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NOTE BY THE SECRETARY-GENERAL.

The Secretary-General has the honour to communicate to the Members of the Conference
for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments the attached preliminary report which
the late Mr. Arthur Henderson, President of the Conference, some time before his death,
requested him to distribute. 

It was the intention of the President that this document should be issued as a provisional
statement on the progress of the work of the Conference which might, at some later date,
facilitate the compilation of a final report, to be submitted to the Conference. He had reason
to believe that the need for such a document had long been felt by delegations to the Conference,
by Government departments dealing with disarmament questions, and by the public at large,
which was following its proceedings.

The President hoped that this statement would be received as a sincere attempt to present
an impartial survey of the great mass of material lying scattered through the long succession
of documents distributed to the Conference, and that it would be regarded, not only as a
progress report to the Conference, but as an instrument of work and a guide to its proceedings
and documentation.

Geneva, November I935.
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INTRODUCTION.

SCOPE AND PURPOSE OF THE PRESENT REPORT.

The purpose of the present preliminary report is to present a short chronological record
of the proceedings of the Conference, a summary of its technical work on specific problems and
a general review of the results achieved.

It is not suggested that the report will meet the requirements of those who desire a full
account of the discussions and decisions of the Conference or an exact presentation of its
technical work. To convey an accurate impression even of the decisions of principle adopted
by the Conference would need a document much longer than could be usefully presented
on this occasion. Such a record would necessarily have to include the considerations and
reservations urged by particular delegations and a precise description of the conditions under
which the relevant discussions took place, while to convey an exact appreciation of technical
results, it would obviously be necessary to go into the various problems in much greater detail
than is possible in a report of these dimensions.

It is hoped, however, that the present document may serve as a useful guide to the Confe-
rence and it has been presented in such a way that those who desire a more detailed description
of events than is here conveyed or futher information on technical matters may consult the
necessary records and documents.

PERMANENT OBLIGATIONS UNDER ARTICLE 8 OF THE COVENANT. 2

The Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments, which was convened
under resolutions adopted by the Council in January and May I93I,3 cannot be considered
apart from a series of events and decisions to which it is closely related. It forms part of
the continuous work done under the auspices of the League over a period of years for the
maintenance of peace and the fulfilment of permanent obligations lying upon the Members
of the League which will remain valid as long as Article 8 stands as part of the fundamental
law of the Covenant.

The obligations accepted under Article 8 of the Covenant as necessary to the maintenance
of peace have three definite objects in view:

(i) National armaments are to be reduced in accordance with plans formulated by
the Council and adopted by the Governments, these plans being subject to revision at
least every ten years;

(2) The Council has to advise how the evil effects of the manufacture by private
enterprise of munitions and implements of war can be prevented;

(3) Members of the League are to exchange full and frank information as to the scale
of their armaments, their military, naval and air programmes and the condition of their
industries adaptable to warlike purposes.

SHORT HISTORY OF THE PREPARATORY WORK.

In execution of these obligations, the Council, in May I920, set up, in virtue of Article 9
of the Covenant, a Permanent Advisory Commission for military, naval and air questions,
a body of technical experts appointed by the Members of the Council. The first Assembly
of the League, however, meeting in September I920, recognised that disarmament was more
than a technical question and that, for its practical solution, it was necessary to consider a
whole series of political, social and economic problems. It accordingly decided that a
Temporary Mixed Commission should be appointed composed of accepted authorities on the
military, political, social, economic and financial aspects of the subject. The Temporary

1 Note by the Secretariat (July 1936): The printed edition of the present document contains as footnotes observations
put forward bycertain Governments after having examined the roneoed text of the document as circulated in November
1935.-

2 Article 8 :

i. The Members of the League recognise that the maintenance of peace requires the reduction of national
armaments to the lowest point consistent with national safety and the enforcement by common action of international
obligations.

2. The Council, taking account of the geographical situation and circumstances of each State, shall formulate
plans for such reduction for the consideration and action of the considerationl and action of the sevoveral Governments.

3. Such plans shall be subject to reconsideration and revision at least every ten years.
4. After these plans have been adopted by the several Governments, the limits of armaments therein fixed shall

not be exceeded without the concurrence of the Council.
5. The Members of the League agree that the manufacture by private enterprise of munitions and implements

of war is open to grave objections. The Council shall advise how the evil effects attendant upon such manufacture
can be prevented, due regard being had to the necessities of those Members of the League which are not able to manu-
facture the munitions and implements of war necessary for their safety.

6. The Members of the League undertake to interchange full and frank information as to the scale of their
armaments, their military, naval and air programmes and the condition of such of their industries as are adaptable
to warlike purposes.

3 See Annex I, extracts from the resolutions adopted by the Council in January and May 1931, under which the
Conference was convened and Mr. Arthur Henderson appointed as President.
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Mixed Commission worked for four years. Its discussions centred mainly upon the ultimate
relationship between disarmament and security and resulted in the submission to the Assembly
in I923 of a draft Treaty of Mutual Assistance.

The draft Treaty of Mutual Assistance was based on the fundamental idea that war as an
instrument of aggression must henceforth be regarded as an international crime, and it
combined the principle of a general international system of collective security with a system
of supplementary defensive agreements or regional pacts between particular nations. The
draft Treaty was communicated to the Governments, but was not accepted as a satisfactory
solution of the problem.'

The Assembly in I924 accordingly abandoned the draft Treaty and framed a more com-
prehensive plan, the Geneva Protocol of 1924, whereby an attempt was made to create a
complete system of compulsory arbitration and resistance by common action to acts of
aggression. The relationship between security and disarmament was again emphasised, the
entry into force of the Protocol being made to depend explicitly on the adoption by a general
Disarmament Conference of a plan for the reduction of armaments.

Discussions which took place in the Council in 1925 showed that the Protocol, accepted
by the previous Assembly and signed by fourteen States, would not be generally accepted,
and the Government of the United Kingdom, which was one of the States with views in
opposition to the Protocol, suggested, as an alternative, that the Covenant should be supple-
mented by special arrangements to meet special needs.

The Protocol was accordingly set aside in favour of a partial application of the regional
system, which was soon afterwards embodied2 in the Locarno Treaties signed on October I6th,
1925. These Treaties guaranteed the territorial status quo as between Belgium and Germany
and as between Germany and France and provided for a peaceful settlement of disputes
between these countries. Following their signature, Germany became a Member of the
League in I926.

Meanwhile, the Council, acting in accordance with a resolution adopted by the Assembly
in September I925, set up a Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference, which,
from the spring of I926, worked under the direction of the Council and submitted to that
body in December I930 a final report and a draft Convention. The work of the Preparatory
Commission was supplemented by technical reports from a Committee of Budgetary Experts
and by the report of Committee of Experts appointed to fix rules for the adoption of a standard
horse-power measurement for aeroplane and dirigible engines. All these documents were
sent to the Governments invited to take part in the General Conference for the Reduction
and Limitation of Armaments in accordance with the resolutions adopted by the Council
in January and May I93I.

WAS THE CONVOCATION OF THE CONFERENCE PREMATURE ?

The opinion has been expressed in certain quarters that the Council, when deciding in
January 193I to convoke the Conference, acted prematurely. It would be for the Council
to answer such criticism, but a few facts may perhaps be recalled in this connection. It may
even be asked from another point of view whether the convocation of the Conference had not
been too long delayed.

In January 193I, eleven years had passed since the entry into force of Article 8 of the
Covenant, which laid upon Members of the League the obligation to reduce their armaments.
More than five years had elapsed since the appointment of the Preparatory Commission
for the Disarmament Conference and since the signatories of the Final Protocol of the Locarno
Conference had made the following declaration:

" The representatives of the Governments represented here declare their firm
conviction that the entry into force of these Treaties and Conventions will contribute
greatly to bring about a moral relaxation of the tension between nations, that it will
help powerfully towards the solution'of many political or economic problems in accordance
with the interests and sentiments of peoples, and that, in strengthening peace and security
in Europe, it will hasten effectively the disarmament provided for in Article 8 of the
Covenant of the League of Nations.

" They undertake to give their sincere co-operation to the work relating to disar-
mament already undertaken by the League of Nations and to seek the realisation thereof
in a general agreement. "

Annually, at each session of the Assembly of the League, a number of States had shown
impatience at the delay in the preparatory work for the Conference, and on several occasions
the Assembly had formally expressed the wish that this work should be pressed forward and
that the first Disarmament Conference should be called at an early date. Thus, on September
25th, I928, the Assembly declared:

" The present conditions of security set up by the Covenant of the League of Nations,
by the Treaties of Peace, and, in particular, by the reductions in the armaments of

l Note by the Secretariat (July 1936) : The French delegation points out the following : " The draft Treaty was
communicated to the Governments, but was not accepted owing to the opposition of some of them, although it had many
supporters ".

2 Note by the Secretariat (July I936) : The French delegation has indicated that, in their opinion, it would have been
preferable to draft this sentence as follows : " Although the fundamental principle of the Protocol which had been
summed up in the formula ' arbitration, security, disarmament' was maintained, it was therefore thought preferable,
in applying it, to proceed by the method, of regional agreements, which was soon afterwards embodied. . . . "
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certain countries under these Treaties, and also by the Locarno Agreements, would
allow of the conclusion at the present time of a first General Convention for the Reduction
and Limitation of Armaments."

Bearing in mind the work of the Preparatory Commission and that of other Committees
working within the framework of the League, it can hardly be maintained that the necessary
technical preparations for the Conference had not been made.

POLITICAL CONDITIONS AT THE OPENING AND DURING THE COURSE OF THE CONFERENCE.

It may, however, be questioned whether, when the Conference met early in I932, there
existed a minimum of conditions, political and moral, indispensable for ultimate success, or
whether the political preparation of the Conference was adequate.

At the Council meeting of January I931, several members, particularly France, Italy
and the United Kingdom, expressed the opinion that, in order to ensure the success of the
Conference, a considerable amount of political preparation was necessary and that active
negotiations between the Governments on the principal political problems outstanding
were essential.

Unfortunately, owing to circumstances which it is not here necessary to recall, little
or nothing was done in the year between the convocation and the actual meeting of the Confe-
rence to obtain in advance some measure of agreement upon fundamental issues between
the principally interested Powers, and, when the Conference came together, none of the political
difficulties foreshadowed during the proceedings of the Preparatory Commission and reflected
in the draft Convention framed by that Commission had been solved as between the Powers
primarily concerned. Suggestions differing widely from one another were, therefore, submitted
from the outset, and these suggestions had to be discussed by the Conference before it could
take any useful decision on outstanding political problems.

It was soon evident that, unless those problems were previously solved, the initial impetus
of the Conference would spend itself in a series of fruitless discussions. Indeed, time after
time, the progress of the Conference was checked because the settlement of these political
questions had not been sufficiently prepared in advance.

DURATION OF THE CONFERENCE AND SCOPE OF ITS WORK.

Even had there been adequate political preparation for the work of the Conference, it
would hardly have been reasonable to expect that its work would be of short duration.
Important conferences for the reduction and limitation of armaments had been held in the
past, such as the Naval Conferences at Washington, 1921-22, Geneva, I927, London, I930,
and the Conferences at Rome in 1924 and Moscow in I927. Never before, however, had there
been a general effort to achieve disarmament embracing all States and all categories of forces
and weapons.

The Washington and London Conferences, limited in scope and membership, lasted
three and a half months and three months respectively. The scope of the Conference which
opened in February 1932, unlike these previous Conferences, was not limited to drawing up an
agreement between a small number of Powers and relating to special categories of armaments
which might be defined with comparative ease. It brought together sixty-one States Members
and non-members of the League out of the sixty-five States which had been invited to take
part; its discussions were intended to cover the whole field of armaments; it was required
to consider cognate subjects, such as the manufacture of arms and trade in arms; last, but
not least, it had to deal with the difficult and complex problem of the organisation of a
collective peace system under the heading of security.

All these efforts had to be made on a general scale and in regard to questions in respect
of which the States concerned were peculiarly sensitive to the claims of national loyalty
and the principle of national sovereignty. The armed forces of a country are considered as the
most obvious expression of its sovereignty and independence, and never before in the history
of the world had an attempt been made to place an agreed and accepted limit upon the exercise
by nations of their sovereign rights in this particular sphere. The Peace Treaties had imposed
disarmament obligations on certain States, and certain general obligations had been assumed
by the signatories of the Covenant. But it is one thing for a State to accept in principle a general
obligation and quite another thing to implement such obligations by means of detailed pro-
visions binding upon the military system of every State and based on a system of international
limitation and supervision.' The effective application of the principle of limitation, apart
from any question of reduction, would constitute in itself an unprecedented achievement.

1 Note by the Secretariat (July I936): The French delegation has submitted the following observations regarding
this sentence: "The last sentence but one of this paragraph might lead to the belief that States that had contracted
general obligations wished to avoid giving effect to them in practice. It should be remembered that these obligations
were definite, but conditional; the breakdown of the Conference is due, not to such a cause, but to the fact that the
conditions on which the reduction of armaments was made to depend under the Covenant could not be fulfilled."
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The limitation of armaments, moreover, cannot be considered as an isolated problem.
Disarmament is only one aspect of an organised peace system, and experience in dealing with
the problem before and during the Conference has clearly shown that an effort to limit and
reduce armaments necessarily entails the discussion of much wider political problems. It
soon became obvious that the Conference would have to face'the problem of collaboration
in the political field between Members and non-members of the League, a harmonisation
of the Covenant and the Briand-Kellogg Pact, and the elaboration of a collective system
for the preservation of peace.

SPECIAL DIFFICULTIES INHERENT IN THE POLITICAL AND ECONOMIC SITUATION DURING THE

CONFERENCE.

In addition to these general difficulties inherent in the problem of disarmament, there
were special difficulties created by the conditions obtaining when the Conference met.

The effects of the serious events in the Far East which were in progress at the beginning
of the Conference should not be forgotten, and it was inevitable that one of the first passages
in the opening speech of the President of the Conference should refer to them.

Two serious armed conflicts in another continent took place during the Conference, a
conflict between Colombia and Peru and a conflict between Bolivia and Paraguay.

Further, when the Conference met, the world was faced with the most serious and wide-
spread economic and financial crisis in history. Economic difficulties were creating political
unrest, and political unrest was still further aggravating the economic and financial difficulties.
The direct bearing of these economic and financial conditions upon the problem of disarmament
will be generally appreciated. They complicated the solution of the problem by profoundly
affecting international relations, while the burden of more than 20,000 million gold francs
annual expenditure on armaments weighed heavily upon the States which were grappling
with the immediate problem of finding work or relief for their thousands and millions of
unemployed.

Finally, numerous important political developments which took place within many
countries while the Conference was in session also had their effects in the international field.
Successive changes in the Governments of some of the States represented at the Conference
undoubtedly troubled and delayed the progress of its work.

