward by the five delegations would presumably be
likewise limited to the Powers of continental Europe. The interpretation Mr. Eden ventured
to place on this most interesting proposal was reinforced by the observations made at the
previous meeting by the delegate of Czechoslovakia, which country was, of course, itself
one of the authors of the proposal.

Mr. Eden felt that it would be something of an intrusion on the part of his delegation
to offer advice to others in respect to obligations which it was not itself prepared to under-
take. None the less, in the light of the obligations to which the delegate of Czechoslovakia
had drawn specific attention - the obligations shouldered by the United Kingdom at
Locarno - he might at least be permitted to say that engagements on similar lines might
well bring appeasement to other continental countries that sought the greater confidence
which an increased sense of security commanded. The immediate task of the Political
Commission was to discuss that part of the problem of security, both in the French plan
and in the programme of work submitted by His Majesty's Government, 2 that related
to Europe. It was now at work upon the inner circle of the security programme. Admittedly,
of course, that was by no means the only circle. At a later stage, it would be the
Commission's duty to consider what its attitude should be to the outer circle of the French
plan. The United Kingdom delegation would then be ready and willing to consider that
problem. In the meanwhile there seemed to be wisdom in the suggestion that the
immediate problem, in all its aspects, should be further examined in a committee of
continental European States, where the more rapidly, no doubt, those States would be able
to record the measure of agreement which they were able at once to realise.

Colonel LANSKOBONSKIS (Lithuania) observed that there were two schools of thought:
it was maintained on the one hand that no satisfactory results could be obtained in regard
to disarmament unless equitable solutions were found in the matter of security, and, on the
other hand, that the guarantees of security had already been enhanced so considerably
that there was no longer any reason to make disarmament contingent on further legal or
political guarantees.

I Document Conf.D.146
2 Document Conf.D.154.
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The one party maintained that the various undertakings in force, considered as
instruments in the organisation of peace, were not sufficient, since no certainty existed that
resort would not be had to force. To create real security, it was necessary, it was claimed,
to consider the possibility of the violation of international undertakings, and there must
be some guarantee that collective force could be employed against the aggressor State.

In point of fact, the present international undertakings offered no such guarantees.
From that standpoint the League Covenant was still the most effective instrument.
Unfortunately, it was not sufficiently effective; and its failure in that respect was due
to the lack of organisation in regard to what were known as sanctions, because those
which were provided for in theory were very difficult to apply in practice.

Only the sanctions of an economic character were compulsory. It must be recognised
that, apart from the technical difficulties of organising such sanctions, the application
of an economic blockade was closely bound up with the employment of military forces
on the frontier, the participation of the navy, and other similar measures. Economic
sanctions, therefore, were not conceivable without the application of military sanctions,
which were not compulsory. The Council could only make recommendations, and the
States concerned were free to accept them or not.

By way of example, suppose the States concerned agreed to take part in joint action
against a Covenant-breaking State. Of what practical value would the decision concerning
the principle of collective intervention be in such a case? In the first place, such
intervention could only take place after a long interval of time. The reasons were as
follows : First, the Council itself would have to meet, and decide whether there was reason
to employ armed sanctions, and, in accordance with its decision, address its recommenda-
tions to Members of the League. The Governments of the various countries would, in their
turn, have to examine the recommendations thus submitted and decide whether they
should accept them or no. And since, in modern times, there were no absolute monarchies,
the Governments alone could not commit their country to war, and the question would
have to be submitted to Parliament, where further deliberations would delay the final
solution.

Considered from the international standpoint, a whole series of difficulties would
arise, since a divergence of view and of interests would soon appear between the States
which were to engage in joint action. All those various divergencies and difficulties
would have to be settled. How long would that phase of diplomatic action last?

The real value of such recommendations was very relative. Would the States invited
to participate in a common action be ready, when faced with all those difficulties and the
dire realities of war, to follow the Council's recommendations? Obviously, those States
which did decide to take part in such joint action would do so in their own immediate
interests rather than, to employ the solemn formula, in order to ensure "respect for
international undertakings ".

If, however, everything proceeded satisfactorily, if all the decisions were taken and
if the diplomatic action of the Council resulted in the framing of an international policy
of war, was that the end? Not at all - for the most important thing was the co-ordination
of effort on the military front. The various moral and material difficulties attending a
war of coalition were notorious, ranging from the organisation of a single command and
the framing of the plan of campaign to the allocation of the means of warfare.

There must be no illusion that there would simply be a minor expedition - such as
had formerly been sent to America or Asia- towards which several countries, by joint
agreement, would contribute a few divisions in order to punish a guilty State. On the
contrary, it would be a modern war, with all the means that were at the belligerents'
disposal and all the problems resulting therefrom: plans of operations, concentration,
transport, supplies, mobilisation of all national resources and, above all, the co-ordination
of effort in a war of coalition.

Even admitting that the majority of those problems were provided for in the Council's
"recommendations " or settled during the period of diplomatic action, that would not
hasten the arrival of the means of warfare in the field. Mobilisation would be necessary
and the forces thus mobilised must be despatched to the scene of action. Months would
pass before the joint forces of the coalition could take action against the aggressor State.
The latter - need it be added? - would only be aggressive if it felt sufficiently strong
to impose its will by violence. During all that time, what would become of the State the
victim of aggression?

So far, the organisation of joint action under the Covenant had not been satisfactory.
That was perhaps one of the reasons why, very wisely, the Council had hitherto abstained
from recommending collective intervention, although there had already been several
victims of unjust aggression, Lithuania unhappily being a case in point.

Several endeavours to improve the organisation for the enforcement of sanctions had
been unsuccessful. The States, uncertain of their security, still made the question of dis-
armament conditional on fresh guarantees of security in the form of a pact of mutual
assistance. The judicious organisation of a system of assistance, an organisation which
would make good the gaps in the Covenant, would undoubtedly constitute real progress
from the standpoint of security.

Lithuania was prepared to go as far as possible in that direction. She was ready to
vote in favour of the principle of mutual assistance and to examine the details of application,
but subject to the condition that the system adopted should not weaken, instead of
strengthening, the provisions of the Covenant and should not in actual fact be restricted
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to a limited number of States. Otherwise, it would simply be a new form of alliance which,
as M. Nadolny has so rightly remarked, might lead to a counter-alliance and a schism in
the League of Nations.

Again, the solution of the problem of security must obviously depend on international
confidence, which, in the Lithuanian delegation's view, was the real basis for disarmament.
If the hypothesis were accepted a priori that international undertakings not to resort to
force might be violated, then it could also be admitted that other undertakings, in particular,
those relating to mutual assistance, might also be disregarded. What sort of guarantees
were contemplated against this latter form of violationS

While holding the view that the degree of security implied by any pact of mutual
assistance must depend, as IM. de Madariaga had rightly said at the last meeting, on the
amount of detail it contained, the number of contingencies for which it provided and the
extent to which it was of world application, the Lithuanian delegate did not consider that
the cause of disarmament need depend solely on the adoption of such a pact.

The Lithuanian delegation had already had occasion to state that disarmament was
itself one of the factors of security - perhaps the most effective -- especially qualitative
disarmament. Lithuania, whose armaments weighed lightly in the general scale, was
willing, moreover, to disarm unconditionally, but only on the basis of universality.

As a partial solution of the problem, in the sphere of the organisation of peace, Lithuania
much appreciated the Soviet proposals concerning the definition of the aggressor and
desired, in that connection, to support the Latvian delegate's declaration.

M. POLITIS (Greece) offered a few remarks on behalf of the five delegations which had
submitted the draft resolution.

He would say first to Mr. Eden that the authors of the draft resolution, having entirely
understood and borne in mind the United Kingdom delegation's previous statements,
were not inspired by any hope that the United Kingdom would be able to assume any
obligations in addition to those it had already undertaken.

The word " continental ", which, of course, would have to appear in the draft resolution
when it was a question of a pact of mutual assistance, had not been omitted through
inadvertence, but because it had been thought that, while adhering to its position, the
United Kingdom delegation might perhaps feel able to help in the work which would thus
be put in hand on behalf of the States comprising the continent of Europe.

There were certain obligations, indeed, which had already been taken and which were
not in any way challenged. There were even some of very recent date. They were not
yet final, but they were accepted in principle, notably the renunciation of resort to force,
which could, in one way or another, be embodied in or accompany the continental security
pact. That would be a moral, and even a political, addition of inestimable value to
that pact.

To M. Rutgers, who had said he could understand the principle of mutual assistance,
but not the principle of a pact of mutual assistance, M. Politis would reply that, according
to the intentions of the authors of the draft resolution, the Commission would be invited
to pronounce on the principle of the expediency of concluding a pact of mutual assistance
among the States of the European continent. There was no need for any long explanations
to remind those who might perhaps have forgotten it of the desirability of such a step on
the part of the European continental States.