Striking a balance between the forces which favoured and those which endangered the
success of the Conference, there would appear on the credit side the immense volume of
technical preparatory work accumulated from I920 to I932 by the various bodies of the
League and culminating in the draft Convention produced by the Preparatory Disarmament
Commission, the political efforts which found expression in the draft Treaty of Mutual
Assistance, the Geneva Protocol, the Model Treaties drafted by the Committee on Arbitration
and Security, the series of resolutions on disarmament adopted by the Assembly on the
proposal of its Third Committee, the General Act for the Pacific Settlement of International
Disputes, the Convention on Financial Assistance, the Convention to strengthen the Means
of preventing War, the Washington and London Naval Treaties, the disarmament of Germany,
Austria, Hungary and Bulgaria, the Briand-Kellogg Pact, the numerous treaties of non-aggres-
sion, conciliation and friendship signed between the majority of the countries participating
in the Conference, and the armaments truce initiated by the League Assembly and put into
effect by the Council in I93I.1

On the debit side would appear the series of events which weakened the faith of the
nations in the efficiency of the system of peace and security embodied in the Covenant.
Some of these events, located in Europe, hampered the early progress of the League. Others,
which took place in South America or the Far East, had a more direct bearing on the destinies
of the Conference, in that they happened just prior to its meeting. Nor were the internal
political changes which occurred in certain.States calculated to smooth the path of the Conference,
as, whatever their intrinsic merits, they were felt by some countries to constitute a threat to
the system of security which they were anxious to establish. All these events, creating
as they did a general uneasiness, struck at the roots of mutual confidence between nations
and troubled the atmosphere of the Conference from the very start. The effect was manifest,
not only in public meetings of the Conference, but also during the private negotiations carried
out by the President himself in the various capitals or at Geneva.

METHODS OF WORK OF THE CONFERENCE.

The Conference decided at an early stage of its proceedings, that, in dealing with its long
and difficult task, a certain flexibility as to methods must be maintained. No road was left
unexplored and no stone left unturned in the efforts made by its members to advance the
work of the Conference.

1 More specific references to some of these instruments will be found in Chapter II.
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General discussions of major principles and problems at plenary sessions of the Conference
and in its main Commissions have been supplemented by the technical and detailed work
of special and expert committees.

The Officers of the Bureau of the Conference' have often been entrusted with the task
of removing or minimising differences both at Geneva and elsewhere.

Diplomatic negotiations have on several occasions taken place under the auspices of
one or more of the Governments represented.

The Conference adopted, as far as possible, the practice of holding its meetings in public
so that public opinion might closely follow its work. Here, perhaps, it should be emphasised
that public opinion, owing to the initiative of a number of international organisations and to
practical collaboration between them, has shown itself more active and better informed
than at any other international conference. Prior to the opening of the Conference, some of
these organisations adopted resolutions setting out their point of view as to the way in which
the various aspects of the problem of disarmament should, in their opinion, be approached,
and their representatives were given access to the Conference. A special plenary meeting
was held on February 6th, I932, at which a great number of petitions were solemnly presented.

Delegations of international or national organisations have from time to time been
received by the President and their resolutions and recommendations published in the
Journal of the Conference. Many thousands of letters, messages and resolutions, official or
personal, have been addressed to the President by representatives of organisations or private
persons in many lands or forwarded to him from meetings held on behalf of the Conference all
over the world.

ARMAMENTS TRUCE.

The Assembly, on September 29th, 1931, adopted a resolution requesting the Council to
urge the Governments invited to the Conference to prepare for this event by undertaking,
for a period of one year, as from November ist, 193I, to refrain from any measure involving
an increase in their armaments, and the Council on the following day decided to communicate
this resolution to the States concerned. Fifty-five Governments replied to this invitation,
and on November I4th the Secretary-General of the League of Nations, in a Circular Letter
to the Governments invited to the Conference, communicated an opinion from the President
of the Council, based on these replies, to the effect that, in so far as no State intimated any
objection to this course, the proposed armaments truce might be regarded as having been
accepted under the conditions laid down by the Assembly.2

i The officers of the Bureau were: the President of the Conference (Mr. HENDERSON), the Vice-President and

the Rapporteur of the General Commission (M. POLITIS and M. BENES), and the Secretary-General of the Conference
(M. AVENOL), assisted by the Director of the Disarmament Section (M. AGHNIDES).

'Annex 2.
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CHAPTER I.-CHRONOLOGICAL RECORD OF THE CONFERENCE.

OPENING OF THE CONFERENCE, FEBRUARY 2ND, I932.

The Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments, meeting on February
2nd, I932, was attended by sixty States, including eight States not members of the League
of Nations.'

The Council of the League of Nations, which convened the Conference, had not submitted
a formal agenda, and no such agenda was adopted by the Conference. It was understood
that the general aim of the Conference was explicit in Article 8 of the Covenant.

The President of the Conference, in his opening speech on February 2nd, I932, represented
that the task of the Conference might be defined under three heads:

(a) To arrive at a collective agreement on an effective programme of practical
proposals speedily to secure a substantial reduction and limitation of all national
armaments;

(b) To determine that no armaments might be maintained outside the scope of
the treaty by which all the nations represented were to make the achievement of universal
disarmament their common aim;

(c) To ensure continuity of advance towards the ultimate goal of the Conference,
without detracting in any way from the fullest measure of success for its immediate
effort, by planning the holding of similar conferences at reasonably short intervals of
time.2

APPOINTMENT OF OFFICERS AND COMMISSIONS OF THE CONFERENCE, FEBRUARY I932.

The Conference appointed a Committee to report on the credentials of delegates and a
Committee to draw up its rules of procedure.3

Rules for the hearing of petitions were drafted by a Sub-Committee and adopted by the
Conference.4

On February 6th, I932, the Conference, at an extraordinary public meeting, heard
petitions presented by women's, students' and labour organisations, religious groups and
League of Nations Unions.5

In accordance with its rules of procedure, the Conference set up a Bureau to assist the
President in directing its work. It was agreed that the Bureau should consist of the President
and Vice-Presidents of the Conference and the Chairmen of the Commissions on which all
the delegations would be represented, together with the Honorary President of the Conference
(M. Motta, delegate of Switzerland). Subsequently, M. Politis, delegate of Greece, as Vice-
Chairman of the General Commission, was invited by the Conference to be a member of the
Bureau. 6

On February 8th, the Conference constituted a General Commission composed of one
representative of each delegation.7

On February 24th, the General Commission was authorised to set up, as and when the
need arose, such commissions, sub-commissions and committees as it might consider desirable. 8

The General Commission elected M. Politis (Greece) to be its Vice-Chairman and M. Benes
(Czechoslovakia) to be its Rapporteur. It constituted five Commissions on which all delega-
tions would be represented: the Political Commission, 9 the Land Commission, the Naval
Commission, the Air Commission and the National Defence Expenditure Commission.l

1 Sixty-four States were invited by the Council in I93
I . Iraq, after becoming a Member of the League of Nations,

was invited in November I932. The four States which were invited but which have never been represented at the
Conference were: Ecuador, Nicaragua, Paraguay and Salvador. A list of the States represented at the Conference
is annexed (Annex 3).

* Plenary Meetings, Series A, Vol. I, page 40.
* Document Conf.D.44(I), Conference Documents, Vol. I, page 73.
' Document Conf.D.54, Conference Documents, Vol. I, page 76.
6 Plenary Meetings, Series A, Vol. I, pages 53 and 187.
6 A delegate of each of the following fourteen countries was elected Vice-President of the Conference on February

5th, 1932: United Kingdom, France, Italy, United States of America, Germany, Sweden, Japan, Spain, Argentine,
Belgium, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Czechoslovakia, Poland, Austria. Plenary Meetings, Series A, Vol. I,
pages 52 and 53.

7 Plenary Meetings, Series A, Vol. I, page 54.
8 Plenary Meetings, Series A, Vol. I, page 176.
o Note by the Secretariat (July 1936): The French delegation observes that : " It would be advisable to point

out that, if the Political Commission reached no agreement, it was because certain delegations refused to enter into
undertakings as regards security. It would also be advisable to point out that, though this Commission stopped
meeting after some time, that was contrary to the opinion of the French delegation.' 

10 Minutes of the General Commission, Series B, Vol. I, pages I and 2, I5-25.
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GENERAL PROGRESS OF THE WORK OF THE CONFERENCE AND ITS COMMISSIONS,

FEBRUARY TO JUNE I932.

The period from February 8th to February 24th, was devoted to plenary sessions of
the Conference, during which the representatives of more than fifty countries submitted
verbal or written proposals or made general declarations of policy.l

On February 24th, the Conference decided to communicate to the General Commission
the draft Convention drawn up by the Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Confe-
rence, together with the draft texts and proposals submitted by the various delegations. 2 3

On February 25th, the General Commission adopted the following resolution as a guiding
principle :

" The General Commission resolves to carry on its discussions within the framework
of the draft Convention for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments, full liberty being
reserved to all delegations to develop their own proposals in subsequent debate and to
move their amendments in the form of modifications, additions or omissions at the
appropriate point "4.

The Rapporteur of the General Commission, acting upon this resolution, prepared a
" Co-ordinated Table of the Draft Convention and of the Proposals referred to the General
Commission .5 He further drew up a "List of Questions referred to the Commissions for
Examination ,6 containing suggestions for their distribution to the Commissions. These
documents were supplemented by a " Report on the Programme of Work of the Conference. "7

It was decided that, in giving effect to the resolution, the General Commission should
itself deal with questions of principle, technical questions being referred, if and when necessary,
to the special Commissions. It was understood that the special Commissions would in all
cases report to the General Commission. Questions not requiring any preliminary discussion
from the point of view of principle were to be referred immediately to the special Commissions,
which might, however, at any time submit to the General Commission any question of principle
on which they required a preliminary ruling. The special Commissions, during their preli-
minary discussions, noted that very few technical questions could be usefully studied until
the General Commission had for their guidance taken certain general decisions.7

The Political Commission, on March I5th, 1932, appointed a Committee on Moral
Disarmament to consider proposals submitted by the Polish delegation.8

CRITERIA FOR THE REDUCTION AND LIMITATION OF ARMAMENTS : RESOLUTIONS ADOPTED

BY THE GENERAL COMMISSION IN APRIL I932.

The General Commission, on April IIth, entered upon a discussion of certain questions
of principle affecting the substance of the problem of the reduction and limitation of armaments.
In the course of the ensuing two weeks, the four following resolutions were adopted :

" (i) In view of the opinions expressed during the discussion at the Conference
for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments, the General Commission considers
that the reduction of armaments, as provided for in Article 8 of the Covenant of the
League of Nations, shall, after this Conference has taken the first decisive step of general
reduction to the lowest possible level, be progressively achieved by means of successive
revisions at appropriate intervals. " 

"(2) In view of the proposals submitted by various delegations concerning the
criteria for the limitation and reduction of armaments, the General Commission declares
that, in determining those criteria, the provisions of Article 8 of the Covenant of the
League of Nations shall be applied, and that, in consequence, armaments must be reduced
to the lowest point consistent with national safety and the enforcement by common
action of international obligations.

iClassified and analysed in document Conf.D.Io2. Conference Documents, Vol. I, page I48.
2 Plenary Meetings, Vol. I. page I76.

s Note by the Secretariat (July I936) ' The delegation of the U.S.S.R. has requested that the following two
paragraphs be added to the report :

"The Government of the U.S.S.R. had presented a draft convention for general, complete and immediate
disarmament which they had previously submitted to the Preparatory Commission. The general Commission refused,
on February 25th, I932, to take the principle of general and complete disarmament as the basis of the work of the
Conference ; this decision was taken by a large majority, three delegations only voting in its favour.

"The Delegation of the U.S.S.R. had also presented as an alternative another draft convention envisaging
a reduction of all existing armaments amounting to as much as fifty per cent. for heavily-armed Powers. This draft,
slightly modifying the Soviet draft convention for the reduction of armaments presented to the Preparatory Commission
in 1928, was not retained by the General Commission."

4 Minutes of the General Commission, Vol. I, page I5.
b Document Conf.D.io2, Conference Documents, Vol. I, page I48.
8 Document Conf.D.Io3, Conference Documents, Vol. I, page I75.
7 Document Conf.D.ioI, Conference Documents, Vol. I, page 146.
8 Document Conf.D.76, Conference Documents, Vol. I, page II7.
9 Resolution unanimously adopted on April Ig9th, I932 (document Conf.D./C.G.22). Minutes of the General

Commission, Series B, Vol. I, pages 8i and 82.
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" It will be necessary, further, to take account of the geographical situation and special
circumstances of each State.

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

" (3) Without prejudice to other proposals which fall to be discussed under later
heads of the agenda, the Conference declares its approval of the principle of qualitative
disarmament-i.e., the selection of certain classes or descriptions of weapons the possession
or use of which should be absolutely prohibited to all States or internationalised by means
of a general Convention. "2

" (4) In seeking to apply the principle of qualitative disarmament, as defined in
the previous resolution, the Conference is of opinion that the range of land, sea and air
armaments should be examined by the competent special Commissions with a view to
selecting those weapons whose character is the most specifically offensive or those most
efficacious against national defence or most threatening to civilians. "

The Land, Naval and Air Commissions resumed their work on April 26th, entering upon
a detailed consideration of the armaments to which the principle of qualitative disarmament
should apply in accordance with the terms of the resolution adopted by the General Commission,
and the General Commission suspended any further study of the questions on its agenda
pending their reports. The discussions in the special Commissions under the resolution
adopted by the General Commission were concluded in the first week of June and their reports
were duly forwarded to the General Commission.

On May ioth, a special Committee was set up to enquire into the question of chemical
and bacterial weapons and methods of warfare, a problem common to land, sea and air
armaments and not confined specifically to any one of them.4

Further, on the proposal of the delegation of the United States of America, the General
Commission decided, on the same day, to set up a Committee to study all pertinent information
relating to figures for effectives with a view to preparing for the use of the General Commission
a report upon the numerical strength on a comparable basis of the effectives maintained by
each country.

The reports of the Land, Naval and Air Commissions and of the special Committee on
Chemical and Bacterial Weapons were published at the beginning of June. It was clear from
these reports that agreement concerning the weapons to which the principle of qualitative
disarmament should apply had not been reached in the Commissions. The Bureau of the
Conference accordingly invited the delegations to prepare the ground for such agreement
by means of private conversations.5

All the delegations to the Conference, with but few exceptions, took part in these conver-
sations.

THE PROPOSALS OF PRESIDENT HOOVER, JUNE 22ND, 1932.

Meanwhile, on June 22nd, I932, while the private conversations concerning qualitative
disarmament were still proceeding, a declaration from President Hoover, of the United
States of America, embodying definite proposals, was submitted to the Conference. 6

The general principles underlying these proposals were as follows :

(I) The Briand-Kellogg Pact meant that the nations of the world had agreed that
they would use their arms solely for defence;

(2) The reduction of armaments should be carried out by increasing the comparative
power of defence through decreases in the power of attack ;

(3) The existing relativity as between the armaments of the world, which had grown
up in mutual relation to one another, should be preserved in making reductions;

(4) The reductions must be real and positive and effect economic relief;
(5) The problems of land forces, air forces and naval forces were interconnected

and the proposals submitted should not be dissociated one from another.

On the basis of these principles, the United States delegation proposed that the arms
of the world should be reduced by nearly one-third.

In regard to land forces, the proposal involved the abolition of all tanks, of chemical
warfare and of large mobile guns.

In regard to effectives, there should be a reduction of one-third in strength of all land
arms over and above the so-called " police component ", or strength necessary for the mainten-
ance of internal order.

1 Resolution unanimously adopted, less one vote, on April 2oth, 1932 (document Conf.D./C.G.24 ). Minutes
of the General Commission, S6ries B, Vol. I, pages 91 and 93.

8 Resolution unanimously adopted on April 22nd, 1932 (document Conf.D./C.G.26(I)). Minutes of the General
Commission, Series B, Vol. I, page II3.

8 Resolution unanimously adopted on April 22nd, I932 (document Conf.D./C.G.28(2)). Minutes of the General
Commission, Series B, Vol. I, page I16.

'See Minutes of the General Commission, Series B, Vol. I, page I20.
5 The meetings of the Bureau prior to September 2ist, 1932, were private and no Minutes were kept.
6 Document Conf.D.126, Conference Documents, Vol. I, page 259.



In regard to air forces, all bombing-planes should be abolished and a total prohibition of
all bombardment from the air enforced.

In regard to naval forces, it was proposed that the treaty number and tonnage of battle-
ships should be reduced by one-third; that the treaty tonnage of aircraft-carriers, cruisers
and destroyers should be reduced by one-fourth; that the treaty tonnage of submarines
should be reduced by one-third and that no nation should retain a submarine tonnage greater
than 35,000 tons.

The General Commission, recognising that these proposals were calculated to give fresh
impetus to the Conference, devoted several meetings to their general discussion in order to
enable the different delegations to state their views. All the delegations which took part in
the discussions declared themselves in favour, in varying degrees, of President Hoover's
proposals.' In certain cases, such acceptance was accompanied by reservations rendering
unlikely a practical or immediate application of the proposals.2

CONCLUSION OF THE FIRST PHASE OF THE CONFERENCE: RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE

GENERAL COMMISSION ON JULY 23RD, I932.

Following upon these proposals, the Conference was led to survey the whole problem
of the reduction and limitation of armaments, and the Bureau of the Conference decided that
the results at which the Conference might arrive before suspending its work should be set forth
in the form of a resolution covering the points on which agreement had been reached and taking
into account the proposals submitted by President Hoover.

After consulting the various delegations, M. Benes, as General Rapporteur, submitted a
draft resolution, which was discussed point by point in the General Commission and which was
finally adopted on July 23rd by forty-one votes, two delegations voting against 3 and eight
abstaining. 4

The general sense of the resolution was declared in its introductory paragraphs:

" The Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments,
" Profoundly convinced that the time has come when all nations of the world must

adopt substantial and comprehensive measures of disarmament in order to consolidate
the peace of the world, to hasten the resumption of economic activity, and to lighten
the financial burdens which now weigh upon the peoples of the world;

" Desirous of avoiding a competition in the power of armaments which would be both
ruinous to the peoples and threatening to their national defence;

" Recalling its resolutions of April I9th, 20th and 22nd, I932;
" Firmly determined to achieve a first decisive step involving a substantial reduction

of armaments, on the basis of Article 8 of the Covenant of the League of Nations, and
as a natural consequence of the obligations resulting from the Briand-Kellogg Pact;

" Welcoming heartily the initiative taken by the President of the United States of
America in formulating concrete proposals for a substantial reduction of armaments
by the prohibition of certain methods of warfare, by the abolition of certain material,
and by reductions varying in magnitude and amounting for certain armaments to the
proportion of one-third;

"Bearing in mind also the draft Convention of the Preparatory Commission, the
statements and proposals made to the Conference by a number of delegations, and the
reports and resolutions of the various Commissions of the Conference :

" Decides forthwith and unanimously, guided by the general principles underlying
President Hoover's declaration:

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

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

Part II of the resolution,5 embodying conclusions relating to the first phase of the Confer-
ence, set out the special points (air forces, artillery, tanks, chemical, bacterial and incendiary
warfare and supervision) on which agreement had been reached.

Under Part III of the resolution, dealing with the preparation of the second phase of the
Conference, the Bureau was requested to continue its work during the period of adjournment
of the General Commission with a view to framing draft texts concerning the questions on
which agreement had already been reached. Points which called for detailed examination

1Minutes of the General Commission, Vol. I, pages I2I-I53.
9 The United Kingdom delegation, for example, tabled alternative proposals, more particularly in reference to

naval armaments. See page 74 and document Conf.D.I33 (Conference Documents, Vol. I, page 265).
' Germany and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. The German delegation, in the course of the discussion,

made an official declaration to the effect that the German Government could not undertake to continue to take part
in the work of the Conference unless its proceedings were in future conducted on the basis of a recognition of legal
equality between the States. The Soviet delegation, which in the course of the discussion had proposed an immediate
quantitative reduction of all categories of armaments by one-third, voted against the resolution on the ground that
it did not go as far as certain delegations desired in the direction of disarmament.

4 Afghanistan, Albania, Austria, Bulgaria, China, Hungary, Italy and Turkey.
6 See Annex 4.
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were to be examined by the Bureau or by the appropriate bodies of the Conference with the
assistance of the Governments concerned in order that definite conclusions might be framed
as soon as the General Commission met again. The following points were mentioned in this
connection:

(I) Effectives;
(2) Limitation of national defence expenditure;
(3) Trade in and manufacture of arms;
(4) Naval armaments;
(5) Violations of provisions relating to the prohibition of the use of chemical, bacterial

and incendiary weapons and bombing from the air.

It was expressly stated in the resolution that its adoption in no way prejudged the attitude
of the Conference towards any more comprehensive measures of disarmament or towards the
political proposals submitted by various delegations.

Finally, before adjourning, the Conference decided, in a final paragraph of the resolution
adopted on July 23rd, to recommend to the Governments to renew, for a period of four months,
as from November Ist, 1932, the Armaments Truce accepted under the resolution adopted
by the Assembly of the League of Nations on September 29th, I93I.

ATTITUDE OF THE GERMAN AND SOVIET DELEGATIONS TO THE CONFERENCE, SEPTEMBER I932

The Bureau of the Conference met on September 2Ist, I932, to begin the work assigned
to it under the resolution adopted by the General Commission on July 23rd, I932.

The President of the Conference read a letter from the German Government, dated
September I4th, recalling its attitude towards the resolution of July 23rd. The German
Government now stated that, as its efforts to clear up through diplomatic channels the question
of the recognition of the principle of equality of rights as between nations had proved unavailing,
Germany was unable to take part in the further work of the Conference. It would, however,
follow the proceedings of the Conference with interest, and its further attitude would be
determined by the course which they might take.l

At the same time, the President informed the Bureau that the Soviet Government did
not propose to send representatives to sit on the technical Commissions of the Conference
until the General Commission had taken important decisions of principle implying a reduction
of existing armaments.2

WORK OF THE BUREAU, SEPTEMBER TO NOVEMBER 1932.

The Bureau, at meetings held during September, October and November I932, considered
most of the items mentioned in the general resolution of July 23rd. It dealt, in particular,
with the following questions:

Supervision;
Prohibition of chemical warfare and violations of the prohibition to use chemical,

bacterial and incendiary weapons;
Trade in and manufacture of arms and ammunition.

MEMORANDUM ON SECURITY AND DISARMAMENT SUBMITTED BY THE FRENCH DELEGATION,

NOVEMBER I4TH, I932.

On November 4th, the Bureau heard a statement by M. Paul-Boncour (France) prior to
the submission, on November I4th, by the French delegation of a memorandum dealing with
the questions of security and disarmament.3

The French memorandum was based on the principle that the reduction of armaments
was necessarily bound up with the security conditions existing or to be created. The aim of the
Conference should be to strengthen defence by the reduction of forces of aggression and to this
end to work out a form of military organisation which in a given region and in given political
conditions would render aggression more difficult.

The French Government, considering it idle to attempt to solve all the questions involved
by means of a universal plan, suggested that, in addition to a General Convention for the
Limitation, Reduction and Supervision of Armaments, a special plan should be drawn up for
Europe.

Chapter I provided that all States should recognise that a war in violation of the Pact
of Paris was necessarily a matter of concern to them all, and that, in the case of such a breach
or threat of breach, they should be called upon to take concerted action. Further, any breach

Minutes of the Bureau, Series C, Vol. I, pages 3 and 4.
2 Minutes of the Bureau, Series C, Vol. I, page 3.
8Document Conf.D.I 4 6, Conference Documents, Vol. II, page 435. Minutes of the Bureau, Series C, Vol. I,

page 32.
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of the Pact of Paris should involve prohibition of all economic and financial relations with the
aggressor State, the States declaring their determination not to recognise any fait accompli
resulting from a breach of an international undertaking.

Chapter II stipulated that the application of the principles laid down in the preceding
chapter should enable the States Members of the League of Nations to give full effect to their
obligations under the Covenant and, in particular, under Article I6.

Chapter III outlined a system for Europe which was, however, only practicable on condi-
tion that, if not all, at least a sufficient number of States, taking into account their size and
geographical situation, adhered to it. This chapter contained both political and military
provisions.

It was proposed that, with a view to reducing the offensive character of national forces,
the land defence forces of the continental States of Europe should be standardised, in accord-
ance with a uniform type, as short-service armies with limited effectives. In estimating effec-

tives, the conditions peculiar to each State, and, in particular, the inequalities and variations
in the recruiting resources of the signatory Powers, should, in conformity with Article 8 of the

Covenant, be borne in mind. Likewise, account should be taken of pre-regimental and military
instruction received in political formations and effectives in the home police forces.

National armies were to possess no powerful mobile material, and especially no material

such as would permit of attack upon permanent fortifications. On the other hand, each State

would permanently maintain at the disposal of the League, for purposes of common action,

a limited number of specialised units consisting of relatively long-service troops equipped with

powerful material. In addition, each State would maintain, under international supervision,

stocks of the mobile land material forbidden to national armies, to be placed, should occasion
arise, at the disposal of a contracting party on whose behalf collective action was taken.

Other chapters of the memorandum contained proposals dealing with naval and air
armaments.

PROPOSALS SUBMITTED BY THE UNITED KINGDOM DELEGATION ON NOVEMBER I7TH, 1932.

On November I7 th, 1932, Sir John Simon (United Kingdom) submitted to the Bureau

a series of proposals embodying a programme of work for the Conference intended more

particularly to meet the claim to equality of rights submitted by the German Government.'
Sir John Simon emphasised that, although the Treaty of Versailles was a binding document

and could only be modified by common consent, the disarmament imposed on Germany was

clearly intended to be the prelude to a substantial measure of general disarmament which had
yet to be effected.

His proposals began with a suggestion that all the European States should solemnly

affirm that they would not in any circumstances attempt to solve any present or future

differences between them by resort to force, and it was emphasised in this connection that

acknowledgment of the moral right to parity of treatment put forward by Germany entailed

upon Germany as upon other countries the acceptance of such an obligation. It was then

urged that the claims of Germany to equality should be met so far as they did not involve
measures of rearmament. The limitations imposed on the armaments of Germany should

be contained in the same Disarmament Convention as that defining the limitations to be

imposed on the armaments of other nations; they should last for the same period and be

subject to the same methods of revision. In the new Disarmament Convention, the principle

should be embodied that the kinds of arms permitted to other countries should not be prohibited

to Germany. In other words, the principle of qualitative equality should be acknowledged.

This principle applied to categories of arms and not to the amounts, which must be

separately and subsequently treated. By what means and by what stages the principle of

qualitative equality could be applied must be the subject of detailed discussions in which it

was essential that Germany should join.

The general proposal, thus defined, was supplemented by detailed proposals as to naval

material, tanks, mobile land guns, air forces and effectives.

EQUALITY OF RIGHTS: DECLARATION OF THE FIVE POWERS OF DECEMBER 12TH, 1932.

During the autumn of 1932, negotiations took place between the representatives of the

United States, the United Kingdom, French, German and Italian Governments in order to

render possible the continuation of the work of the Conference with the collaboration of

Germany. Agreement was reached on December IIth, 1932.

1 Minutes of the Bureau, Series C, Vol. I, pages 89-94.



- 20 -

The result of these negotiations was incorporated in the following communication made
by the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom to the President of the Conference on December
12th, I932:

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

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

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

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

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

This declaration was noted by the General Commission on December I4th, I932, in the
following terms :

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

"t(I) Expresses its thanks to the British Prime Minister and his co-signatories for
the success of their efforts, which have resulted in a notable contribution to the work of
the Conference;

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

It was emphasised during the discussion in the General Commission that conversations
such as those which had taken place between the five Powers did not constitute a precedent,
and that there could be no question of decisions being taken out of the hands of the Conference
or of presenting it with agreed solutions. The five-Power agreement was not to be regarded
as an act of the Conference, and it in no way modified the rights of the General Commission.3

WORK OF THE BUREAU AND OF THE GENERAL COMMISSION FROM JANUARY TO MARCH I933.

When the Conference continued its work in January 1933, Germany, following on the
adoption of the declaration of December iith, I932, resumed her collaboration.

The Bureau, at meetings held between January 23rd and 29 th, I933, continued its
discussions on the question of supervision and of chemical, incendiary and bacterial weapons. 4

The General Commission met again on February 2nd, I933. Its first meetings were
devoted to a general discussion of the French memorandum of November I4th, I932. During
this discussion, the Soviet delegation submitted a draft definition of the aggressor. 5

On February gth and ioth, the Bureau considered a programme of work of the Conference
submitted by the United Kingdom delegation.6

The General Commission decided, on February I3th, to send at once to the Political
Commission the various proposals concerning security and to retain for its own consideration
the proposals concerning " effectives ", " land war material ", " air " and " naval forces ".

The General Commission, at meetings held between February I3th and March 6th,
discussed the questions relating to effectives and air material. On March gth, it took up
the subject of land material and instructed a Drafting Committee, under the chairmanship
of M. Politis, to frame either definite proposals or a questionnaire bringing into relief the main
principles involved. A questionnaire was drafted and circulated to the General Commission
on March I5th.

See Minutes of the General Commission, Series B, Vol. II, page 208.
2See Minutes of the General Commission, Series B, Vol. II, pages 214-215.
aSee Minutes of the General Commission, Series B, Vol. II, pages 208-214.
'Minutes of the Bureau, Series C, Vol. I, pages II3-I48 (See Chapter VIII, Chemical, Incendiary and Bacterial

Warfare).
5 Minutes of the General Commission, Series B, Vol. II, page 237.
6 Document Conf.D.i 5 4 , Conference Documents, Vol. II, page 472.
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DRAFT CONVENTION SUBMITTED BY THE UNITED KINGDOM DELEGATION, MARCH I6TH, I933.

The General Commission, on March I6th, 1933, heard a statement by Mr. Ramsay
MacDonald (United Kingdom) prior to the submission by the United Kingdom delegation
of a draft Disarmament Convention.l

Mr. MacDonald expressed the opinion that the method by which the Conference had been
making a thorough survey of problem after problem and group of problems after group of
problems in compartments had now yielded its maximum usefulness and that it was necessary
to present a complete scheme. Only in the presence of a balance-sheet showing, on one
side, what it was going to give, what risks it was going to run and, on the other side, what it
was going to get by way of security and by a diminution of the risk it was prepared to run,
would each State be able to answer the various compartmental questions.