Exactly five years ago, the Arbitration and Security Committee, which had met at
Prague to prepare certain work that was to be examined later by the Committee, then
by the Preparatory Commission and lastly by the League Assembly, had begun with what
he might term a balance-sheet of the situation. In a report which attempted to estimate
the value at that time of the security existing among the Members of the League there
occurred the following phrase summing up the situation: " . . the guarantees contained
in Article 16 of the Covenant were vague as regards their principle and fortuitous as regards
their application ". He did not think that, in the past five years, anything had occurred
to invalidate the accuracy of this finding by the Committee on Arbitration and Security.
It was precisely because the guarantees contained in Article 16 of the Covenant and
governing the application of Article 8 - for the latter article enjoined the reduction of
armaments to the level compatible with security - were not precise in their principle or
certain in their application, and because experience had perhaps shown that it was useless
to hope that these rules could be strengthened on the universal plane, that it had been
resolved to attempt to reinforce them in the European sphere.

At the present juncture, the question was of vital importance, because it might
determine a greater or smaller measure of armaments reduction. That, indeed, was the
crux of the question. It was in that spirit that the French plan had put forward the idea of a
pact of mutual assistance among the European continental countries, and the draft
resolution summed up the views held by the five delegations.

The authors of the draft were asking the Commission to recognise that it would be
expedient to consider whether it was possible to establish between the continental States
a pact which would confer greater precision on the guarantees in the League Covenant and
facilitate their application. That was one way by which the means of preventing war
could be enhanced, since mention was made of sanctions and the ultimate hypothesis in
mind was the terrible possibility that war would be waged with the object of punishing anyone
who waged it. In fact, if there were a sound system of sanctions, one in which it was
possible really to believe, that would be the best preventive means, and there would be
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ground for hoping that countries which were tempted to venture on war would thereby be
prevented from doing so, owing to the enormous risks to which they would be exposed.
When the Committee which it was proposed to set up came to consider the details of what
could be embodied in a continental pact of security or mutual assistance, it would be
necessary, as M. Paul-Boncour had suggested at the last meeting, to consider a number of
questions in succession.

The first would be the point which the Commission had already settled in principle for
the countries of the European continent, while at the same time reserving the possible
extension of that principle to the universal sphere - namely, the renunciation of resort to
force in any circumstances. The next would be, in accordance with the Soviet delegation's
suggestions, the definition of the aggressor. Thirdly would come, in accordance with the
ideas advocated by the Belgian delegation, the practical details for establishing the fact of
aggression. Fourthly, there would be the question of the Council's powers in this matter
- namely, whether the system of the League Covenant should be retained as it stood, or
whether, for the purposes of the European continental countries, it would be desirable to
advance a little further and to render more elastic the rules in the Covenant. Lastly, there
was the very difficult, but highly important, question of the means of action that would be
brought into play for the fulfilment of the pledge of mutual assistance. These means of
action might be manifold. They might be purely national, such as those mentioned in
certain instruments at present in force, in which the United Kingdom Government had
participated. There might be others of an international character; that was to say, there
might be cases in which co-operation would be restricted to forces which would be determined
in advance, which would be specified in the pact of mutual assistance itself, and which each
of the contracting parties would undertake, in case of necessity, to place at the disposal
of the community.

Such were the various questions which arose. They deserved very serious study.
At the present stage, it would be at any rate illogical if the organs of any conference whose
aim was the great reform represented by the reduction of armaments should fail to make
a serious and loyal attempt to discover what might be practically possible.

Ml. MOTTA (Switzerland) would be glad, before the vote, to explain the Swiss delegation's
attitude on point (a) of the draft resolution.

Since the beginning of the sixteenth century, the international status of the Swiss
Confederation had been and still was that of perpetual neutrality. That neutrality
had been recognised as being in conformity with the true interests of Europe. It had
been solemnly confirmed by the League Council in London on February 13th, 1920.
According to the London declaration, the Swiss Confederation preserved its military
neutrality intact. Any pact of assistance, if it meant for Switzerland an obligation to give
military help or to apply economic sanctions in excess of those stipulated and defined, as to
their nature and conditions, by Article 16 of the League Covenant, would place Switzerland
in a position of conflict with the status which had been conferred upon her and which the
other States had recognised.

The Swiss delegation, therefore, would be obliged to abstain from voting on the
principle of a pact of assistance to which it could not be a party. It was, however, almost
superfluous to add that if a pact for the purposes of assistance was capable of really strength-
ening the guarantees already contained in the Pact of Paris, and more particularly in the
Covenant, and thus contributing to improve the general conditions of security and to
facilitate a substantial reduction of armaments, Switzerland, like all other countries, would
feel the utmost satisfaction.

The PRESIDENT then put to the vote the first part of the resolution submitted by the
Greek, Yugoslav, Boumanian, Czechoslovak and Finnish delegations amended, with their
consent, by the insertion of the words in italics:

"In view of the special situation of Europe with regard to the problem of general
security;

" Considering that a European continental pact of mutual assistance based on
the proposals of the Committee on Arbitration and Security approved by the Assembly
of the League of Nations in 1928 would increase existing security for all European
nations without exception;

" Considering that such an organisation of peace would permit substantial general
disarmament:

" The Political Commission,

" (a) Decides to accept immediately the principle of a European continental pact
of mutual assistance; "

Fourteen delegations voted in favour of and five against this part of the resolution.

The PRESIDENT thought there could be no dispute about the second part of the
resolution:

" (b) Appoints a small committee to prepare a text as rapidly as possible for
discussion by the Commission."
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He therefore suggested that the Committee be composed of M. Politis, as Chairman,
and the delegates of Belgium, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany,
Hungary, Italy, Poland, Spain, Turkey and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.

M. DI SORAGNA (Italy) said that, as he had voted against the draft resolution,
he did not feel that the presence of an Italian delegate in the Committee would be of any
value. He therefore asked the President to excuse the Italian delegation from taking part
in the Committee's work.

M. DOVGALEVSKY (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) also declined the honour
of taking part in the Committee's work. He pointed out that the Soviet Union was astride
two continents, Europe and Asia. It could not, therefore, consider itself as a European
State only. For that reason, M. Dovgalevsky had not voted against the proposal, but had
abstained. He did not, however, think that his presence in the Committee would be
of any use.

M. NADOLNY (Germany) said that, after the statements of the United Kingdom
delegate, it might already have been anticipated that there would be some difficulty in
proceeding with the work on the proposal of the five Powers, even though it were admitted
that the United Kingdom might subsequently co-operate. In view, however, of the
statements just made by the delegates of Italy and the Soviet Union, it was hardly likely,
at the moment, that the proposal of the five Powers would lead to positive results. For
that reason, the German delegation asked that it should be allowed to attend the Committee
as an observer only.

M. DE MfASIREVICH (Hungary) fully shared M. Nadolny's point of view and stated that,
like the German delegation, the Hungarian delegation would follow the Committee's work
as an observer.

M. Pierre COT (France) made a proposal which would, he hoped, be acceptable to the
delegates who had just indicated that they did not desire to take part in the Committee's
work.

The Commission had just considered the question of the pact of mutual assistance.
That question formed part of a vaster problem, that of security. Connected with this
problem were other questions and other proposals, in particular two which M. Politis had
mentioned: namely, M. Bourquin's proposal and the proposal of the delegate of the Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics. The work of the Committee just constituted might therefore
be suspended until the General Commission had had an exchange of views on these two
proposals, and then perhaps M. Nadolny and the delegates of Italy, the Soviet Union and
Hungary would no longer see any objection to attending the Committee to which the
detailed application of these various proposals would be referred and which would be a
drafting committee. If the different questions connected with the problem of security
were thus studied in the same Committee, it might be possible to avoid the slight dispute
that seemed to be threatening the meeting, and which it was in the interests of all the
delegates to avert in order that their work might continue as rapidly as possible.

M. DI SORAGNA (Italy) supported M. Pierre Cot's proposal. In those circumstances,
the Italian delegation was prepared to take part in all discussions, either in the Political
Commission or in any technical committee that might be appointed for that purpose.
Naturally, it made a reservation similar to that expressed a few days previously by
M. Dovgalevsky with regard to the connection between the studies of such committees
and the plan for European continental assistance.

M. NADOLNY (Germany) said that the German delegation was, of course, also prepared
to take part in the discussion on the Soviet and Belgian proposals, either in the Political
Commission, or in any other commission. He fully concurred in the explanations of his
Italian colleague.

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) said he no longer desired to speak, as M. Pierre Cot had
expressed exactly what he had intended to say.

M. DE MASIREVICH (Hungary) fully concurred in the observations of the delegates
of Italy and Germany.

M. IDOVGALEVSKY (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) considered that the discussion
should take place in the Political Commission itself.

With regard to the scope of the Soviet delegation's suggested declaration as to the
definition of the aggressor, he fully supported the reservation M. di Soragna had just
made.



- 47 -

Mi. FOTITCH (Yugoslavia) was very glad that M. Pierre Cot's proposal had met with
almost unanimous approval. The Yugoslav delegation supported that proposal. It was
understood that this procedure did not in any way exclude the study of the plan for mutual
assistance already approved in principle by the Political Commission.

The PRESIDENT thought the Commission seemed disposed, on the whole, to accept
M. Pierre Cot's proposal. He himself had intended that, after the Soviet and Belgian
proposals had been discussed, all these proposals should be referred to the Committee
appointed to consider the question of mutual assistance. He felt that the Commission was
in a difficulty with regard to two points: first, it was trying to do in the inner ring what a
good many delegations felt should apply equally to the outer ring, and, secondly, it was
taking separately questions that really belonged to a whole chapter of proposals that ought
to be associated with the question of security. The best solution would probably be to
postpone the appointment of the Committee until the Soviet delegation's proposal with
regard to the definition of aggression and the Belgian proposal had been discussed. All
these questions could then, perhaps, be referred to the same Committee which would be
asked to report back to the Political Commission.

AI. DOVGALEVSKY (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) desired to say that he had no
objection to the President's proposal and was very willing to adopt the order of work he
had suggested - namely, that the Commission should begin its examination of all these
complicated problems by discussing the Soviet proposal. But he must again point out
that the Soviet proposal was intended to be universal in its scope. It must therefore be
studied in a drafting committee from which representatives other than those of the
countries of the European continent were not shut out. Subject to this reservation, he
supported the President's proposal.

The PRESIDENT thought M. Dovgalevsky must have misunderstood his suggestion.
He had proposed that the Political Commission should first discuss the definition of
aggression, adjourning the appointment of a committee for the present. At the end of
the discussion it would be seen what form that committee should take. The President
was himself of opinion that the definition of aggression should be considered in a committee
dealing with everything connected with security. Meanwhile, the Commission would
discuss the definition of aggression at its next meeting.

The President's proposals were adopted.

EIGHTH MEETING

Held on Friday, March IOth, 1933, at 3.30 p.m.

President: The Right Honourable A. HENDERSON.

10. DEFINITION OF AGGRESSION: DRAFT DECLARATION PROPOSED BY THE DELEGATION
OF THE UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS : 1 GENERAL DISCUSSION.

The PRESIDENT reminded the Commission of some of the previous studies undertaken
by the League of Nations with regard to this question. It had first been considered in a
report of the Temporary Mixed Commission in 1923. The Geneva Protocol of 1924 contained
a whole article - Article 10 - dealing with the definition of aggression. In the report
accompanying the Protocol, the Rapporteur, M. Politis, had stated that it was sufficient
to say that "any State is the aggressor which resorts in any shape or form to force in
violation of the engagements contracted by it either under the Covenant . . . or under
the Protocol ". There was, lastly, the General Convention to improve the Means of preventing
War, Articles 2 and 4 of which had a bearing on the same matter.

M. DOVGALEVSKY (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that the principles
underlying the attitude of the Soviet Government towards the interdependence of
disarmament and security had been expounded fairly explicitly. He need only remind
the Commission, therefore, that these principles could be expressed in two propositions:

1. The maximum security can only be achieved by complete disarmament.

2. In the absence of complete disarmament, the degree of security is determined
by the extent of the reduction of armaments.

1 Document Conf.D./C.G./P.V.38 (see also Minutes of the General Commission, Volume I, page 237).
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The Soviet Government's original proposall, which, it would be remembered, was
for general and complete disarmament, was unfortunately not adopted by the Conference.
Guided by the pacific aspirations of the labouring masses, the Soviet delegation had
pursued its aim, which was to reduce the danger of war as far as possible and to lighten
the burden of armaments that weighed most heavily on those very sections of the
population that most eagerly desired peace and had the greatest hatred of war. That
was why, after the failure of its proposal for total disarmament, the Soviet delegation,
in the hope this time of obtaining the Conference's unanimous approval, had put forward
its plan for a substantial reduction of armaments, and had declared its readiness to support
any proposal for a real and extensive reduction of armaments going as far as possible
in the direction desired by the Soviet Government.

The Soviet delegation maintained that attitude of principle. It had, however, always
felt its duty to be to neglect nothing that might contribute towards the success of the
Conference's work. In obedience to that idea, it could not overlook the fact that, if the
Conference felt that disarmament must be preceded by security and was dependent upon
security, it was faced with the alternative of defining and increasing security, thus making
possible some reduction in armaments, or of declaring itself powerless and admitting the
failure of several years' work. Having this in mind, the Soviet delegation had carefully
studied the French proposal on security and had looked, in that proposal, for what was
of interest to the States as a whole. As a result of its examination, it had once more noted
the indisputable truth that no system of security against aggression could be complete
and efficacious in the absence of a clear idea as to what constituted aggression.

Desiring that attention should, as soon as possible, be devoted to real disarmament,
the Soviet delegation had placed before the Conference a draft definition of an aggressor.

The aim of this definition was therefore to place security on a sound basis. The Soviet
delegation thought this definition should take the form of a declaration, universal in scope,
either to be embodied in the future Convention on security and disarmament or to be the
subject of a special agreement forming an integral part of that Convention.

Once the definition of the aggressor was accepted by all, and was consequently binding
on all, it would serve as a guide for each State individually or for any group of States.
It would also contribute, if not towards the complete avoidance of partial agreements
between different groups of States, at any rate towards reducing considerably the danger
of their assuming the character of alliances directed against third parties.

The Soviet declaration consisted, apart from its preamble, of two parts. The first
part contained a positive definition of the acts constituting an aggression. The second
part contained a list of circumstances which might not be invoked in its justification by
a State guilty of the acts defined in the first part. Both parts were imbued with the common
idea that all resort to force as a means for settling disputes between States must be considered
as illegal. Both were therefore on the same plane as the " renunciation of the resort to
force "that had been accepted by the Political Commission at its fifth meeting on March 2nd,
in as far as it related to European States, though the Conference had still to make it
universal.

The Soviet delegation reserved its right to discuss at a suitable moment and in
detail each of the paragraphs forming the articles of the draft. One general remark might,
however, be made at once with regard to Article 1. In particular, this article included
among acts of aggression, in addition to the formal declaration of war, the various forms
of hostility undertaken without a previous declaration of war. The prohibition to open
hostilities without declaring war dated back to 1907. The third Hague Convention,
in fact, at that time made it an international offence, whereas war as such was still considered
perfectly legitimate. At the present moment, the fact that a formal declaration of war
was prohibited internationally as an instrument of national policy provided yet another
reason for making no difference, from the point of view of the idea of aggression, between
war declared officially and de facto hostilities.

With regard to Article 2, in which were set out the circumstances that could never be
invoked as an excuse for an act of aggression, the Soviet delegate desired to say that this
list - which was perhaps incomplete - should, in his delegation's opinion, cover the most
frequent causes of disputes and differences between States; its aim was that no dispute
of that kind should ever serve as a cause, pretext or justification for an aggression. The
list contained in Article 2 of the draft could therefore be supplemented, if necessary, in
accordance with the suggestions which would, he hoped, be made during the discussion.

Perhaps the following question would be asked - M. Dovgalevsky thought he had
already perceived it in the speeches of certain delegates during the general discussion
in the Political Commission during the last two meetings - Was not the proposed definition

1 Document Conf.D.82 (Documents of the Conference, Volume I, page 124).
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of the aggressor too complete ? Was not its detailed character likely to give it undue
rigidity which would subsequently hamper those who were called upon to establish the
aggressor ?

To this observation M. Dovgalevsky would reply that a full definition, a definition
dealing with every conceivable aspect of aggression, would indeed be somewhat rigid.
But the Soviet delegation had not- only sought to provide a rigid formula; it had desired
to make it as rigid as possible. The definition and establishment of an act of aggression
must leave as little opening as possible for subjective feelings and judgments. Still more,
a complete definition must, as far as possible, exclude any possibility of subjective
interpretation, and the more automatic the establishment of the aggressor, the better for
the work of peace.

That was why the Soviet delegation, which would of course be willing to accept any
amendment improving its definition, hoped that amendments would not be aimed at
weakening the text in such a way as to decrease its value as an objective and sure basis
for determining who was the aggressor.

A/. Lo (China) observed that a discussion on the definition of the aggressor must
necessarily precede any useful consideration of the closely related questions as to how the
I-rovisions of the articles concerning sanctions in the Covenant, the provisions in the Pact
of Paris, and the contemplated pact on the non-recourse to force could be made effective.
There seemed to be a certain amount of unreality in the Political Commission's efforts,
an unreality which might have been born of a highly strung and recently disillusioned
world consciousness, but which could not fail to have a disturbing effect on the present
deliberations. The man in the street would inevitably ask what was the use of seeking a
definition of the aggressor when actual aggression, having already been both-generally
and juridically ascertained, was suffered to go on at the very moment when the abstract
question was being vehemently debated.