The draft Disarmament Convention submitted by the United Kingdom delegation was
based on an assumption contained in the statement issued by the five Powers on December
iith, I932, that the Conference would effect a substantial reduction and a limitation of
armaments!, provision being made for future revision with a view to further reductions. It
recognised, however, that there must necessarily be a period of transition.

The following were the characteristics of the transition period:

"First of all, the period was fixed; it was not indefinite; the draft suggested five
years. The second characteristic was that reductions in armaments were proposed in
order to prove the delegations' bona fides to the world. The present Conference was
not a Rearmament Conference. The third characteristic was a proposal for international
control in order to ensure that the Convention, signed solemnly by all the delegations at
Geneva, would be carried out and not shirked by any. The fourth characteristic was
the setting up of bodies like the Permament Disarmament Commission to study further
reductions and to seek solutions for unsolved difficulties. The fifth was the affording
of opportunity for political work for the purpose of restoring confidence, so that the fears
with which the Conference had had to contend would be removed before its next
meeting, fixed for a few years hence."

In regard to the organisation of peace, the articles of the draft proposal laid down quite
clearly that no nation which had signed the agreement to be concluded by the present Confer-
ence could be indifferent to the breach of the Pact of Paris by any other nation.

In regard to disarmament itself, the United Kingdom delegation had tried to fit into
the framework of the draft Disarmament Convention prepared by the Preparatory Commission
a solution which a thorough examination of all questions by the Conference had led it to
believe would represent a just basis for negotiation and which would result in a settlement
of the problem.

There was a general discussion of the draft Convention at meetings held from March 23rd
to March 27th, I933.2

THE UNITED KINGDOM DRAFT CONVENTION ACCEPTED AS A BASIS OF DISCUSSION

RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE GENERAL COMMISSION ON MARCH 27TH, I933.

The General Commission, on March 27th, at the close of the general discussion,
unanimously adopted the following resolution

"The General Commission,
" In view of the results of the general discussion concerning the draft Convention

submitted by the United Kingdom delegation;
" Noting that this draft remains within the general framework of the draft Convention

drawn up by the Preparatory Commission and, at the same time, embodies new elements
resulting, on the one hand, from the studies undertaken in pursuance of the resolution
of July 23rd, 1932, and, on the other hand, from the decisions taken since the beginning
of the session on the basis of the previous proposals of other delegations, and notably
of the French delegation 

"Decides,

" (i) To take this draft as a basis for its subsequent discussions, the various
delegations retaining the right to propose modifications, amendments or additions
according to the wishes then manifested in their communications to the General
Commission;

"(2) To proceed, at its next meeting, after the Easter vacation, to the
examination of this draft, part by part and article by article.

" Delegations wishing to submit amendments to Part I of the draft are requested
to communicate them in writing to the Secretary-General of the Conference not later
than April 20oth, I933. "

Forty-two delegations voted for the resolution. No delegation voted against it.

1Document Conf.D.I57(I), Conference Documents, Vol. II, page 476. Minutes of the General Commission,
Series B, Vol. II, page 352.

a Minutes of the General Commission, Series B, Vol. II, pages 36I-403. The substantive proposals embodied
in the draft Convention are indicated and discussed in the following chapters.
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The Soviet delegation accepted the decisions of the Commission, but could not associate
itself with all the considerations. It objected, in particular, to the reference made to the
resolution of July 23rd, I932, against which the Soviet delegation had voted.l

The German delegation stated that it was in the same position as the Soviet delegation,
having voted against the resolution of July 23rd, I932. There were other points to which
the German delegation had raised objections and it could therefore agree only to paragraph
I and the text of the decision.'

The Italian delegation voted for the resolution, observing, however, that it was in the same
position as the Soviet and German delegations in so far as concerned the reference to the
resolution of July 23rd, I932, having abstained from voting on that resolution. It associated
itself with the German and Soviet reservations.'

The Hungarian delegation stated that it was in the same situation as the Italian delegation
as regarded the resolution of July 23rd, I932, and it made the same reservations as that
delegation to the second paragraph of the considerations.'

The Austrian delegate stated that, since the Austrian delegation had refrained from voting
on the resolution of July 23rd, 1932, he must adopt the same attitude as the delegates which
had made reservations in that connection.'

FIRST READING OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION SUBMITTED BY THE UNITED KINGDOM DELEGATION:

WORK OF THE CONFERENCE FROM APRIL 25TH TO JUNE 8TH, I933.

The General Commission, rising on March 27th, I933, met again on April 25th to examine,
part by part and article by article, the draft Convention submitted by the United Kingdom
delegation.

Meanwhile, the technical bodies of the Conference had under consideration questions
relating to the definition of the aggressor, the calculation of effectives, the regulation of the
trade in arms and the private and State manufacture of arms and implements of war, while
questions of security were examined by a special Committee set up by the Political Commission.

At a moment when special difficulties, particularly the question of the priority to be given
to the problem of effectives or material, threatened the progress of these discussions, two
important statements were made outside Geneva, but of importance to the work of the
Conference. On May I6th, the President of the United States of America addressed a message
to the heads of States, which was communicated formally to the President of the Conference,
urging that the ultimate aim of the Conference must be the complete elimination of offensive
measures, recommending that, in the meantime, no nation should increase its armaments,
and suggesting that all the nations should enter a solemn pact of non-aggression. On May
I7th, the German Chancellor, in a speech to the Reichstag, stated that the German Government
desired to seek equality of status, not by the rearmament of Germany, but by the progressive
disarmament of other countries.2

The General Commission completed its first reading of the draft Convention on May 30th.
On June 6th, the Commission noted a resolution communicated to the President of the

Conference by the Chairman of the Committee for Moral Disarmament and discussed a report
from the Committee for the Regulation of the Trade in, and Private and State Manufacture
of, Arms and Implements of War.3 On June 7th and 8th, the Commission considered a report
from the National Defence Expenditure Commission. 4

THE UNITED KINGDOM DRAFT CONVENTION ACCEPTED AS A BASIS FOR THE

FUTURE CONVENTION, JUNE 8TH, I933.

Finally, on June 8th, 1933, the General Commission adopted the following recommendation
submitted by the Bureau of the Conference

" That the draft Convention submitted by the United Kingdom delegation and
accepted as a basis of discussion by a formal decision of the General Commission should
be accepted as the basis of the future Convention. This acceptance would be without
prejudice to amendments or proposals submitted before or during the second reading,
particularly as regarded additional chapters concerning the manufacture of and trade
in arms and budgetary limitation." 5

ADJOURNMENT OF THE GENERAL COMMISSION : DIPLOMATIC NEGOTIATIONS FROM JUNE 8TH

TO OCTOBER 9TH, 1933.

The General Commission then decided to adjourn for a few weeks in view of the meeting
of the Monetary and Economic Conference in London. The Bureau of the Conference was

'See Chapter I, page 17.
2 See Minutes of the General Commission, Series B, Vol. II, pages 461-467.
' See Chapter IX.
' See Chapter VII.
' See Minutes of the General Commission, Series B, Vol. II, page 630.
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meanwhile instructed to prepare a text of the draft Convention for a second reading, and the

President was authorised to undertake any negotiations which might be necessary with a

view to its preparation.
The President, at a meeting of the Bureau held on June 27th, reported that he had been

unable to make satisfactory progress with his negotiations.' The Bureau thereupon convened

the General Commission to meet on June 29 th, and the General Commission, after hearing

a statement from the President in the same sense, decided to adjourn until October I6th, I933.
The Hungarian delegation abstained from voting upon this decision, and the German

delegation, protesting against the adjournment of the Commission, did not associate itself

with the vote of the Commission under which the President was authorised to continue his
negotiations.2

The President of the Conference visited Paris, Rome, Berlin, Prague, Munich and London

in July and continued his negotiations during September in London, Paris and Geneva.
The Bureau met again on October 9 th, 1933, and the President of the Conference informed

it of the conversations which had taken place in the course of his negotiations. 3 He had

noted a marked disposition in favour of securing a first-stage Disarmament Convention,

but the approach of the Governments to some of the more important questions was clearly
influenced by the unsettled state of Europe and the anxieties to which it had given rise.

Agreement appeared to be relatively easy on the following questions:

(i) Non-resort to force on a universal basis;

(2) Definition of the aggressor;

(3) Control and supervision;
(4) Standardisation of the European continental armies:

(a) Trained reserves;
(b) Effectives;
(c) Colonial forces;

(5) Budgetary publicity and control;
(6) Bombing from the air;

(7) Early constitution of the Permanent Disarmament Commission;

(8) Naval questions.

The following questions had not proved so easy of adjustment:

(i) The period of the duration of a first-stage Convention;

(2) Size of tanks and artillery;

(3) Reduction of land war material, either by destruction or otherwise;

(4) Manufacture of and trade in arms;

(5) Military and naval aviation;
(6) Penalties for a violation of the Convention.

MEETINGS OF THE BUREAU AND OF THE GENERAL COMMISSION ON OCTOBER I4TH AND

i6TH 1933 : WITHDRAWAL OF GERMANY FROM THE CONFERENCE.

Sir John Simon, as head of the United Kingdom delegation responsible for the draft

Convention, giving to the Bureau, on October 4 th, 933, an account of the conversations
in which he had recently participated, stated that, as a result of views expressed by the
representatives of France, Germany, Italy, the United States of America and other Powers,
he had come to the conclusion that the draft Convention would, in some respects, require
to be modified. It had been drawn up on the assumption that it would cover a period of

five years. The recent discussions, however, appeared to indicate that the period should

be extended to perhaps eight years. It would be necessary, moreover, to proceed by stages,
since it was not possible to ignore the disturbed condition of Europe.

The proposed period of eight years would, therefore, begin with the transformation
of the continental armies into short-term service armies and with the application, through
the Permanent Disarmament Commission, of an adequate system of supervision. A period
of four years had been mentioned by certain Governments as necessary for this initial stage,
though other Governments thought that the period should be shorter.

The object of the full continuous programme of disarmament was to bring about ultimately
a substantial reduction in the armaments of the heavily armed Powers and to secure the

application of the principle of equality within a system of security. It was therefore essential
that the Convention should, at the time of its signature, embody a detailed and agreed plan

of reduction on the lines laid down in the draft Convention submitted by the United Kingdom

1 Minutes of the Bureau, Series C, Vol. I, pages 176-178.
2 Minutes of the General Commission, Series B, Vol. II, pages 637-643.
aMinutes of the Bureau, Series C, pages 178-181.
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delegation. The degree of disarmament expected of the heavily armed Powers must be
fully defined in the Convention and must be really adequate. Moreover, as the result of the
abolition of certain weapons, or prohibition of their further use, a common list of armaments
allowed for all countries would, in effect, be established. This would put an end to existing
differences in the situation of the Powers whose armaments had been limited by the Treaties
of Peace. The quantities of these arms and methods of disarmament in detail would in each
case be the subject of negotiation and agreement.

It was an essential feature of this programme that the Powers whose armaments had
been restricted by the Peace Treaties should not begin to increase their armaments immediately,
but should conform to the process above described. Agreement, in the view of the United
Kingdom Government, could not be reached on the basis of a Convention which contemplated
immediate rearmament, and no Government would be authorised to manufacture or acquire
any further weapons of the types to be finally suppressed. Since, however, the Reichszehr
was to be transformed into a more numerous short-term-service army, it would be necessary
to provide for an appropriate numerical increase in its defensive armaments.

The delegates of the United States and France agreed, in general terms, with the statement
made by Sir John Simon, and the representative of Italy said that his delegation would
be happy to associate its efforts with those of the other delegations on the lines laid down.

The representative of Germany reminded the Bureau that the attitude of his Government
was determined by two claims : First, there should be a real and substantial disarmament
of the heavily armed Powers; secondly, there should be a practical and immediate application
of the principle of equality of status, the question of quantity being left open for negotiation.l

Immediately after the meeting of the Bureau, the President received from the Minister
for Foreign Affairs of Germany the following communication, dated October I4th, I933 

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

On October i6th, 1933, the General Commission considered the reply which the President
proposed to send to the German Government and authorised him to transmit it. The reply
was in the following terms:

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

The representatives of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Poland and Turkey
declared that they could not fully accept the text of the reply, on the ground that it alluded
to negotiations which had taken place, outside the Conference, between certain States. The
representative of Hungary, moreover, observed that his country was in a special position with
regard to the question of disarmament and must regard the disarmament problem in the light
of that position.

The General Commission, in view of the entirely new situation with which the delegations
were faced and of the necessity they were under to consult their Governments, adjourned
until October 26th.2 3

1 Minutes of the Bureau, Series C, Vol. II, pages 181-85.
a Minutes of the General Commission, Series B, Vol. III, pages 646-648.
2 On October 2ist, 1933, Germany notified the Secretary-General of her withdrawal from membership of the

League of Nations.
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WORK OF THE BUREAU OF THE CONFERENCE, OCTOBER 26TH TO NOVEMBER IITH, I933.

The General Commission of the Conference, on October 26th, authorised the Bureau
to go forward with the necessary arrangements to enable the General Commission to begin
its second reading of a revised text of the draft Convention.l

It was unanimously of opinion that the Conference should continue to work for the
establishment of a Disarmament Convention based on the draft Convention submitted by
the United Kingdom delegation. It was obvious, however, that further efforts would have
to be made, by way of negotiation between the Powers principally concerned, to clear up
existing divergencies and to enable a text, revised and brought up to date in accordance with
the views of the various delegations, to be placed before the General Commission for a second
reading.

It was understood that the revised text would be prepared by the Officers of the Bureau
in consultation with the delegations which desired to submit amendments or suggestions,
and that it would take into account the different trends of opinion and the feelings expressed
during the past discussions in the General Commission and elsewhere. It was further under-
stood that all the delegations represented on the General Commission remained free to express
their views on the text submitted and to propose amendments.

The General Commission then adjourned, to permit of a further effort to narrow existing
divergencies, until December 4th, I933.

The Bureau of the Conference held further meetings on October 25th, October 26th,
November gth and November IIth, in application of the decisions of the General Commission.
It appointed Rapporteurs to consider and report upon the questions of security, land material,
naval armaments, air armaments, the manufacture of and trade in arms, guarantee of
execution of the provisions of the Convention and its duration. The clauses relating to effec-
tives and those embodying the miscellaneous provisions of the Convention, covering, in
particular, the constitution of the Permanent Disarmament Commission and the establishment
of a system of supervision, were referred to special Committees.

It was understood that the work undertaken in accordance with these arrangements
was not to be restricted to purely technical questions, but to include further efforts to obtain
a substantial Disarmament Convention by the solution of outstanding political issues. Special
emphasis was laid on this point at the meeting of the Bureau held on November IIth, I933,
in the course of which the representative of Italy expressed considerable doubt as to the
expediency of further technical discussions and was assured by the President that, in certain
respects, the work proposed was essentially of a political character.