However that might be, the very fact that new efforts were being made to seek a
definition of the aggressor constituted definite recognition of the necessity for reaching a
reasonable agreement upon this all-important question. The existing state of things in
the international situation, particularly in the Far East, emphasised the urgency of those
endeavours. That, he imagined, was the spirit inspiring the Soviet delegation's very
frank and comprehensive proposal, which did not, as M. Litvinoff had said, pretend to
absolute definitions, since such were hardly possible or conceivable. The proposal also
made a wise distinction between the establishment of such factors as which side was the
first to declare war or to commit a real act of aggression - questions that were relatively
easy to determine - and the legitimacy of the causes and justifications for such aggression,
which might be highly controversial and which did not lend themselves to ascertainment
by the existing international procedure. This distinction ought to bring home the fact
that, in striving for international security, the Conference could not, on the pretext of the
existing limitations, delay too long in the solution of pressing problems, but would have
to be satisfied if a machinery were evolved which could serve more or less as a fire
extinguisher, leaving the final assessment of responsibilities to the judges and, perhaps, the
historians.

As an abstract definition couched in a single sentence was deemed impossible, the
Soviet proposal had resorted to the enumeration of the characteristics of aggression. It
must be admitted that, while the enumeration of concrete examples lent considerable
reality to a hypothetical concept, there were always disadvantages to be found in an
attempt to define by example. A legal mind would object on the ground that since, according
to the old maxim, the mention of one thing excluded another, in any future and unpredicted
case which did not come, apparently or prima facie, within one of the various categories,
it could be plausibly argued that they did not apply to such a case. A State unwilling to
assume onerous responsibilities for action against the aggressor would not fail to cite the
words, in opposition to the attempt to define the aggressor, that such an attempt would
" be a trap for the innocent and a sign-post for the guilty ".

In truth, however, definition by example, if not understood to be exhaustive, was
better than a general and abstract statement of a set of circumstances. Opinions might
differ as to the inclusion and exclusion of certain items in the list enumerated in the Soviet
proposal. Most of the examples given were, nevertheless, satisfactory to the Chinese
delegation. A few alleged fissures in the Covenant, the Pact of Paris, and general
international law- had been repaired. The character of war, in its actual as well as in its
technical sense, had been fixed. A declaration of war was considered, emphatically, as not
necessary to the creation of a juridical situation in a case where a State employing military
measures denied the intention of waging war. Pacific blockade was denounced as aggression
in the way it ought to be denounced. Political causes of justifications of aggression were
properly excluded from the domain of law, in which only overt acts should form the subject
of its regulation.

There would be very little disagreement as to the necessity of international efforts
in the direction of the various problems raised in the Soviet list. If only a reasoned
adjustment of these problems could have been achieved during the fifteen years since
the great war, the extremely tense situation in the Far East might possibly have been
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averted and China might have been spared a tragic loss of blood and treasure. Failure
resolutely to face these inevitable and challenging questions at the eleventh hour would
no doubt presage future complications. The delegations would, indeed, be deemed to
have failed in their duty.

In the discussion of the Soviet proposal, the fact must not be overlooked that an
all-pervading and readily comprehensible principle had inspired perennial efforts for
the collective control of conflicts. Such a principle was that of pacific settlement. Political
exigency or opportunism had been its inveterate enemy, and lawyers had invented excuses
for justifying deviations from such a principle and had looked in international instruments
for loopholes which did not exist. There was, indeed, much food for thought in M. Rutgers'
reference to the maxim, summun jus, summa injuria.

While there must, of course, be no relaxation of the endeavour to make the peace
machinery perfect in its working, the imperfect state of the existing machinery must not
be seized upon as an excuse for not making every effort to see to the execution of the
peace-preserving instruments already in force. M/uch less should it be assumed that,
because the existing machinery had to be perfected, it would be right to sit and wait for
the stage of perfection and leave pending problems uncared for.

In order, therefore, to rally world public opinion, it could not be too strongly emphasised
that any scheme to define the aggressor must take into account the alleged loopholes in
international instruments, particularly those which had been demonstrated in the actualities
of international life. Otherwise, the results achieved by the present discussions would
be far removed from realities, and, as such, would be hardly able to withstand the impact
of contemporary events. As peace-preserving devices, they would be found definitely
wanting.

The same conclusion was inevitable if one definition of the aggressor were adopted for
one part of the world and another for the rest. A yardstick of such importance must be
of universal application.

The Soviet proposal, as an exposition of contemporary, as distinguished from merely
theoretical, difficulties in the definition of the aggressor, was therefore deserving of the
most careful and comprehensive discussion of which the Commission was capable. The
Chinese delegation gave it its wholehearted support and hoped for its adoption.

M. LANGE (Norway) said he had been glad that the French delegate had proposed,
at the end of the previous meeting, that the special Committee set up to study the plan
of mutual assistance in Europe should defer its work. He believed that it would be extremely
difficult to discuss that question without first being clear as to certain principles and
possibilities which arose in the universal sphere, with a view to reaching that stage in the
discussion at which all would be ready to express their views as to the proposals for the
reduction of armaments. If the Commission had for some time confined itself to the
European sphere, that was because one delegation - the United States delegation -
had said that it would wait to see what attitude the European States would take with
regard to the substantial reduction of armaments. That, therefore, was the Commission's
object, and, in that respect, M. Lange entirely agreed with the Soviet delegate.

The Norwegian delegation had already expressed, during the general discussion on the
French plan, its great sympathy towards the Soviet delegation's proposal for the definition
of the aggressor. That proposal, which was opportune and extremely valuable, and contained
elements deserving of the closest attention, would possibly have to be supplemented.

The President had observed, at the beginning of the meeting, that this was no new
question in the international world. In particular, it had been studied during the discussion
of the 1924 Protocol, which, if M. Lange was not mistaken, laid down, for the first time in an
international document, the idea of presumptive evidence of aggression. That idea was of the
greatest importance and had been taken up again in recent years during the discussion and
preparation of the Convention to improve the Means of preventing War. In certain respects,
therefore, the Soviet proposal would need supplementing.

M. Lange wondered whether, as Mi. Dovgalevsky had already said, the list appearing
under No. 2 might not be too rigid and whether the formulas employed might not lead to
some misunderstanding. He was no jurist, but, looking at the matter from the point of
view of the man in the street, he wondered whether the list contained in Section B might
not create the impression that the acts thus enumerated would receive some kind of
recognition, if not as being legitimate, at any rate as being admissible. Such a result would
certainly be undesirable. In this matter, however, the Commission must rely upon the
wisdom of its jurists, and there was good reason to congratulate the Soviet delegation
on the proposal and to recommend its close study.

Lastly, M. Lange was particularly glad to see in a document issued by the Soviet
delegation a specific recognition of the need for international organs. That was a new
development which was worth noting.

Count IACZYNSKI (Poland) welcomed on behalf of the Polish delegation the Soviet
initiative and viewed its proposal very sympathetically. On the one hand, that proposal
was connected with the principles embodied in Article 10 of the League Covenant, and, on
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the other hand, took as a starting-point the principles embodied in Article 1 of the Pact of
Non-Aggression which Poland had signed with the Soviet Government in July last, a pact
that had been ratified and was in force.

The Polish delegate further desired to point out that this proposal covered only one
part, undoubtedly an important part, of the system of security. It was an essential factor,
but could only achieve its full significance when that system was established in its entirety
and all the necessary consequences could be drawn from it.

The Polish delegation, moreover, thought it necessary to act prudently, and the vote
taken at the Commission's previous meeting showed that prudence was, -indeed,
indispensable.

In conclusion, the Polish delegation considered that the Soviet proposal must be
examined and given effect. No complete system of security could be established unless
it included the very important ideas embodied in that proposal. Those ideas could, of
course, be discussed and improved upon.

Mi.. MASSIGLI (France) pointed out that the French delegation had already had an
opportunity of expressing its sympathy with the Soviet proposal. He might therefore
have refrained from speaking in the general discussion had he not thought it advisable
to explain briefly in what spirit and for what reason his delegation was able to welcome the
proposal. It believed that a definition of the aggressor was not, perhaps, in itself very
important, and would form no more than an article in an encyclopaedia. But it had
nevertheless been very glad to read, in the Soviet proposal, a paragraph to which the
Norwegian delegate had just referred and which read as follows:

" Anxious to provide the necessary guidance to the international organs which
may be called upon to define the aggressor".

The French delegation saw in this paragraph a starting-point, and it was that starting-
point that it welcomed. It believed - and this was in accordance with the spirit of the
French plan - that the Commission must in the first place set out to define the aggressor,
in view of the consequences following upon such a definition. It was the international
organs which would be responsible for drawing those consequences. The French delegation
hoped the Soviet delegation would be able to follow it in that direction also.

The President had announced some days previously that a drafting committee would
consider the details of the proposal. It was not necessary, therefore, for M. Massigli to
dwell on any particular point in it. In his view, a declaration would not suffice, and some
means must be found of embodying the principles underlying such a declaration in an article
of the Convention.

Certain points in the positive definition of aggression might be open to discussion,
and the Commission would not be surprised, he thought, to hear that he himself preferred
the definition given in Chapter III, Section A, paragraph 3, of the French plan. 1

Again, a negative list, such as that given in part 2 of the Soviet proposal might be
thought to present more drawbacks than advantages, for no list was ever complete, and
this might give rise to misunderstandings.