The work of revision was undertaken on the basis of a text, prepared by the Secretariat,
of the draft Convention as it had left the General Commission at the close of the first reading
on June 29 th, I933. This text embodied the proposals approved during the first-reading
discussions either in the General Commission or in special technical Committees. 3

The Rapporteurs entrusted with the task of revision, on beginning their work in November,
were at once confronted with a number of difficulties which appeared to require the previous
solution of certain political problems.

The President accordingly summoned the officers of the Bureau, with the representatives
of France, Italy, the United Kingdom and the United States of America, to a consultation.
The Bureau, on November 22nd, 1933, after considering the situation in the light of the result
of this consultation, noted that the existing divergencies of opinion on certain important
political questions were too great to encourage any hope of a successful issue from a premature
discussion of texts in the General Commission.4

PARALLEL AND SUPPLEMENTARY EFFORTS, NOVEMBER I933 TO APRIL I934.

The Bureau intimated that the work of the Conference would at that stage best be assisted
by parallel and supplementary efforts between various States and the full use of diplomatic
machinery. It was understood that these efforts would be undertaken at once with energy
and that the Governments would keep the President of the Conference informed of their progress.

The Bureau decided that, in the circumstances, the General Commission should be
adjourned until a date during or immediately after the January session of the Council of
the League.

The Officers of the Bureau, meeting in Geneva on January Igth and 20oth, I934, to fix a
date for resuming the work of the Conference, felt that it was inexpedient to interrupt the
parallel and supplementary efforts still in progress. They also felt that it was highly important
that the General Commission should be enabled to meet at an early date and continue its work
without further interruption. The Governments in charge of the negotiations were accordingly
asked to inform the President, before February Ioth, 1934, Of the results achieved.

1 Minutes of the General Commission, Series B, Vol. III, pages 648-652.
2 Minutes of the Bureau, Series C, Vol. II, pages I87-200.
8 See Annex 5, Document Conf.D.I63(I).
' Minutes of the Bureau, Series C, Vol. II, page 200.



- 26 -

The President, under this arrangement, received early in February copies of the memo-
randa which had been exchanged between the Governments of the United Kingdom, France,
Italy and Germany.l

The French, Italian and German Governments declared their views on the more important
questions at issue, while the United Kingdom, in a memorandum dated January 29th, 1934,
indicated the lines of a compromise which, it believed, after reviewing the results of the
discussions and closely studying the recent interchanges of views, might be generally acceptable. 2

The United Kingdom Government, in forwarding its memorandum to the President of
the Conference, informed him at the same time that it was sending Mr. Eden, Lord Privy
Seal, to the capitals of the States most directly concerned to ascertain their attitude to its
proposals.

The officers of the Bureau, meeting on February I3th, I934, decided that the diplomatic
progress achieved was still inadequate to justify a meeting of the Bureau at an early date.
They felt that opportunity should be afforded for further efforts to narrow existing divergencies,
more particularly in view of the proposed visits of Mr. Eden to several of the European capitals.
They decided provisionally that the Bureau should be convened for April ioth, I934.

Two days later, Mr. Eden left London upon his mission.

MEMORANDA EXCHANGED BETWEEN THE GOVERNMENTS : STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT,

APRIL IOTH, I934.

The President of the Conference, at a meeting of the Bureau on April ioth, 1934, a

'See documents Conf.D.I66 and Conf.D.I66(a). Documents concerning the date of the resumption of the
work of the Conference and correspondence between the President of the Conference and the Governments of the
United Kingdom, France 'and Italy. (Conference Documents, Vol. III.)

a The proposals and suggestions of the United Kingdom Government may be summarised as follows:

Agreement was most likely to be reached on a broad basis which combined the regulation of armaments with
assurances in the political field. There were two choices before the Conference. Either it must agree upon a Conven-
tion which would involve the abandoning of certain classes of weapons by the most heavily armed Powers, or it must
reach agreement on the basis that the most heavily armed Powers were unable or unwilling to disarm, but that they
would undertake not to increase their present armaments. The United Kingdom Government could not contemplate
the second alternative as an acceptable conclusion of the work of the Conference. It accordingly proposed adjust-
ments in the text of the United Kingdom draft Convention with a view to obtaining an agreement on the basis of the
first alternative.

First, it was proposed to extend the principle of consultation in the event of a breach or threat of breach of the
Pact of Paris to the event of a breach or threat of breach of the Disarmament Convention itself. The United Kingdom
Government pointed out in this connection that a further contribution to security had been suggested by an offer
of the German Chancellor to conclude pacts of non-aggression with all.the neighbours of Germany for a period of tenyears.

Secondly ' the United Kingdom Government emphasised that the principle of equality of rights was no less essen-
tial in the matter of armaments than the principle of security. Both principles must have their practical application.
Germany had voluntarily renounced any claim to possess offensive weapons and limited herself to the normal defensive
armaments required by the army with which she would be provided under the Convention. The German Chancellor,
moreover, had advanced his claim to defensive armaments on the supposition that the heavily armed States were not
prepared to abandon any portion of their existing weapons. A positive contribution to disarmament by the heavily
armed Powers would, presumably, reduce the demands which Germany might otherwise put forward.

The United Kingdom draft Convention had assigned to Germany 200,000 effectives on a basis of eight months'
service. The German Government had suggested 300,000 effectives on a basis of twelve months' service, and accommo-
dation might presumably be found between these two figures, provided it were understood that there would be parity
in the matter of effectives as between the home forces allotted to France, Germany, Italy and Poland.

It was suggested that the reduction of the European continental armies to a standard type should be completed
in, at most, four years.

The United Kingdom Government suggested that military training, outside the army, of men of military age
should be prohibited, this prohibition being checked by a system of permanent and automatic supervision.

The United Kingdom Government expressed the view that certain countries would require for their standardised
armies an increased number of such weapons as were at present possessed by their smaller long-service armies. Two
weapons, in particular, had to be considered-namely, tanks and mobile land guns. The United Kingdom Government
suggested that the maximum limit for tanks should be i6 tons; tanks over 30 tons would be destroyed by the end
of the first year, tanks over 20 tons would be destroyed by the end of the third year, and tanks over I6 tons by the
end of the fifth year. The German short-term service army might be equipped with tanks up to 6 tons, which the German
Government considered necessary for defence. For mobile land guns, the maximum limit provided in the draft
Convention had been 115 mm. (4.5 "). The German Government maintained, however, that mobile land guns up to
155 mm. (6.I1) were necessary as part of the equipment of the proposed new short-term service army. The United
Kingdom Government was prepared to accept the higher limit suggested. It proposed that guns over 350 mm.
(13.7") should be destroyed by the end of the first year, those over 220 mm. (8.6") by the end of the fourth year and
those over 155 mm. (6.I") by the end of the seventh year.

Article 35 of the United Kingdom draft Convention provided that the Permanent Disarmament Commission
should immediately consider schemes for the complete abolition of military and naval aircraft, dependent upon the
effective supervision of civil aviation to prevent its use for military purposes. The United Kingdom Government
now proposed that Germany and other States not at present entitled to military aircraft should postpone their claim
to such weapons pending the decision of the Permanent Disarmament Commission as to their abolition, it being
understood, however, that, if the Permanent Disarmament Commission had not decided in favour of abolition at the
end of two years, all countries would be entitled to possess military aircraft.

The United Kingdom Government affirmed its willingness, if general agreement were reached on all other issues,
to agree to the application of a system of permanent and automatic supervision, to come into force with the obligations
of the Convention.

8 Minutes of the Bureau, Series C, Vol. II, pages 201-209, and document Conf.D./C.G. I6 4 (Conference Documents,
Vol. III.)



- 27 -

summarised as follows the outstanding differences of opinion revealed in the memoranda

exchanged between the various Governments:

(a) Reduction of Armaments.

The French Government was in favour of a supervised reduction of armaments
progressively effected to a level permitting of the achievement of equality of rights within a

system of security. Equality should be reached by stages and by reductions successively
effected by the armed countries and not by the rearmament of the countries disarmed by
the Treaties of Peace.

Germany would accept any measure of disarmament accepted by the other Powers.
She did not conclude, however, from the notes exchanged with the heavily armed Powers that
they contemplated any measure of disarmament sufficiently effective to modify her general
attitude.

The Italian Government, though its policy would continue to be one of disarmament,
had come to doubt whether the armed Powers would be able to agree upon such measures

of disarmament as would permit of a solution of the present situation and at the same time
keep the demands of Germany within the limits originally contemplated.

(b) Effectives.

The German Government considered that, for a fair comparison of effectives, account
should be taken of trained reserves and of oversea troops stationed near enough to the home
country to enable them to be used at home for military purposes. It was prepared, before the
Convention was signed, to determine what was to be understood by military organisations
outside the army and to define the activities prohibited to such formations.

The French Government considered that French and German effectives could only be

compared in respect of effectives intended for the defence of the home territory. Comparison,
moreover, was only possible if all forces with a military character were subject to limitation.
It did not refuse to consider the limitation of oversea effectives, and was prepared to include
oversea forces and the mobile reserve stationed in the home country in the system of limitation.
It made explicit reservations with regard to the claim of the German Government to raise
its regular army without delay to a strength of 300,000 men, equipped with the necessary
material, without any preliminary enquiry into the present position of that army.

The Italian Government presumed that the German demand for 300,000 men was based
on the assumption that the armed countries did not intend to reduce their effectives. It
considered that the whole problem of reduction and standardisation was too complicated and
suggested an agreement on the status quo.

(c) Equality of Rights and Date on which the Future German Army should be equipped with the

Necessary Defensive Arms.

Germany claimed that her army could not be deprived of all its military power during
the period of conversion of the Reichswehr into a short-term-service army. The necessary

armaments must be made available to Germany at the time of conversion.
France did not consider that Germany might acquire the armaments retained by the other

Powers but at present denied to her until after the conversion of the German army and the
absorption of the pre-military and para-military formations into the regular effectives to be
limited by the Convention.

Italy, noting that equality of rights had been accorded to Germany and the other disarmed
States, expressed the view that the main and practical question was no longer how to prevent
the rearmament of Germany, but how to avoid its being effected outside all regulation and
control.

(d) Security.

France considered agreementjwas unlikely unless a regulation of armaments was combined
with assurances in the political field and means to give effect to such assurances. It should be
possible to correct any evident breach of the Convention by means of sanctions proportionate
to its gravity. Aggression should be explicitly prohibited and effectively dealt with under the
Covenant of the League, which remained the only organisation able to furnish a collective
guarantee of peace.

The French Government agreed with the United Kingdom and Italian Governments in
desiring to secure the return of Germany to the League.

Germany suggested that the European Powers should sign pacts of non-aggression, to be
renewed after ten years, without prejudice to the Agreements of Locarno.

(e) Duration of the Convention.

The original draft Convention submitted by the United Kingdom Government provided
for a duration of five years. The French delegation suggested a Convention for eight years,
providing for a reduction of armaments from the fifth year.
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The United Kingdom Government subsequently suggested that the Convention should
be for a period of ten years, leaving intact, however, the principle of reduction accepted
by the Conference in several resolutions.

The Italian Government proposed a period of six years for the duration of a Convention
which, however, would provide, not for a reduction, but only for a limitation of armaments.

PARALLEL AND SUPPLEMENTARY EFFORTS CONTINUED: APRIL IOTH TO MAY 28TH, I934.

The Bureau decided to adjourn until April 30th, I934, it being understood that the
President had discretion to extend this date and that the General Commission, subject to a
similar understanding, would be convened for May 23rd, I934.

The United Kingdom Government, on April ioth, I934, asked the French Government
whether, in the case of agreement being reached on " guarantees of execution " of the future
Convention, the latter would be prepared to accept as a basis for such a Convention the
United Kingdom memorandum of January 29th, I934, as modified in accordance with the
proposals made by Chancellor Hitler to Mr. Eden and communicated to the French Govern-
ment. If the answer to this question were in the affirmative, what was the exact nature of
the guarantees of execution which the French Government would propose ?

The French Government, in a memorandum dated April I7th, 1934, represented that the
German Government had wished to impose its determination to continue every form of rearma-
ment, and that, particularly by the adoption of a budget for I934-35 showing very considerable
increases in the army, navy and air estimates, it had, whether of set purpose or not, made further
negotiations impossible.l

France accordingly felt that, even before seeking to discover whether an agreement
could be obtained upon a system of guarantees of execution sufficiently efficacious to permit
of the signature of a Convention which would legalise a substantial rearmament on the part
of Germany, she must first consider the conditions of her own security, which, moreover,
she did not separate from that of other interested Powers.

The return of Germany to the League of Nations might have furnished the opportunity
and means of removing her misgivings in regard to security, at least in part. The presence
of Germany at Geneva was equally necessary for the realisation of a satisfactory system of
guarantees of execution. No favourable indications had, however, been given on this point.
The French Government, for its part, could not abandon in principle this essential and necessary
condition. Even less could it assume the responsibility of such a renunciation at the very
moment when German rearmament was being claimed, prepared and developed, without any
account being taken of the negotiations entered upon in accordance with the wishes of Germany
herself.

The French Government expressed the opinion that the work of the Disarmament Confer-
ence should be resumed. That work should not be abandoned, but taken up at the point at
which the Conference left it when it invited Governments to proceed to an exchange of views
outside it.

The President of the Conference, exercising the discretion conferred upon him by the
Bureau, decided that the meeting of the Bureau arranged for April 30th should be adjourned
until May 28th, I934, and that the General Commission should meet on d t the following day.

The German Government, in a statement dated April i6th, declared its willingness to
accept the United Kingdom memorandum of January 29th, I934, as the basis of the Conven-
tion, subject to certain important modifications.' It agreed to postpone reductions of the
armaments of other Powers until the end of the fifth year of the Convention on the under-
standing that the reductions would be effected during a second period of five years. It agreed
to ensure the non-military character of the S.A. and the S.S. forces, to be verified under a
system of supervision. It considered it impossible, however, , to wait two years for appropriate
means of aerial defence, and claimed from the outset a defensive air force of short-range
machines up to a maximum of 30% of the combined air forces of Germany's neighbours or
50% of the military aircraft possessed by France, it being understood that Germany would
attain full equality with the principal air Powers at the end of the second period of five years.
The German Government stated in conclusion that the return of Germany to the League
could only be considered after the questions of disarmament and, particularly, of Germany's
equality of rights had been settled.

WORK OF THE BUREAU AND THE GENERAL COMMISSION, MAY 28TH TO JUNE 8TH, 1934.

When the Bureau met on May 28th, 1934, it had before it, in addition to a summary of the
various notes exchanged since its last meeting between the United Kingdom, French, German
and Italian Governments,l a memorandum, dated April I4th, 1934, submitted by the Danish,
Spanish, Norwegian, Swedish and Swiss delegations on the present state of the work of the
Conference. 2 The signatories, with whom the Netherlands delegation stated that it was
in substantial agreement, contended (i) that it would be necessary to limit the Disarmament
Convention to certain branches of armaments, postponing a comprehensive solution until a
later date; (2) that it was essential to adopt a certain substantial measure of disarmament

1 Document Conf.D./C.G.I65, Conference Documents, Vol. III.
Document Conf.D./C.G.I 58, Conference Documents, Vol. III.
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and that it was not sufficient to accept a limitation of armaments at the status quo; (3) that the
Convention should involve a moderate practical realisation of the principle of equality; (4) that
it would not be possible to secure a Convention of even limited scope without a reinforcement
of security going beyond the proposals contained in the United Kingdom memorandum of
January 29th, I934, particularly in respect of concrete and definite guarantees for the execution
of the Convention ; and (5) that Germany's return to the League of Nations would undoubtedly
represent an important contribution to the solution of the problem of collective security.