In conclusion, it might perhaps be found that part 3 of the Soviet proposal, which
concerned the concentration of armed forces in the vicinity of a frontier, was not of such
a nature as to cause the Commission to lose sight of a provision, to his mind preferable, to be
found in the Convention to improve the Means of preventing War.

But these were only details, on which opinions might differ. They must be discussed
and explained, and, in the circumstances, Ml. Massigli would confine himself to repeating
that the French delegation approved the principle of the Soviet declaration and hoped
that it would be studied as soon as possible in a small committee.

Mr. LESTER (Irish Free State) thought that a stage had been reached at which
the old terminology regarding certain aspects of international affairs required to be revised.
The absence of a declaration of war was no longer sufficient to make it possible to prevent
the effects known as war, and for that reason he welcomed the Soviet delegation's proposal,
which, he believed, would be found valuable in that it was necessary to have additional
guidance on this fundamental question. lHe welcomed the proposal, particularly as it
came from a State non-member of the League.

As to the text of the Soviet proposal, omissions from and additions to it - perhaps
even very fundamental changes in regard to form- would probably be necessary before
it could obtain any substantial agreement. IHe was not unaware of the legal difficulties and
arguments which could be used against certain parts of the proposal, nor of the difficulties
arising from what had been called the realities of each situation when a conflict between
two States had occurred. Therefore, after a general discussion in the Political Commission,
the best procedure might be to appoint a special committee to discuss the proposal or,
better still, to have it discussed by a committee dealing with other related questions.

I Document Conf.D.146.
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M. NADOLNY (Germany) assumed that the study of the question of the determination
of the aggressor would, with other questions, be referred to a committee which w7ould be not
only a drafting committee but a committee of enquiry and drafting. Hie would therefore
only make a few brief remarks.

As the President had already pointed out, the question of the determination of the
aggressor was not a new problem. It had already been investigated and studied by the
League of Nations. He would mention in this connection the work of the Special
Committee of the Temporary Mixed Commission in 1923, IL. de Brouckere's report of 1.926
and the memoranda drawn up in 1928 by l. Politis and M1. Rutgers for the Arbitration
and Security Committee.

Since she had entered the League of Nations, Germany had taken part in the earlier
work done with a view to setting the question of the aggressor, and the German delegation
was to-day equally prepared to collaborate in studying the problem on the basis of the Soviet
proposals and the French plan. Its motive in doing so would be the wish to contribute to the
consolidation of world peace.

The great advantage of the Soviet proposal was that it laid down definite, concrete
criteria for determining the aggressor. It was, he thought, very important to define, by
means of as clear and objective criteria as possible, the rules which should govern the
determination of the aggressor. That was an excellent suggestion -which should undoubtedly
be thoroughly studied. In doing so, it should not be forgotten that an agreement on the
factors by which the aggressor could be determined was not only important from the
standpoint of the exact measures to be taken against the aggressor, either under the
Covenant of the League of Nations or in virtue of an understanding between the States
signatory to the Paris Pact. There was still another aspect which the German delegation
.thought was of the utmost importance - namely, the preventive character of such interna-
tional definition of the criteria for determining the aggressor.

He would point out that there was already one important precedent which should
not be overlooked - namely, the General Convention to improve the /Means of prevTenting
War. Article 5 of that Convention provided that failure to comply with the Council's
injunctions regarding the withdrawal of troops which had penetrated into the territory
of another State or regarding the formation of a neutral zone would be considered as prima.
facie evidence that the party guilty thereof had resorted to war if war broke out as a result
of its attitude. During the negotiations in connection with this Convention its preventive
scope was particularly emphasised in several quarters. This aspect, therefore, should be
constantly borne in mind by the delegations in examining the Soviet proposal.

A further advantage of the Soviet proposal, he thought, was that it had a universal
basis. It would, in his view, be a serious mistake to think of laying down principles for
determining the aggressor confined to a small group of countries, as that would lead to
collisions and disputes with countries outside that group. International rules of such
wide political scope should always have a universal basis. Naturally, there was nothing
to prevent - and the Soviet delegation would certainly agree with him on that point --
the rules thus laid down being used as a basis also for action taken under the League
Covenant.

M. Nadolny added that the universal character of the Soviet proposal should also be
reflected in the membership of the committee which would be asked to study it. Clearly,
it would not be sufficient to appoint representatives of European countries only; the
committee should be composed of members representing every part of the world.

The German delegate did not intend to discuss the proposal in detail at the present
time. He would only make one brief observation, in conclusion, on a point on which
M. Dovgalevsky, moreover, had already spoken. He was referring to the doubts expressed
by the Netherlands representative during the general discussion of the French plan about
the advisability of laying down beforehand too rigid rules for determining the aggressor.
M. Nadolny wondered whether rules' of an automatic character would really be appropriate
here. M31. Dovgalevsky had, he agreed, been right in asking for as full a list as possible to be
drawn up of the criteria of aggression, but lMi. Nadolny felt that the cases which might arise
would be too numerous to be covered by an absolutely exhaustive definition. He had in
mind mainly the fact that a dispute, in all its different phases, w^as frequently so complicated
that rigid criteria for determining the aggressor would be insufficient: all the factors in the
dispute should be considered and weighed as a whole. It would, he thought, be necessary
in drawing up certain rules for the determination of the aggressor - and the Soviet proposal
seemed to him to furnish a very valuable basis in this connection - to reach an agreement
which would be sufficiently elastic to enable all the possibilities to be taken into account
and all the methods of conciliation to be exhausted.

M. ScHMIDT (Estonia) agreed with many of the other delegations that the Soviet
proposal was a very valuable contribution to the attempt to find a definition for the
aggressor. The problem was one of very great practical importance, for it was highly
desirable to establish as clear and definite a wording as was practically possible.
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The Soviet proposal seemed to M. Schmidt to contain in this respect elements which
were undoubtedly really valuable and he was therefore fully prepared to give it all the
attention it deserved. As had already been said, the Soviet draft needed some
rearrangement, but the questions involved would not, he hoped, be very difficult to solve.
The Estonian delegate trusted, therefore, that the Commission's efforts in this connection
would lead to a positive result which would represent a substantial advance in the sphere
of present-day international law.

Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom) had listened with very great interest to the discussion
on the Soviet delegation's very important proposals. The objective which it was sought
to realise was not, of course, a new one. There had been many and important attempts
to realise it in the past in the sphere of varied international activities, more especially
among the M]ermbers of the League of Nations themselves.

The preamble to the Soviet proposal stated, " It is necessary, with the utmost
precision, to define aggression, in order to remove any possibility of its justification ".
That was the problem, and with this object in view the Soviet definition laid down a series
of rigid and automatic tests according to which the aggressor in any particular case was
to be identified.

MIr. Eden considered that to this attempt the Commission was bound to bring some
of the experience of the past, to which the German delegate had rightly alluded.
The possibility of defining the aggressor had been fully discussed in the past, and the
conclusion had always been that it was impossible to lay down any such rigid criteria
of universal application, since it was impossible to foretell how they would work in particular
sets of circumstances, and there was serious risk that their application might result, as
in the quotation to which the Chinese delegate had referred, in the aggressee being
pronounced to be the aggressor.

Without attempting in any way to go into the history the he matter in detail at the
present stage, he might refer to the study of the question, which M. Nadolny had mentioned,
in the report of the Third Committee of the fourth Assembly in 1923, and the documents
printed with that report. One quotation from the conclusion reached by the Special
Committee of the Temporary Mixed Commission which had considered the definition
of a case of aggression had been that " under the conditions of modern warfare it would
seem impossible to decide, even in theory, what constitutes an act of aggression ". The
quotation goes on: " It is clear, therefore, that no simple definition of aggression can be
drawn up and that ne simple test of when an act of aggression has actually taken place
can be devised ".

Reference had also been made to the very important report of M. Rutgers 1 on
Article 10 of the Covenant, in which lhe stated:

"The question of acts which are evidence of aggression has already been the
subject of the most exhaustive and careful study by the League of Nations and by
many of its Memberrs. These studies have led to different conclusions, and we are
constrained to believe that any attempt to lay down rigid or absolute criteria in
advance for determining the aggressor would be unlikely in existing circumstances
to lead to any practical result."

There was one other aspect of this question of which those countries which were
Members of the League must not be neglectful. It was absolutely essential for such
States that any definition which might be considered should not be inconsistent with the
situation resulting for Members of the League from the Covenant, and, for certain of the
States Members of the League, from treaties to which they were already parties. At
a first examination it seemed, at least, very uncertain whether the proposals under
discussion did, in fact, comply with that condition.

Mr. Eden drew the Political Commission's attention to the foregoing considerations, not,
(oi coTurse, in any hostile sense, but because he thought that the Commission could start
its work more clearly if it discussed the matter in the light of the very considerable
efforts Pmade in the past. That being so, he must say quite frankly that, in view of the
abandonment of previous attemprts to lay down very rigid and absolute criteria such as
those set forth in the Soviet pr oposal, he hardly felt sanguine of the success of any endeavour
to retain that proposal, at least in the form suggested in the present instance.