The President informed the Bureau that, at the beginning of May, he had met the repre-
sentatives of the United Kingdom,France and Italy in order to obtain a clearer indication as
to their views. The French representative had confirmed the French note of April I7th,
insisting, in particular, that his Government could not accept an immediate reduction of its
armaments accompanied by an immediate rearmament of a qualitative character of the
Powers bound by the military clauses of the Treaties.

The President suggested that the Bureau, before deciding on any future plan of work,
should await the statements to be made in the General Commission by those who had been
actively concerned with the private negotiations.'

The President, on May 29 th, 1934, inviting the General Commission to decide how the
work of the Conference was to be continued, emphasised that the situation was really critical.
The parallel and supplementary negotiations between the Governments had not resulted in
the removal of several outstanding differences, and the task of the Conference was not rendered
any easier by the fact that the general political atmosphere, which had not been particularly
favourable when the Conference opened, could hardly be said to have improved during the
course of its proceedings.

After a review of the decisions previously taken by the Conference, the President directed
the attention of the Commission to three important problems

(i) Agreement on air as on land armaments depended upon some solution of the
problem of national security;

(2) There was a danger of a competition in air armaments unless they were speedily
regulated by international agreement;

(3) There was a need for prompt action to secure agreement for the international
control of the manufacture of arms and the trade in arms.

The President, emphasising the importance of the question of security, declared that,
unless that principle was genuinely embodied in the Disarmament Convention and made a real
force in international life, it was highly improbable that nations would consent to reduce their
armed forces. It was vital that the Conference should restore a general reliance upon the
system of collective international action against an aggressor.

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

During the meetings held on May 29 th, May 30th and June Ist, the General Commission
heard statements from the delegations of the United States, the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics, the United Kingdom, France, Poland, China, Sweden (speaking on behalf of the
delegations which supported the memorandum of April I4th, 1934), Turkey, Roumania and
Greece. 3

The General Commission, in view of the numerous proposals submitted by the various
delegations and the wide divergencies of opinion revealed, decided to adjourn its proceedings
in order to allow the Bureau to prepare for the General Commission a programme of work based
on the proposals and observations which had been put forward.

At meetings held by the Bureau on June 4th, June 5th and June 6th, 1934, two distinct
divergencies revealed in the General Commission were further accentuated. 4

The French delegation, supported by the Soviet and Turkish delegations, urged that the
Conference should take up immediately the question of security, the delegations of the Little
Entente being also inclined to lay special emphasis on this aspect of the problem. All these
delegations were, in fact, of opinion that the Conference might usefully resume its work imme-
diately, and that it should give prior and special consideration to the problem of security.

The Soviet delegation proposed in this connection that the Disarmament Conference
should be replaced by a Permanent Peace Conference with powers to discuss any question
affecting the peace of nations.

Other delegations, in particular those of the United Kingdom and Italy, were inclined to
doubt whether any further useful work could be done on the problem of security, or, indeed,
on any of the questions before the Conference, until the outstanding political difficulties which
stood in the way of securing an agreed Disarmament Convention had been removed-in other
words, until Germany had resumed her place in the Conference.

1 Minutes of the Bureau, Series C, Vol. II, pages 20o-211.
" Minutes of the General Commission, Series B, Vol. III, page 652.
8 Minutes of the General Commission, Series B, Vol. III, pages 652-679.
Minutes of the Bureau, Series C, Vol. II, pages 211-240.
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The delegations of Denmark, Spain, the Netherlands, Norway, Sweden and Switzerland
stood midway between these extremes. These delegations, while putting forward for imme-
diate discussion certain definite proposals for disarmament and for strengthening the system
of security and guarantees of execution, emphasised the necessity of consulting every State
concerned, and drew special attention to the fact that Germany was not at the moment taking
part in the proceedings of the Conference.

It was fully realised by the delegations which thought that an immediate effort should be
made to bring back Germany to the Conference that any step in this direction involved an
endorsement of the principle of the equality of rights, to which the United Kingdom, France,
Italy and the United States of America had agreed on December IIth, I932, and a resumption
of the negotiations between Governments with a view to removing the divergencies of opinion
revealed in the notes exchanged between them.

PROGRAMME OF WORK OF THE CONFERENCE : RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE GENERAL

COMMISSION ON JUNE 8TH, I934.

As a result of further discussion and negotiation, a text was submitted to the Bureau
by the French delegation on June 8thl and adopted by the General Commission in the following
form :2

"The General Commission,
" Taking into consideration the resolutions submitted to it by the delegations of

the Six Powers, the Turkish delegation and the delegation of the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics respectively;

"Taking account of the clarification of its work resulting from the French memoran-
dum of January ist, I934, the Italian memorandum of January 4th, I934, the United
Kingdom memorandum of January 29th, I934, and the German declaration of April I6th,
1934;

" Convinced of the necessity of the Conference continuing its work with a view
to arriving at a general convention for the reduction and limitation of armaments;

"Resolved to continue without delay the investigations already undertaken:

"c I.

" Invites the Bureau to seek, by whatever means it deems appropriate and with a
view to the general acceptance of a Disarmament Convention, a solution of the out-
standing problems, without prejudice to the private conversations on which Governments
will desire to enter in order to facilitate the attainment of final success by the return
of Germany to the Conference;

"II.

" Having regard to the peculiar importance presented by the study and solution
of certain problems to which attention was drawn at the beginning of the general
discussion:

"Takes the following decisions:

"(I) Security.

" (a) Since the results of the earlier work of the Conference have enabled certain
regional security agreements to be concluded in Europe during the past year, the
General Commission decides to appoint a special Committee to conduct such preli-
minary studies as it may consider appropriate in order to facilitate the conclusion
of further agreements of the same nature which may be negotiated outside the
Conference. It would be for the General Commission to determine the relationship,
if any, of these agreements to the General Convention.

" (b) The General Commission decides to appoint a special Committee to
study the question of guarantees of execution, and to resume the work relating
to supervision.

"(2) Air Forces.
"The General Commission instructs its Air Committee to resume forthwith

the study of the questions mentioned in its resolution of July 23rd, 1932, under the
heading : ' I. Air Forces'.A

1 Minutes of the Bureau, Series C, Vol. II, page 240.
2 Minutes of the General Commission, Series B, Vol. III, pages 681-688.
3 " The Conference, deeply impressed with the danger overhanging civilisation from bombardment from the air

in the event of future conflict, and determined to take all practicable measures to provide against this danger, records
at this stage of its work the following conclusions:

" (I) Air attack against the civilian population shall be absolutely prohibited;
" (2) The High Contracting Parties shall agree as between themselves that all bombardment from the air

shall be abolished, subject to agreement with regard to measures to be adopted for the purpose of rendering
effective the observance of this rule.
" These measures should include the following:

" (a) There shall be effected a limitation by number and a restriction by characteristics of military aircraft;
" (b) Civil aircraft shall be submitted to regulation and full publicity. Further, civil aircraft not conforming

to the specified limitations shall be subjected to an international regime (except for certain regions where such a
regime is not suitable) such as to prevent effectively the misuse of such civil aircraft."
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"(3) Manufacture of and Trade in Arms.

" The General Commission requests its special Committee on questions relating
to the manufacture of and trade in arms to resume its work forthwith and, in the
light of the statements made by the United States delegate at the meeting of May
29th, I934, to report to it as early as possible on the solutions it recommends.'

" These Committees will carry on their work on parallel lines, and it will be
co-ordinated by the Bureau.

" III.

"The General Commission leaves it to the Bureau to take the necessary steps at the
proper time to ensure that, when the President convenes the General Commission, it
will have before it, as far as possible, a complete draft Convention.

"IV.

"Recognising that the proposal of the Soviet delegation that the Conference be
declared a permanent institution under the title of the Peace Conference calls for careful
study, the General Commission requests the President to submit that proposal to the
Governments." 2

The United Kingdom delegate welcomed the programme of work as embodying a balanced
agreement which might aid the immediate future of the Conference and contribute to the
final and universal agreement sought by all. He emphasised that his Government could not
agree to the indefinite continuance of vague and inconclusive debates. He observed that
the difficulties which had arisen during the recent discussions had been due in a large measure
to the absence of a great Power whose co-operation was essential. He expressed the hope
that the German Government would see its way to play its part and enable the Conference
successfully to conclude its work.

The American delegation accepted the resolution as providing a programme of work
by which it would be possible to proceed usefully towards the achievement of an ultimate
agreement for a reduction and limitation of armaments.

The Soviet delegation noted that a prominent place was reserved in the agreed programme
for the problem of security. It expressed the hope that the Soviet proposal for a permanent
peace conference, which was to be forwarded to the Governments, would be seriously studied
by the Governments and that the necessary instructions would be given to their delegates with
a view to its discussion.

The Swedish delegation, speaking for the group of neutral Powers, noting that animportant
place had been found for the problem of security, did not think that sufficient emphasis had
been laid upon the decisive importance of disarmament. It reserved the right of the neutral
delegations to urge their views at a later stage, being anxious that the main object of the
Conference-namely, the reduction and limitation of armaments-should not be neglected.

The Hungarian delegation made a formal declaration regretting that the draft resolution
was not such as to enable the Conference to achieve practical and tangible results within as
short a period as possible in the real sphere of the Conference-namely, in material disarma-
ment. Hungary expected the Conference to fulfil its duty under Article 8 of the Covenant
and, by removing the unfair inequalities which still existed, to give effect as soon as possible
to the principle of equality of rights.

The Italian delegation was unable to vote with the delegations approving the resolution
on the ground that the Conference could not resume its work until certain fundamental
political problems had been solved. It could accept no draft resolution which was not in
harmony with that principle. Italy, however, was always ready to co-operate in the work
of the Conference with complete goodwill.

The Austrian delegation associated itself with the attitude assumed by the representatives
of the disarmed States present at the meeting.

The Bulgarian delegation hoped that the proposed programme would shortly lead to the
conclusion of a general Disarmament Convention confirming in practice the principle of
equality of rights with security for all nations.

The Polish delegation entered a reservation to the effect that the references in the
resolution to diplomatic notes exchanged between certain Governments must not be interpreted
as implying that the Conference accepted them as a basis for its future discussions.

The Persian delegation felt it necessary to make a reservation with regard to any resolution
that might weaken or prejudice directly or indirectly the letter or spirit of the Covenant of
the League, more particularly Articles IO and I6, and declared that it could only accept the
resolution provided that point was definitely cleared up.

1 See note 4 on page 32.
2 Document Conf.D./C.G.i6 3 , Conference Documents, Vol. III.
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EFFECT GIVEN TO THE PROGRAMME OF WORK ADOPTED BY THE GENERAL COMMISSION

JUNE IITH TO NOVEMBER 20TH, I934.

The General Commission, on June IIth, took the necessary decisions to give practical
effect to the resolution adopted on June 8th, I934.1 The Soviet proposal for the establish-
ment of a Permanent Peace Conference was duly referred to the Governments represented
at the Conference with a request for their observations.

The Committee on Security, appointed under the resolution adopted by the General
Commission on June 8th, met on June r8th, I934. On June 25th, it adopted a report which
has not yet been considered by the General Commission.2

The question of guarantees of execution was referred to the Committee on Miscellaneous
Provisions presided over by M. Bourquin. The Committee, on June 28th, 1934, approved a
note submitted by its Chairman embodying the result of preliminary conversations with the
delegations of the United Kingdom, France, Poland, Roumania, the Netherlands, the Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States of America.3

The air question has not yet been considered by the appropriate Committee.
The Committee for the Regulation of the Trade in and Private and State Manufacture

of Arms and Implements of War, reinforced by representatives of delegations which desired
to be associated with its work, adopted, on July 2nd, 1934, a report to the General Commission
embodying its conclusions upon a scheme for the control of the manufacture of arms and the
trade in arms submitted by the delegation of the United States of America.4

The resolution adopted by the General Commission on June 8th, I934, contemplated
that the Governments would continue their efforts to secure a solution of outstanding problems,
and the President was authorised by the Bureau to inform its members when he thought the
situation might make it necessary for them to meet.

The President, on July I3th, 1934, notified the members of the Bureau that, in the light
of information which he had received as to the progress of the conversations between the
Governments which were still continuing, he had decided that the Bureau might most usefully
be convened for September, in the early days of the forthcoming session of the Assembly
of the League of Nations. 5

Negotiations were then in progress between the countries principally concerned with
a view to the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics joining the League of Nations 6 and the
conclusion of an Eastern European Pact of Mutual Assistance and Non-Aggression. The
President, during a visit to Geneva early in September, was informed that the month of
October would be devoted to these activities. He accordingly decided that the Bureau could
not usefully meet prior to November I934. 7

MODIFICATIONS IN THE PROGRAMME OF WORK OF THE CONFERENCE: DECISION ADOPTED

BY THE BUREAU ON NOVEMBER 20TH, I934.

The President, on November 5th, I934, subsequent to the assassination of King Alexander
of Yugoslavia and M. Barthou, Foreign Minister of France, at Marseilles, circulated to the
members of the Bureau a communication suggesting that the probable trend of political events
in the near future made it necessary for the Bureau to reconsider its method of work, without
prejudice to the principles underlying the decisions taken by the General Commission on
June 8th, I934.8 He expressed the view that it would be necessary to postpone until after
the beginning of 1935 any attempt to deal with the problems of disarmament and to modify
the procedure of the Conference both as regarded the questions to be immediately considered
and the manner in which they should be approached. He pointed out that the Conference
had examined a number of problems in regard to which agreement had either been reached
or was in sight, and he expressed the view that such questions as were considered ripe might
be advantageously embodied in separate Protocols coming into force one by one without the
Conference having necessarily to wait for the completion of an entire Convention.

He mentioned the following subjects as being sufficiently advanced to come within this
category:

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

He further observed that the air question, to which* reference had been made in the
resolution adopted by the General Commission on June 8th, 1934, had not yet been considered
by the appropriate Committee and he urged that arrangements should be made to deal with
this problem at the earliest opportunity.

1 Minutes of the General Commission, Series B, Vol. III, pages 688-692.
2Document Conf.D./C.G.I69(I), Conference Documents, Vol. III (see also Chapter II, Security).
'Document Conf.D./C.G.I7o, Conference Documents, Vol. III (see also Chapter XI, B, Guarantees of Exe-

cution).
' Document ;Conf.D./C.G.I71, Conference Documents, Vol. III (see also Chapter IX, Control of the Manufacture

of Arms and the Trade in Arms).
5Document Conf.D./Bureau 65 (Minutes of the Bureau, sixty-second meeting, Series C, Vol. II).
6 The U.S.S.R. became a Members of the League of Nations on September I8th, I934.
7 Document Conf.D./Bureau 66 (Minutes of the Bureau, sixty-second meeting, Series C, Vol. II).
8 Document Conf.D./Bureau 68 (Minutes of the Bureau, sixty-second meeting, Series C, Vol. II).
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The President emphasised, in conclusion, that the fundamental aim of the Conference
had always been and still remained the completion of a comprehensive Disarmament Conven-
tion, and he reminded the members of the Bureau that the States represented at the Conference
had pledged themselves to this definite programme in the resolution which had been unanimous-
ly adopted on June 8th, I934.

The Bureau of the Conference, meeting on November 20th, I934, was invited to take a
decision upon these proposals.l

The delegation of the United States of America, in approving the proposals, insisted that
the fundamental aim of the Conference had been, and remained, the completion of a General
Disarmament Convention. It stated, in reference to specific items, that its Government
attached special importance to the work which had been done on the manufacture of and trade
in arms and implements of war. It further suggested that the work of the three Committees
of the Conference which would presumably consider the three specific problems mentioned
by the President should be co-ordinated into a single document and submitted to the Govern-
ments for a single ratification, urging that the adoption of such a text would greatly facilitate
the ultimate adoption of a General Disarmament Convention.

The Soviet delegation observed that the great obstacle encountered by the Conference
in dealing with the question of disarmament had been the impossibility of ensuring that the
obligations and restrictions accepted by the States would be universal. It wondered whether
this difficulty would not also obstruct the work on the three specific problems in regard to
which immediate action was suggested. It further doubted whether a Permanent Disarma-
ment Commission could be usefully appointed until definite obligations and restrictions
in respect of armaments had been accepted and it recalled in this connection its proposal
for the establishment of a Permanent Peace Conference to deal with questions of peace and
security.

The Spanish delegation supported the proposal of the American delegation that a single
text covering the three specific problems should be prepared.

The Austrian delegation stated that Austria, in view of the lack of progress of the Confer-
ence and the resulting armaments race, now felt compelled to insist that equality of rights
in the matter of security and armaments should be accorded her either as the outcome of
negotiations between the principal Powers leading to a resumption of the work of the Conference
or by some other method. The Austrian Government, though it would in no way refuse its
co-operation, would be unable to sign conventions outside the scope of a general Convention
until her legitimate claim to equal treatment had been satisfied.

The United Kingdom delegation agreed with the President that it was highly desirable
to deal with the three subjects on which immediate action was possible, even apart and in
advance of the main problems of the Conference. It emphasised, however, that the main
objective of the Conference was the conclusion, possibly by stages, of a Convention for the
reduction and limitation of armaments. The great problems with which the Conference was
confronted remained and must be solved.

The Italian delegation reminded the Bureau that it had been unable to vote for the
resolution adopted by the General Commission on June 8th, I934. Nothing had in the mean-
time occurred to change its attitude. The Italian Government felt very definite doubts as to
the possibility of adopting separate protocols, since all the elements of disarmament were.,
in its opinion, interdependent. Such a procedure might even increase the difficulty of securing
the accession of certain States, for which the Treaties of Peace had created a special situation.
The Italian delegation would not therefore assume any responsibility for any decision which
the Bureau might take in issuing instructions to the appropriate Committees.

The Swedish delegation, associating itself with the proposals of the President, agreed that,
for the present, the Conference must necessarily confine itself to a limited number of specially
important questions until political circumstances made it possible for it to resume its principal
task.

The French delegation, accepting the proposal of the President, stated that it had always
regarded the three problems which were being offered for immediate consideration to be
important features of any Convention that might be established.

The President, noting that the delegations were generally in agreement as to the procedure
to be followed, suggested that the proposal of the Soviet delegation for the establishment of a
Permanent Peace Conference, together with any observations received from the Governments
on that proposal, should be considered by the Committee which would deal with the whole
question of the position and powers of the Permanent Disarmament Commission.

The three Committees dealing with the three specific problems under consideration
might meet together occasionally with a view to a co-ordination of their work, but the final
work of co-ordination should, in his opinion, be left to the Bureau of the Conference.

The President emphasised in conclusion that the immediate results to be secured by the
suggested procedure were no alternative for the original and ultimate aim of the Conference.
He insisted, more particularly, that, even though the Permanent Disarmament Commission
were, in fact, established, the Disarmament Conference must, in his judgment, continue in
being. The powers of the Permanent Disarmament Commission would at the outset be
strictly defined and limited and its competence would only extend as the work of the
Disarmament Conference proceeded and as it delegated to the Commission further powers
and further specific duties.

1 Minutes of the Bureau, Series C, Vol. II, page 246.
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As a result of the decision taken by the Bureau on November 2oth, I934, arrangements
were subsequently made to call together in February I935 

(a) The Special Committee for the Regulation of the Trade in and the Private and
State Manufacture of Arms;

(b) The Technical Committee 'dealing of the National Defense Expenditure Com-
mission;

(c) The Committee on Miscellaneous Provisions (Establishment of a Permanent
Disarmament Commission).

EFFECT GIVEN TO THE PROGRAMME OF WORK ADOPTED BY THE BUREAU ON

NOVEMBER 20TH, I934 FEBRUARY I4TH TO APRIL I3TH, I935.

The Special Committee for the Trade in and Private and State Manufacture of Arms and
Implements of War met on February I4th, I935. It took as its basis of discussion " Draft
Articles for the Regulation and Control of the Manufacture of and Trade in Arms and the
Establishment of a Permanent Disarmament Commission ", submitted by the delegation
of the United States of America,l considered in relation to the texts adopted by the Special
Committee on July 2nd, I934.2

The Special Committee was in session from February I4th to April I 3 th, I935. It entrusted
to a Technical Committee the definition of the categories of arms to which regulation would
apply. The provisions relating to the regulation of the manufacture of arms was entrusted
to its Sub-Committee on Manufacture and those relating to the regulation of the trade in arms
to its Sub-Committee on Trade.

The question of the composition and powers of the Permanent Disarmament Commission
was considered by the Committee on Miscellaneous Provisions on February i8th and 2ist,

1935, and was subsequently discussed by the Special Committee in plenary session from
March 26th to April ist, I935, at meetings attended by the members of the Committee on
Miscellaneous Provisions.

Special questions were referred to ad hoc Sub-Committees, including the question of the
transit of arms and implements of s war, while a number of questions were referred for elucidation
and advice to the Technical Committee of the National Defence Expenditure Commission.

The Special Committee, on April I3th, 1935, adopted a report which was forwarded to
the Governments by the President of the Conference.3

The final meeting of the Special Committee was attended by the President of the
Conference.

The President, after consulting the delegations of States present in Geneva, decided that
for the moment no meeting of the Bureau might be usefully convened.

1 Document Conf.D.I67, Conference Documents, Vol. III.
2 Document Conf.D./C.G.I7I, Conference Documents, Vol. III. See above, page 32.
a Document Conf.D.I68, Conference Documents, Vol. III. Reference will be found to the conclusions of the

Special Committee and its Sub-Committees in Chapter IX, Control of the Manufacture of Arms and Trade in Arms;
and Chapter XI, Permanent Disarmament Commission.
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CHAPTER II. SECURITY.

TREATIES, PACTS AND CONVENTIONS PRIOR TO THE CONFERENCE.

Articles 5I and 52 of the draft Convention framed by the Preparatory Commission for
the Disarmament Conference 1 laid down the procedure to be followed in the event of com-
plaints arising out of a violation of the Convention, any such violation being declared a matter
of concern to all the parties.

The draft Convention, however, contained no specific provisions dealing with the main
problems of security in its general aspects. This omission was not due to any neglect of the
problem either by the Preparatory Commission or by other bodies of the League which,
directly or indirectly, had been concerned with the preparation of the Conference. Reference
has been made in the introduction of this report to the successive efforts which resulted in
the draft Treaty of Mutual Assistance of I923, the Geneva Protocol of I924 and the Locarno
Treaties of 1925. The Preparatory Commission, in continuation of these preliminary attempts
to establish a practicable system of collective security, appointed in I927 an Arbitration and
Security Committee, which drafted a General Act for the Pacific Settlement of International
Disputes. The General Act, as finally approved by the Assembly in I928, contained three
Model Conventions dealing respectively with conciliation, judicial settlement and settlement
by arbitration. It represented the most considerable effort made up to that time to organise
a collective peace system and, when the Conference met, it had been accepted by nineteen
countries.

The Arbitration and Security Committee also drafted a series of Model Treaties for the
guidance of States wishing to make special regional agreements among themselves. The five
models thus established covered the pacific settlement of disputes, mutual assistance and
non-aggression. Of these, the most important from the point of view of security was Model D,
which dealt with the problem of mutual assistance. These instruments were approved by
the Assembly in I928.

The scheme embodied in the General Act, approved by the Assembly in I928, was
supplemented later by a Convention to improve the Means of preventing War, framed by the
same Committee and adopted by the Assembly in I93I. A Convention on Financial Assistance,
under which a State victim of aggression might, with the permission of the League, raise loans
guaranteed by the signatories, had, moreover, been adopted by the Assembly in I930. This
Convention, when the Conference met, had been signed by forty States, its application, however,
being contingent upon the application of a scheme for the reduction of armaments.

Concurrently with this development of security within the League, other events were
taking place outside it directed towards the same end. Of these, by far the most important
in the field of security was the adoption of the Paris (Briand-Kellogg) Pact for the Prevention
of War as an Instrument of National Policy. The Pact came into force in July 1929, and the
Assembly began to consider amending the Covenant of the League so that the two instruments
might be brought into harmony. It should be noted that throughout these discussions it
was again explicitly recognised that any such progress towards a complete and general
renunciation of war was intimately connected with the acceptance and application of a general
Convention for the reduction of armaments.

The view of those who urged that disarmament must proceed side by side with a develop-
ment of security and could only be effected in proportion to the amount of security obtained
was emphasised by a number of delegations during the general discussion which took place
during the plenary meetings at the beginning of the Conference. It found particularly clear
expression in proposals submitted by the French delegation on February 5th, I932.2

SECURITY PROPOSALS SUBMITTED TO THE CONFERENCE, NOVEMBER 1932 TO FEBRUARY I933.

The French delegation, on November I4th, 1932, submitted to the Conference a general
scheme for the establishment of a system of collective security in which States might participate
to an extent which varied with their respective interests and necessities.3 It proposed that
measures to guarantee security should be taken separately or concurrently (I) by all Powers
taking part in the work of the Conference, (2) by all the Members of the League of Nations,
and (3) by the States forming part of a special European organisation.

1 Document C.687.M.288.19g30 .IX, Conference Documents, Vol. I, page 28.
2 Document Conf.D.56, Conference Documents, Vol. I, page II3.
Document Conf.D.I46, Conference Documents, Vol. II, page 435.
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(I) It was suggested that all the Powers taking part in the work of the Conference should
effectively subscribe to the following principles, generally recognised to be a necessary conse-
quence of the Pact for the Renunciation of War :

(a) Any war undertaken in breach of the Pact of Paris is a matter of interest to all
the Powers and shall be regarded as a breach of the obligations assumed towards each
one of them;

(b) In the event of a breach or threat of breach of the Pact of Paris, the said Powers
shall concert together as promptly as possible with a view to appealing to public opinion
and agreeing upon the steps to be taken;

(c) In application of the Pact of Paris outlawing war, any breach of that Pact shall
involve the prohibition of direct or indirect economic or financial relations with the
aggressor country. The Powers shall undertake to adopt the necessary measures to make
that prohibition immediately effective;

(d) The said Powers shall declare their determination not to recognise any de facto
situation brought about in consequence of the violation of an international undertaking.

(2) It was argued that the application of the above principles would make it possible
to give full effect to the obligations devolving upon the Members of the League of Nations
under the Covenant and under treaties concluded in conformity with the Covenant, such as
the General Convention to improve the Means of preventing War and the Convention on
Financial Assistance. An effective and loyal application of Article I6 of the Covenant was,
in particular, considered as an essential feature of the scheme.

(3) The proposals for a special organisation of a system of security for Europe were
submitted as a development of the regional system embodied in the Locarno Treaties and it
was understood that any such European organisation of peace would have to be accepted by a
sufficient number of Powers, regard being had to their importance and geographical position,
to ensure the security of each of them in all circumstances.

It was proposed that the measures adopted for Europe should include both political and
military arrangements.'

The fundamental object of the political arrangements was to define the conditions in
which each of the States forming part of the European organisation would be entitled to the
co-operation of the other contracting States.

It was, in particular, proposed:

(a) That these arrangements should establish the right to assistance in cases of
aggression;

(b) That the object of the assistance should be to put an end to the aggression
and to create a de facto situation which would allow of a fair settlement of its consequences;

(c) That the Council of the League should decide that assistance should be given
on simply ascertaining that an attack or invasion had taken place, a special commission,
established in each of the signatory States and appointed by the Council of the League
of Nations, being set up to facilitate any steps that might be necessary to ascertain
the facts;

(d) That the peaceful settlement of disputes between States signing the European
agreement should be ensured by their compulsory accession to the General Act for the
Pacific Settlement of International Disputes;

(e) That, in the event of one of the signatories refusing to conform to methods for
the peaceful settlement of disputes, or to execute an arbitral award or judicial decision,
or to take necessary action when the Council of the League had established that there
had been a breach of an international understanding, the other party should submit the
matter to the Council, which would decide what steps were to be taken, the contracting
Powers undertaking to lend assistance in carrying the decision into effect;

(f) That the Council, in the cases considered above, should take its decision by a
majority vote.

On December 12th, I932, the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom, in a declaration
communicated to the President of the Conference,2 submitted a statement by the United
Kingdom, France, Germany and Italy to the effect that they were willing to join in a solemn
reaffirmation, to be made made by all European States, that they would not in any circumstances
attempt to resolve any present or future differences between them by resort to force. It was
understood that this reaffirmation of an admitted principle would be made without prejudice
to fuller discussions on the question of security.

The United Kingdom delegation, in a programme of work submitted to the Conference
on January 30th, 1933,3 proposed that the Political Commission should be instructed to study
the method of giving effect to the above declaration of principle. It was also suggested
that a committee of the continental European States should be immediately constituted
to study, with a view to their mutual security, the possibility of reaching political arrangements
defining the conditions in which each of them would be entitled to the co-operation of the other
contracting States.

1 For the military measures, see Chapter III, Effectives, and Chapter IV, Land Material.
2 Chronological Record, pages I9 and 20. Document Conf.D.15I, Conference Documents, Vol. II, page 447.
s Document Conf.D.I54, Conference Documents, Vol. II, page 472.
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SECURITY PROPOSALS REFERRED TO THE POLITICAL COMMISSION, FEBRUARY I3TH, I933.

The General Commission, following a general discussion of the plan submitted by the
French delegation, which took place between February 2nd and February 8th, 1933,1 decided,
on February I3th, to refer to the Political Commission the various proposals concerning
security which had been placed before the Conference.2

The Political Commission met from February I4th to March ioth, 1933, to consider
the questions relating to security referred to it by the General Commission.