M~[. WJESTi¥MAN (Sweden) noted that the Soviet proposal, as M. Dovgalevsky had pointed
out on several occasions, attempted to define the aggressor on the universal plane. That
was a high and meritorious aspiration.

In the course of the studies undertaken at Geneva for many years, the advantages and
risks of fixing in advance the criteria to be applied in defining as an aggressor a State that
had broken its international obligations had been weighed. These discussions were recalled
by the present debate.

1 See Official Journal, May 1928, page 671.
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The Swedish delegation would be very glad if, after this discussion, it were found
possible to reach unanimous agreement on such a definition, which would be both clear and
precise in theory, and thorough and efficacious in practice. As the Committee which was
about to be appointed would probably have a fairly heavy task in connection with the
problem of security submitted to it by the Political Commission, M. Westman would take
advantage of the general discussion to add a few remarks.

One thing was certain - namely, that one of the bases on which subsequent measures for
increasing security would be founded must be the improvement of the existing methods
of defining the aggressor, which would, in fact, amount to making more and more automatic
the system of sanctions. That idea was undoubtedly correct in principle.

If the rules at present in force were examined, it would be noted that they took, as a
starting-point, the principle, which was difficult to justify, that each State must determine
separately whether, in the event of a conflict, one of the parties was at fault; that was
to say, each State must itself settle the problem of the aggressor.

At the moment, however, when the Commission was endeavouring to make the sanctions
more automatic and efficacious, it was important to ensure that, as far as possible, these
rules would be practicable and would bring about the fundamental condition of any system
of sanctions, which was not to provoke but to prevent war. In this connection, it was
desirable, in M. Westman's opinion, to note that nothing would be gained by adopting
a stipulation under which, for example, the Council was required to specify the aggressor
by a majority decision, the various States being bound, in consequence of such a decision,
to take part in economic and military sanctions. It was very doubtful whether the adoption
of such a stipulation would really strengthen security, for the reason that it would be rash
to expect, having regard to the grim realities of international life, that such a rule would be
faithfully and unflinchingly observed. The decision which a Government would have to
take with regard to the application of sanctions was, and always would be, a serious matter,
and must be strongly supported by public opinion. From this point of view, it was essential
that the aggressor State should be compelled to disclose its intentions to the whole world.
It was important that the Council's decision should have the character of a confirmation
of acts already recognised and observed by the whole world. Proceeding from that idea, the
Swedish delegation was prepared, so far as it was concerned, to confer on the Council more
extensive powers with regard to all decisions to be taken with a view to disclosing the
aggressor State and in order to place world public opinion in a, position to make its influence
felt.

The Spanish delegate had pointed out some cdays previously that there was an
international Convention to improve the Means of preventing War. Several speakers
- M. Lange, M. Massigli and M,. Nadolny -- had just referred to that very Convention,
which was, indeed, based on the principles Nt. 'Westman had just mentioned.

During the preparatory work for the Convention, the Swedish delegate had
recommended certain stipulations which, on several points, went further than those actually
embodied in the Convention, The time had now come, in his view - in order, from this
standpoint at least, to strengthen security -- to extend the Council's powers when it was
required to take the measures provided for in the Convention to improve the Means of
preventing War. Thus the Commission might consider the adoption of a rule providing for
decisions by a competent majority in the case of measures of that kind.

In the event of a threat of war, the Council should have the power, for example, to make
investigations and to take measures of supervision of all kinds, to decide upon the
establishment of neutral zones, to order the cessation of military preparations subject
to the necessary supervision. Further, the Council should be invested with power to
prohibit, by a majority vote, the exportation of arms and other war material to one or
both States parties to the dispute. Also, after the beginning of hostilities, the Council
should be empowered to order the above measures, to decide upon the evacuation of an
occupied territory, and to prescribe an armistice. Should any State refuse to comply
with the Council's decisions, the latter should be able to impose export prohibitions of a
more special character, or to prescribe the declaration of a boycott of wider scope.

Whereas the Covenant of the League of Nations provided for the possibility of an
immediate and general boycott, while at the same time conferring on each State the
right to take a decision itself, the Commission should recommend a system whereby the
Council would be entitled to take such decisions, while observing, however, that the
measures recommended must be taken one after the other so as to act as psychological
and economic methods of coercion.

M. YADA (Japan) said that his delegation had examined with great interest the Soviet
draft declaration concerning the definition of aggression. It amounted to a list of deeds
and acts which, in the Soviet delegation's opinion, might serve as criteria for the definition
of the aggressor. The Japanese delegation would venture to ask whether it was really
possible to designate an aggressor State in so automatic and mechanical a way as was
proposed in the draft.

One speaker in the General Commission had said, among other things, in connection
with the definition of aggression, that attention must also be paid to an aggressor guilty
of an economic war, of a Customs war or of a financial war. Further, it had been said in
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the Political Commission itself that the decision, in the case of an armed conflict, as to
whether there was aggression and who was the aggressor was always a complicated and
delicate matter. To be able to pronounce on the aggressive or defensive attitude of the
countries engaged in a dispute, account must necessarily be had to the whole group of
problems forming the subject of the dispute. All that was entirely true. In recalling these
points he had, of course, no intention of pointing out certain gaps or omissions in the Soviet
draft. All that he wanted was that a fair and equitable formula should be found, one which
would at the same time take into consideration the actual facts and have regard to all
the aspects of human activity in the field of international relations, their complexity and
their infinite variety.

M. Yada himself would frankly say that he felt quite incapable of juridical syntheses
of that kind, especially as he realised that they involved very arduous and difficult work,
for the solution of which the League had made the utmost endeavours since its origin down
to the present day.

M. IKtNZL-JIZEPS£KY (Czechoslovakia), on behalf of the States of the Petite Entente,
expressed their sympathy with the Soviet proposal concerning the definition of the aggressor.
They regarded that definition as a valuable contribution to the working out of a real system
of security. The three delegations considered that the question deserved most careful
study. On points of detail they reserved their right to propose the necessary amendments,
but, in principle, they would sincerely co-operate in the working out of an improved
definition of the aggressor on the basis of M. Litvinoff's declaration.

IMr. GInsoN (United States of America) observed that the Conference had raised a
series of technical questions which, up to the present, it had been unable to solve, and which
still barred the path to an agreement on the reduction of armaments. The discussion in
the Political Commission, in its turn, had not failed to raise a question which had bothered
all students of international relations ; for the definition of the aggressor had perhaps been
more discussed than any other point in this whole field of thought. It seemed to him that
the difficulty had always resided in the fact that any definition was by its nature limited.
Thus there would always be ways of resorting to force which remained technically outside
any definition that man in his finite wisdom could conceive, and conversely it was
inconceivable that it should be possible to formulate an all-inclusive definition which
would give assurance that it could be relied upon ultimately to meet any situation created
by the infinitely complex interplay of human relationships.

Furthermore, he questioned the utility of a rigid definition, particularly one like
that given under point I of the Soviet proposal, since conditions could readily be imagined
in which even some of the acts listed would not in themselves necessarily constitute an
act of aggression.

For practical reasons, it might perhaps be wiser to approach the problem from a
somewhat different angle, and endeavour to examine the criteria which each Government
would find helpful in any given case in reaching a decision regarding aggression. Such
a method would perhaps be calculated to clear the thoughts of delegates on the subject,
and it would avoid the danger of binding future action of which neither the cause nor
the results could at present be foreseen.

Such were the queries which the United States delegation ventured to raise. The
forthcoming discussion might, perhaps, clear them up, but at present the United States
delegation questioned, in all sincerity, whether it was desirable and advisable to endeavour
to put into words a problem which must in the final analysis be judged on the basis
of more factors than could possibly be foreseen at the moment, and also on factors
the relative evaluation of which would be different in each concrete case that would have
to be decided.

M1. uI SORAGNA (Italy) associated himself with the previous speakers' expressions of
gra titurde to the Soviet delegation for the practical contribution it had made to the study
of the problem of the definition of the aggressor. Whatever opinion might be held as to
the nature of that problem, it was none the less one of the most important points in the
international law of the present day and of the future. The Italian delegation would be
happy to take part in the work of the technical and legal committee which would study
the problem, and would contribute its entire store of knowledge of the relevant texts and
facts with the utmost goodwill. From the experience gained during the discussions on this
matter in the past few years, it did not seem to M. di Soragna that it would be possible
to classify it with those questions of which it was possible to say, at the present stage, with
some degree of exactitude that they would receive a definite solution covering both their
general character and limits. The very interesting observations of Mr. Eden and Mr. Gibson
seemed to warrant doubts on the subject. It was, however, in any case certain that any
progress which was real and not merely apparent could only be eminently desirable. It
would represent a notable contribution to the common stock of international law.