In addition to the proposals contained in the French memorandum and in the United
Kingdom programme of work, it considered a proposal submitted by the Soviet delegation
concerning the definition of the aggressor 3 and a proposal by the Belgian delegation on the
procedure to be used in establishing the facts in cases of aggression or threat of aggression.4

The Soviet proposal established five criteria for the definition of an aggressor:

(a) Declaration of war;
(b) Invasion by armed forces of the territory of another State without declaration

of war;
(c) Bombardment of the territory of another State by land, naval or air forces,

or wilful attack upon its air or naval forces;
(d) The introduction within the frontiers of another State of land, naval or air

forces without the permission of such State;
(e) The establishment of blockade of the coast or ports of another State.

The text of the Belgian proposal was as follows:
" I. There shall be set up at the seat of the Government of each of the High Contrac-

ting 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.

" I. 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 setup 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 com-
plainant Government, it shall inform the latter, which shall decide what action 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."

DISCUSSIONS IN THE POLITICAL COMMISSION, FEBRUARY I4TH TO MARCH IOTH, I933.

The Political Commission first considered the proposed declaration of non-resort to force
applicable to Europe, and on March 2nd, 1933, adopted a draft declaration and a report
defining its intention and scope.5

On March Ioth, the Political Commission instructed a Committee, under the Chairmanship
of M. Politis, to consider (I) the question of the definition of the aggressor on the basis of the
Soviet proposal, (2) the procedure for establishing the facts in the case of aggression on the
basis of the Belgian proposal, and (3) other questions relating to security, including the question
of mutual assistance.

1 Minutes of the General Commission, Series B, Vol. II, pages 215-262.

2 Minutes of the General Commission, Series B, Vol. II, page 263.
3 Minutes of the General Commission, Series B, Vol. II; page 237.
'Document Conf. D./C.P.I2, Series D, Vol. 5 (annex).
6 Minutes of the Political Commission, Series D, Vol. 5, pages I -30 (see below, page 39).
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CLASSIFICATION OF THE SECURITY PROPOSALS BEFORE THE CONFERENCE.

The subsequent discussions of the Conference in the field of security may be conveniently
arranged under the following headings :

I. General undertakings concerning security;
II. Undertaking not to resort to force;

III. Definition of the aggressor;
IV. Procedure for the establishment of facts constituting aggression;
V. Mutual assistance.

Questions concerning the establishment of breaches of the clauses relating to the limitation
and reduction of armaments and the sanctions or guarantees of execution attaching to those
clauses, although connected in certain respects with security, are dealt with in a special
chapter ot the report (see Chapter XI, B).

I. General Undertakings concerning Security.

The general question of security was covered by Part I of the draft Convention submitted
by the United Kingdom delegation on March i6th, 1933,1 the relevant articles being discussed
at a first reading which took place in the General Commission during April and May I933.2

Mr. Norman Davis, in the course of this discussion, speaking on behalf of the delegation
of the United States of America, submitted as an illustration, without, however, committing
himself to the exact words, a form of declaration which the United States was prepared to
make in ratifying the Convention :

" Recognising that any breach or threat of breach of the Pact of Paris (the Briand-
Kellogg Pact) is a matter of concern to all the signatories thereto, the Government of
the United States of America declares that, in the event of a breach or threat of breach
of this Pact, it will be prepared to confer with a view to the maintenance of peace in the
event that consultation for such purpose is arranged pursuant to Articles . . .
and . . . of Part I of the Disarmament Convention. In the event that a decision
is taken, by a conference of the Powers in consultation in determining the aggressor,
with which, on the basis of its independent judgment, the Government of the United
States is agreed, the Government of the United States will undertake to refrain from
any action and to withhold protection from its citizens if engaged in activities which
would tend to defeat the collective effort which the States in consultation might have
decided upon against the aggressor. "3

The United Kingdom delegate, as a result of the discussion which took place in the General
Commission,4 presented three new articles to be substituted for Articles I to 5 of the original
text, and it was decided on May 24th, I933, that these new articles should supersede the
first five articles of the original draft, on the understanding that the delegates might study
them at leisure and submit amendments at a second reading.5

The new articles were as follows

" Article i.-In the event of a breach or threat of breach of the Pact of Paris, either
the Council or Assembly of the League of Nations or one of the parties to the present
Convention who are not members of the League of Nations may propose immediate
consultation between the Council or Assembly and any of the said parties to the present
Convention.

1 Document Conf.D.I57 (Conference Documents, Vol. II, page 476). See also Chronological Record, page 21.
Articles I to 5 of Part I of the draft Convention were as follows:

"A rticle I.-The following articles (2 to 5) are concluded between those of the parties to the present Convention
who are parties to the Pact of Paris.

" Article 2.-It is hereby declared that any war undertaken in breach of that Pact is a matter of interest
to all the High Contracting Parties and shall be regarded as a breach of the obligations assumed towards each
one of them.

" Article 3.-In the event.of a breach or threat of breach of the Pact of Paris, a conference between the High
Contracting Parties shall at once meet at the request of any five of them, provided that at least one of the Govern-
ments mentioned by name in Article 4 joins in that request. Such request may be addressed to the Secretary-
General of the League of Nations, whose duty it will then be to make arrangements for the conference and to
notify the High Contracting Parties accordingly. The meeting shall take place. at Geneva, unless any other
meeting-place is agreed upon.

" Article 4.-Any conclusions reached at such meeting shall, to be valid, require the concurrence of the repre-
sentatives of the Governments of the United States of America, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern
Ireland, France, Germany, Italy, Japan and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, and of a majority of the
representatives of the other Governments participating in the conference, exclusive in each case of the parties
to the dispute.

" Article 5.-It shall be the object of the said conference, if called in view of a threat of breach of the Pact,
to agree upon the steps which could be taken in respect of such threat and, in the event of a breach of the Pact
of Paris being found to have occurred, to determine which party or parties to the dispute are to be held responsible."
2 Minutes of the General Commission, Series B, Vol. II, pages 405-419 and 494-499.
3 Minutes of the General Commission, Series B13, Vol. II, pages 495 and 496.
4 Minutes of the General Commission, Series B, Vol. II, pages 4o05-419.
6 Minutes of the General Commission, Series B, Vol. II, page 494.
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"Article 2.-It shall be the object of such consultation : (a) in the event of a threat
of a breach of the Pact, to exchange views for the purpose of preserving the peace and
averting a conflict; (b) in the event of a breach of the entPact, to use good offices for the
restoration of peace; and (c) in the event that it proves impossible thus to restore the
peace, then to determine which party or parties to the dispute are to be held responsible.

" Article 3.-The provisions of the above article do not in any way prejudice the
rights and obligations of the Members of the League, nor conflict with nor limit the
powers and duties of the Assembly and Council under the Covenant."

Article 6 of the original United Kingdom draft Convention provided that special regional
agreements might be concluded by certain of the contracting parties, such agreements to be
incorporated as annexes to the Conventionl'

This article, as a result of the discussions in the General Commission, was further amplified,
a new text being framed by the Committee dealing with security questions sitting under the
chairmanship of M. Politis. The amended article, being closely connected with texts framed
by the Security Committee for a proposed Act concerning the Definition of the Aggressor
and a draft European Security Pact, was reserved for further consideration on the ground
that its final form and content would necessarily depend on the decisions to be taken upon
these two related texts.2

II. Undertaking not to resort to Force.

On March nd, I933, the Political Commission, to which the United Kingdom delegation
had previously submitted a draft declaration to be signed by all the European States, adopted
the following text :

" The Governments of
Anxious to further the cause of disarmament by increasing the spirit of mutual

confidence between the nations of Europe by means of a declaration expressly forbidding
resort to force in the circumstances in which the Pact of Paris forbids resort to war:

" Hereby solemnly reaffirm that they will not in any event resort, as between
themselves, to force as an instrument of national policy."3

It was emphasised in the report which accompanied the declaration that the question
of the universal scope of the obligation was to be a matter of subsequent enquiry by the
Conference. Various delegations expressed strongly the hope that the declaration would,
in fact, subsequently assume a universal character.

It was also pointed out in the report that the text was not to be considered as an inter-
pretation of the Pact of Paris, but as embodying an obligation distinct from the Pact. The
principle underlying the declaration was that it should remove any doubt to which the use
of the word " war " might give rise.

Finally, it was observed that the object of the declaration would not be secured if it
merely involved a renunciation of resort to force for the settlement of a dispute, since there
might well be resort to force in the absence of any formal dispute.

On May I9 th, I933, the President of the Conference read to the General Commission
a message from Mr. Franklin Roosevelt, President of the United States of America, proposing:

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

"That they should solemnly reaffirm the obligations they had assumed to limit
and reduce their armaments and, provided these obligations were faithfully executed
by all signatory Powers, individually agree that they would send no armed force of
whatsoever nature across their frontiers." 4

Article 6 was in the following terms:
" Special regional agreements made by certain of the High Contracting Parties for providing information

intended to facilitate the decisions to be given under Article 5 and for co-ordinating action to be taken by these
Parties as a result of such decisions are contained in Annexes X and Y."

Annex X was to consist of a series of provisions for establishing the facts of aggression. Annex Y was to consist
of a European Security Pact in two separate chapters, the first dealing with the obligation not to resort to war and
the second with the subject of mutual assistance. Document Conf.D.I57(I). Conference Documents, Vol. II, page

476).
2 The new text of Article 6 as framed by the Security Committee was as follows:

" The High Contracting Parties recognise that the provisions of Annex Y of the present Convention are
likely to contribute to the maintenance of peace, and accordingly agree to base thereon any decisions which they
may have to take, particularly in the Permanent Disarmament Commission, with a view to preventing any breach
of the Pact of Paris by a Power which has signed Annex Y, determining the responsibility should such a breach
occur and fixing the consequences.

" The High Contracting Parties agree to refrain from any action which might hamper the application of the
measures to be taken in the cases provided for by Articles 4, 5 and 6 of Annex Y and not to recognise any de facto
situation brought about by the breach of an international obligation on the part of a State recognised as the
aggressor in application of the provisions of the said annex.

" The High Contracting Parties Members of the League of Nations also undertake to comply with the
provisions of Article 6 of the said annex as regards the application of Article I6 of the Covenant of the League
of Nations to the signatories of the said annex.

" The High Contracting Parties Members of the League and signatories of the Convention for Financial
Assistance, signed at Geneva on October 2 nd, 1930, likewise undertake to comply with the provisions of Article 6
of the said annex as regards the application of that Convention. "

(Document Conf.D./C.G.io8(a), Conference Documents, Vol. II, page 69o.
a Document Conf.D.I56, Conference Documents, Vol. II, page 475.
4 Minutes of the General Commission, Series B, Vol. II, page 462.
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III. Definition of the Aggressor.

An act defining the aggressor, based on a proposal submitted by the Soviet delegation,l
was framed by the Committee dealing with security questions appointed by the Political
Commission on March ioth, 933, to sit under the chairmanship of M. Politis.

It defined as the aggressor a State which was the first to commit one of the following
five actions:

(I) Declaration of war;
(2) Invasion of the territory of another State;
(3) Attack on the territory, vessels or aircraft of another State;
(4) Establishment of a naval blockade;
(5) Provision of support to armed bands invading the territory of another State

M. Politis, as Chairman of the Committee, in a report dated May 24th, I933,2 stated that
"certain members of the Committee (United Kingdom, Germany, Hungary, Italy, Spain,
Switzerland) showed a preference for an elastic definition of aggression which would permit
the international authorities to take all the circumstances into account ".

The General Commission noted and discussed the draft Act on May 24th, 25th and 29 th,
I933.3

The President of the Conference, summing up the position in which the GeneralCommis-
sion found itself as a result of its discussions, observed that two very definite lines of thought
had run through the debate. There were those who wished to lay down a definition of a
rigid character and those who wished to accept something on the lines of the report presented
by M. Politis. The President suggested a consultation between some of the principal parti-
cipants in the debate-Mr. Eden (United Kingdom), M. Dovgalevski (Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics), M. de Madariaga (Spain) and M. Politis (Rapporteur)-and hoped it might be
possible, without destroying the work of the Committee, to obtain something on the lines
of the report not quite so rigid as the definition proposed.

The consultation suggested by the President has not so far led to any general agreed
definition of the aggressor.

It should be noted, however, that, at the beginning of July I933, conventions based on
the proposed definition of the aggressor and embodying the provisions of the Act presented
to the General Commission, were entered into by the following countries: Afghanistan,
Czechoslovakia, Estonia, Finland, Latvia, Lithuania, Persia, Poland, Roumania, Turkey,
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and Yugoslavia.4

IV. Procedure for the Establishment of Facts constituting Aggression.

The Committee presided over by M. Politis unanimously accepted an " Act relating to
the Establishment of Facts constituting Aggression "s based on a draft submitted by the
Belgian delegation. 6

The object of the Act was to secure impartial and immediate findings in regard to facts
constituting aggression.

It provided for the appointment, on the request of a High Contracting Party, of a
commission consisting of five members selected by the Government concerned from a list
of ten persons of different nationalities (diplomatic agents and military, naval or air attaches
accredited to the Government) nominated by an international organisation. The Governments
would be sole judges as to whether they required to make use of the services of such com-
missions and have the sole power to decide what should be submitted to their investigations.

The General Commission, on May 30th, 1933, noted and gave a first reading to the Act.7

V. Mutual Assistance.

The Committee presided over by M. Politis also drew up a European Pact of Mutual
Assistance.8 It consisted of two chapters, and States might accede to the Act as a whole or
only to Chapter I.

Chapter I, consisting of two articles, without laying down a system of assistance, comprised
in its Article I an engagement not to resort to force, and its Article 2 provided for an engagement
to adhere to the General Convention to improve the Means of preventing War.9

Chapter II, without laying down an engagement to afford assistance, was designed to
facilitate its operation so far as it was contemplated under treaties or under the Covenant
of the League.

Article 6 of the Pact embodied a definition of the aggressor, based on the Act defining
the aggressor to which reference has already been made above.

1 See page 37 above.
2 Documents Conf.D./C.G. o8 and Io8(a), Conference Documents, Vol. II, page 679.
8 Minutes of the General Commission, Series B13, Vol. II, pages 499-502, 510-517 and 547-559.
4 Treaties of: (I) July 3rd, I933 : Afghanistan, Estonia, Finland, Latvia, Persia, Poland, Roumania, Turkey,

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics; (2) July 4th, 1933 Czechoslovakia, Roumania, Turkey, Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics, Yugoslavia; (3) July 5th, 1933: Lithuania, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (see Treaty Series, Volume
CXLVII, No. 3391 ; Volume CXLVIII, Nos. 3405 and 3414).

s Document Conf.D./C.G.io8. Conference Documents, Vol. II, page 684.
' See page 37.
7 Minutes of the General Commission, Series B, Vol. II, page 559.
8 Conf.D./C.G.io8(a), Conference Documents, Vol. II, page 685.

Convention of September 26th, 1931 (document C.658(I).M.269(I).I93I.IX), Conference Documents, Vol. II,
page 312.