In M. di Soragna's view, the progress of the work and its success would be the better
assured the wider and more universal the basis upon which the delegations co-operated
in the Commission, and the less the work itself remained dependent on any idea of
subordination to more or less restricted plans for international organisation.
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The PRESIDENT thought that the discussion had reached the stage when a Committee
might be appointed to deal with the question of the definition of aggression. He therefore
suggested that this Committee, under the chairmanship of the Vice-President, M. Politis,
should consist of the representatives of the following countries :Belgium, United Kingdom,
Cuba, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Hungary, Italy, Poland, Spain,
Switzerland, Turkey, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United States of America and
Yugoslavia.

The Committee would be instructed to consider all questions of security, and the
President would suggest that it would be helpful if it would, in the first instance, consider
the Soviet delegation's proposal and, if possible, submit to the Political Commission a report
on the definition of aggression upon which the Committee had found agreement. After
reporting on the definition of aggression, the Committee would then examine other questions
relating to security - that was to say, the Belgian proposal 1 and the question of mutual
assistance which had been discussed by the Commission at the preceding meetings.

The proposals of the President were adopted..

^ Document ConLD./C.P.12.
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ANNEXES.

DOCUMENTS OF THE POLITICAL COMMISSION.

Conf.D./C.P.1(3).

REVTISED LIST OF MEMBERS OF THE POLITICAL COMMISSION

(February 2? th 1932, iarch 10th, 1933).

President: Mr. Arthur HENDERSON (United Kingdom).

Vice-President: M. N. POLITIS (Greece).

Rapporteur: M. E. BRNEN (Czechoslovakia).

Country Members Substitutes

Afghanistan: M. A. HuSEIN AzIz Khan. General Mohamed OiIAR Khan.
Sirdar AHMED ALi Khan. YUSUF Khan.

Union of South Africa: Mr. C. T. TE WATTEP.
Mf. B. J. PIENAAR.
Major F. F. PIENAA-,.

Albania: M. Lee KURTI.

United States of M-r. H-. S. GIBSON.
America: Mr. H . . WILSoi.

Dr. WOOLLEY.

Argentine tepublic : Dr. Ernesto BoSCH.

Australia: Mir. J. G. LATeIAMl. Mr. F. G. SHEDDEN.
Sir G. DE LAUJNE 1tYIS-E,
Mr. S. M. BRUCE.

Aus'stria: M. E. PFLUGL. M. M. LE1IT'IAIER.
M. Max iHOFFINGER.
Ni. B. HECHT.

Belgium: M.i / P. HYMANS. Viscount POUJLLET.
M. BouRQUIN. M . DE BlROUCKiERE.

Bolivia: Mi. COSTA DU RELS. M. A. OSTRIA-GUTIERREZ.

Braczil: M. J. C. DE MACEDO SOARES. M. Orlando LEITE RIBEIRO.
M. Carlos MARTINS PEREIRA

E SouzA.

United Kingtdom of Sir Johni SIoN. Sir William MALKIN.
Great Britain and Sir Philip SASSooN. Mrs. M3. Corbett ASHB-Y.
Northers Ireland: Mr. A. EDEN.

Bulgaria : M. C. BATOLOF'F.
M. D. MIKOFF.
Colonel MARINOFF.

Canada: Mi. aiaurice IDUPRit. M. P. 1E. RENAUDP.
Dr. W. A. RIDDELL, Mr. T. A. STONE.

Lieut.-Colonel H. D. G. CRERAR
Miss KYDD.

Chile: i. J. VATLDES-M 3NDEVILLE. . . J. SAAVEDRA-AGUEmlO.
M. GAJARDO.

Chinac: M. Lionu Von TAO. M. Lone LIANG.
Dr. W. W. YEN. Major-General S. K. YAo.
M. T. Y. Lo. Major-General TCHENG-KAI.

Dr. Hoo Chi-Tsai.

Colombia: Dr. A. J. ESTxREPO. Dr. J. E. RUEDA.
Dr. E. SANTOS. Dr. R. GUIZADO.



- 58 
Country Members Substitutes

Costa Rica M. FIGUEREDO-LORA.

Cuba: M. .A. D AGUERO Y M. DE BLANCK.
BETHANCOURT.

Czechoslovakia: l. E. BENES. 3. B. KUtZL-JIZERSKY.
A M. Z. FIERLINGER. M. A. HEIDRICH.

Denmark: M. P. MUNCH. MP. W. BORBERG.
M. Eric DE SCAVENIUS.
AM. P. C. SCHOU.

Dominican Republic: M. E. DESCHAMPS.
M. C. ACKERMANN.

Egypt: FAKHRY Pasha.

Estonia: M. A. A. SCI-IMIDT. . J. KODAR.
General J. LAIDONER.

Ethiopia: Comte LAGARDE, The Badjeronde Zellieka
due DENToTTTTO AGUEDEOU.

Ato TASFAE TAGAGNE.

Finland: A. M . ERIC. Hl. . K. R. SWENTORZETSKII.
Dro B. HOLSTDrI. D . Ho HIITONEN.

Colonel 1. A. E. .MARTOLA.
AM. P. K. TARJANNE.

Fsrance: 1. Andre TAPDIEU. IA. M OYSSET.
AM. PAUL-BONCOUR. M. L. AUBERbT.
MW. Pierre COT. M. B. CASSIN.
M1. B. MASSIGLI.

Germany: M. NADOLNY. M. GOPPERT.
M1. FROHWEIN.
M. ASCHIIANN.

Greece: M. N. POLITIS. I.. RAPHAEL.
M. A. CONTOUMAS.

Guatemala: M . J. MATOS.

Haitit: . C. MAYARD.
M3. A. A.DDOR.

Honduras

Hungary: Count A. APPONYI. M. . DE BALASY.
General G. TANCZOS. . B. BDE SZENTISTVATNY.
M. C. d e M/ASIREVICH. Colonel G. DE SIEGLER.

Captain DE HARDY.
Commander S. DE SPONER

India: H. H. the AGA KHAN. Mr. S. K. BROwN.
The lt. Hon. Colonel D. B. Boss.

Sir Samuel HOARE, Bart. Lt.-Colonel W. E. BEAZLE
Sir Henry WHEELER.

Iraq :

Irish Free State: Mr. S. LESTER. Mr. J. J. HEARNE.
Mr. T. J. COYNE.

Italy' I. GRANDI. Marquis A. Meli L-Uir DI
Counlt Ugo CAVALLERO. SORAGNA.

MI. A. DE MARINIS.
M. PILOTTI.

Japan: 1M.. T MATSUDAIRA. Viscount K. MUSHAKOJI.
1[. N. SATO. M1. YADA.

M. 1M. HOTTA.
Latvia: M. J. FELDMANS. General KALEYS.

M. Ch. KALNINS.
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Country Members Substitutes

Liberia: Dr. A. SOTTILE.

Lithuania M. P. KLIMAS. Colonel LANSKORONSKIS.
M. V. SIDZIKAUSKAS.

Luxemburg: M. J. BECH. M. C. VERMAIRE.
M. A. WEHRER.

Mexico: Dr. F. CASTILLO NAJERA. Colonel LEON.
M. A. PANI. Major MERCADO.

Netherlands: M. V. I. RUTGERS.
M. J. P. A. FRANQOIs.

New Zealand: Sir Thomas WILFORD. Mr. C. KNOWLES.

Norway: M. BRAADLAND. M. E. COLBAN.
IDr. LANGE. M. IRGENS.

Panama: M. ISarciso GARAY.

Persia: M. ALU. M. SEIPAHBODI.
M.A ANSARI. Colonel A. RIAZI.

M. A. MOTAMEDY.

Peru :

Poland M. SZUMLAKIOWSKII. M. MUHLSTEIN.
M[. E. RACZYNSKI, M. GWIAZDOWSKI.

M. To KOMIARNICKI.
Captain Poncet DE SANDON.
M. KULSKI.

Portugal: Dr. Augusto DE VASCONCELLOS. Dr. J. L. D'AVILA LIMA.

Dr. V. DE QUEVEBDO. Dr. A. M. FERRAZ DE ANDRADI
M. BRANCO.

Roumani'a: M. TITULESCO. M. M. RALEA.
M. S. RADULESCO. . . . PETROVICI.

M. ANTONIADE. 2M. V. V. PELLA.
M. MUSATESCO.

Sa'udi Arabia: Sheik Hafiz WAHBA. M. .E. DSAc.

Siam: Prince PRIDI. Luang BHADRAVADI.

Spain: M. L. DE ZULUETA ESCOLANO. M. Araquistain Y QUEVEDO.

M. Leopoldo PALACIOS. M. L6pez OLIVAN.
M:. S. DE MADARIAGA. M. M. PEDROSO.

Sweden: M. . .J. SAIDLER. M.J. L OFGREN.
Ml. UND:EN. M. K. 1. WESTMAN.

M. E. C. BOHEMAN.

Switzerland: MI. G. MOTTA. M. E. PERRIER.
M. Max HUBER. M. C. GORGE.

Turkey: Dr. Tevfik RESTiU Bey. APTULAHAT Bey.
Cemal tY-SN-U Bey.
Necmeddin SADIIK Bey.

Union of Soviet Socialist M. . LM. ITVINOFF. M. G. SOKOLNIKOFF.
Republics: M. A. LIOUNATCHARSKI.

M. V. DOVGALEVSKY.
M. Boris STEIN.

Uruguay: Dr. B. BUERO Me. Paulina LUISI.
M1. CosIo.

Venezuela: M. . .ZUMETAe. M. Chacin ITRIAGO.
M. D. E SCALANTE.

Yugoslacvia: 1. I. CHOUMENKOVITCH. M. C. FOTITCH.

M. B. YEVTITCH. MI. I. ANDRITCH.
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Conf.D./C.P.2.

Geneva, March 15th, 1932.
MORAL DISARMAMiENT.

DRAFT RESOLUTION SUBMITTED BY THE POLISH DELEGATION.

Recognising the important part played by the Press in the development of international
relations;

Desirous of associating the Press in the work of moral disarmament;
Relying on the Press's sense of duty towards the international community:
The Disarmament Conference decides to request the Council to convene at the earliest

possible date an international conference of representatives of the chief associations of
journalists and editors for the purpose of:

(1) Examining the problem of moral disarmament in so far as it may concern
the Press;

(2) Making suggestions in regard to the action to be taken b a by Governments should
the latter be called upon to supplement the work of the professional organisations
with a view to bringing about moral disarmament in the domain of the Press.

Conf.D./C.P.3.

Geneva, March 15th, 1932.

DRAFT CONVENTION SUBM3ITTED BY THE POLISH DELEGATION.
Recognising that the work of organising peace cannot be fully effective unless it is

firmly implanted in the minds of civilised peoples 
Considering, moreover, that any international action, if it is to bear fruit, must develop

in an atmosphere of mutual confidence based on respect for the rights of every country:
The High Contracting Parties have agreed upon the following provisions:

Article 1.
The High Contracting Parties undertake to introduce in their penal legislation within

a period of .... years from the entry into force of the present Convention, the following
provisions 

(1) Any person guilty of public incitement to war shall be punished by
imprisonment for not less than .... and not more than .... years 

(2) Any person guilty of having publicly incited his or her country to violate
existing international law shall be punished by imprisonment for nrot less than ....
and not more than . years;

(3) ............................... etc.
In the penal legislation of the respective countries, the above )provisions may be made

subject to the reciprocity clause.

Article 2.
The High Contracting Parties undertake not to tolerate in their respective territories

any organisation, whatever its statutory aim, which engages in activities incompatible
with the prohibitions contained in the preceding article.

Article 3.
The High Contracting Parties undertake to carry into effect within a period (of 

from othe try into force of the present Convention the teaching reforms necessary in
order to enforce:

(1) The prohibition in State and private schools of any activitivies of teaching
staffs or pupils intended to arouse hatred of foreigners or to disturb good relations
between peoples 

(2) The revision of school text-books with a view to eliminating all passages
conceived in a spirit of hatred or contempt of a foreign people;

(3) .o.. .................... ....... etc.

Article 4.
The HEigh Contracting Parties undertake to prohibit any broadcasting transmission

likely to disturb international relations or to wound the national sentiments of listeners
of another contracting country. This princeiple shall be applicable, not only to transmissions
organised in the territory of aniy of the HEigh Contracting Parties, but also to those
organised by third parties and relayed from a broadlcasting station of any of the H1igh
Contracting Parties.

Article 5.
The High Contracting Parties undertake to prohibit the projection of any film anld,

in general, any public performance likely to disturb good relations between the peoples
or to arouse hatred of foreigners.
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Conf.D./C.P.7.

Geneva, February 15th, 1933.

DECLARATION OF NON-RESORT TO FORCE. 1

AMENDMENTS PROPOSED BY THE CZECHIOSLOVAK DELEGATION

Replace the last words: " present or future differences between them " by: " all
differences betwveen them of w^hatever nature they smay be ".

Conf.D./C.P.12.

Geneva, March 4th, 1933.

EUROPEAN PACT OF MUTUAL ASSISTANCE.

PROCEDURE FOR ESTABLISHING THE FACTS.

Proposal by the Belgian Delegation.

I. There shall be set up at the seat of the Governmnent of each of the High Contracting
Parties a Commission for establishing the facts, consisting of x members (five, for example)
chosen from among the diplomatic agents and military, naval and air attaches accredited
to the said Government.

II. The members of this Commission shall be appointed, in conditions to be agreed
upon, by the Council of the League of Nations (or: by the Permanent Disarmament
Commission), which shall also designate the President of the Commission.

III. Any High Contracting Party which believes itself to be the victim of, or to be
threatened with, any aggression or violation of its territory shall have the option of calling
upon the Commission set up at the seat of its Government to establish all the facts likely
to throw light on the situation and, if necessary, to determine responsibilities.

IV. A High Contracting Party making use of this option must at the same time
notify the Secretary-General of the League of Nations (or: the Secretary of the Permanent
Disarmament Commission) as quickly as possible. The latter shall immediately notify
the Government of the High Contracting Party accused, in order that the latter may,
without delay, have the facts established on its side by the Commission set up at the seat
of its Government.

V. If the Commission considers it useful for the accomplishment of its task to verify
certain facts other than those to which its attention has been drawn by the complainant
Government, it shall inform the latter, which shall decide what actions should be taken in
this respect.

VI. Any Commission before which a request for the establishment of facts has been
laid shall, as soon as possible, make a detailed report on the result of its mission and on the
conditions in which it has been carried out, to the Secretary-General of the League of
Nations (or: to the Secretary of the Permanent Disarmament Commission).

The Commission shall supply the Council of the League of Nations and the Permanent
Disarmament Commission with any supplementary written or verbal explanations which
it may be asked to give in this connection.

VII. The decisions of the Commission shall be taken by a majority vote, the members
of the minority having the right to add to the report a note explaining the reasons for
their disagreement.

Conf.D./C.P.13.

Geneva, March 4th, 1933.

DRAFT RESOLUTION SUBMITTED BY THE DELEGATIONS OF GREECE, TYUGOSLAVIA,
ROUMANIA, CZECHOSLOVAKIA AND FINLAND.

In view of the special situation of Europe with regard to the problem of general
security;

Considering that a European pact of mutual assistance based on the proposals of
the Committee of Arbitration and Security approved by the Assembly of the League of
Nations in 1928 would increase existing security for all European nations without exception :

Considering that such an organisation of peace would permit substantial general
disarmament;

The Political Commission
(a) Decides to accept immediately the principle of a pact of mutual assistance;
(b) Appoints a small committee to prepare a text as rapidly as possible for

discussion by the Commission.

'Draft declaration submitted by the United Kingdom delegation (document Conf.D./C.P.4).
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Conf.D./C.G.133.
Conf.D./C.P.15.

Geneva, June 3rd, 1933.

COMMUNICATION FBRO-M THE PRESIDENT OF THE COMMITTEE FOR MORAL
DISARMAMENT TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE CONFERENCE.

Sir,
Now that the General Commission is about to conclude the first reading of the draft

Convention referred to it, the Committee for Moral Disarmament thought that it might
be useful for you to be informed of the enclosed resolution containing the programme
which it has drawn up, so that, if necessary, you could communicate it to the General
Commission in view of the resumption of its work.

As you will see, our Committee has decided to take all necessary steps to ensure that
the result of its work shall be submitted to you in due time.

In virtue of the terms of reference conferred upon it by the Political Commission
on March 15th, 1932, our Committee, whose work was interrupted for the reasons of which
you are aware, is convinced that, by carrying out its programme, it can make a contribution
which will be of particular value in view of the necessity of making a determined effort
towards moral disarmament parallel to that which is being made in the sphere of material
disarmament.

According to the provisions contemplated by the Committee, the H1igh Contracting
Parties would undertake to use all means at their disposal to promote good feeling and
understanding between nations and also to prevent any incitement to war or other acts
likely to disturb good international relations.

We feel sure that you will share these views, which are inspired by the desire to
strengthen still further the essential conditions of lasting peace.

I have the honour to be, Sir,
Your obedient servant,

(Signed) Margery CORBETT ASHBY,
President of the Committee for Moral Disarmament.

Appendix

RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE COMMITTEE ON JUNE 2ND, 1933.

The Committee on Moral Disarmament considers that provisions should forthwith
be drawn up concerning moral disarmament, these provisions to stand on the same footing
as the provisions regarding material disarmament in the final texts to be adopted
by the Conference.

With a view to preparing these texts, the Committee proposes to utilise the following
material which is already at its disposal:

(a) The preliminary draft text examined at the first reading last year concerning
teaching, co-operation between intellectual circles, broadcasting, the theatre and
the cinematograph;

(b) A preliminary draft text which will be prepared by M. Pella on the basis
of his memorandum concerning the adaptation of municipal laws to meet the present
stage of development of international life;

(c) The data already collected and to be submitted later concerning the
co-operation of the Press in the work of moral disarmament.


