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This volume contains the Minutes of the General Commission, from
its first meeting, on February gth, I932, to its twenty-seventh meeting,
on July 23rd, I932.

This Commission was set up by the Conference at its fourth plenary
meeting, on February 8th, and comprises one representative of each
delegation.

The task of the Commission was specified in the following resolution
adopted by the Conference at its seventeenth plenary meeting, on February
24th, I932 :

" The Conference,

" Approving the proposals of the Bureau on the action to be
taken in regard to the plans and proposals which have been placed
before it

" i. Decides to transmit to the General Commission
these plans and proposals, as well as the draft Convention (with
annexes) prepared by the Preparatory Commission, which may
serve as a framework for the work of the Conference ;

" 2. Requests the General Commission to proceed to a
preliminary study of and to co-ordinate the said plans and
proposals and the draft Conventin ;

" 3. Decides that, without prejudice to the Rules of
Procedure, the General Commission shall be authorised to
constitute, as and when the need arises, such Commissions,
Sub-Commissions or Committees as it may consider desirable,
and in particular the Land, Naval, Air and National Expenditure
Commissions.

"Such Commissions, Sub-Commissions, or Committees will
report to the General Commission on the matters which it refers
to them."
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FIRST MEETING

Held on Tuesday, February gth, I932, at 4 p.m.

The Right Honourable A. HENDERSON in the Chair.

I. ELECTION OF THE PRESIDENT AND VICE-PRESIDENT OF THE COMMISSION; APPOINTMENT

OF THE VICE-PRESIDENT AS A MEMBER OF THE BUREAU OF THE CONFERENCE.

Sir John SIMON (United Kingdom), observing that at the Washington Conference it had been
found convenient for the President of the Conference, Mr. Hughes, to act also as President of
the General Commission, proposed Mr. HENDERSON as President of the General Commission
of the Disarmament Conference.

He further proposed M. POLITIS as Vice-President. He also suggested that the General
Commission should propose to the Conference that M. Politis should be a member of the Bureau.

M. TARDIEU (France), M. GRANDI (Italy), M. DE AGUERO Y BETHANCOURT (Cuba),
M. BRANCO (Portugal) and TEVFIK Bey (Turkey) supported Sir John Simon's proposals.

Sir John Simon's proposals were unanimously adopted.

Mr. HENDERSON thanked the General Commission and Sir John Simon.
He knew from past experience the valuable work done by M. Politis, and was in entire

agreement with the General Commission as to the desirability of M. Politis being a member
of the Bureau.

He paid a tribute to the work of the City of Geneva in carrying out its under-
takings with regard to the buildings for the Conference, which, he was sure, would add
greatly to the comfort of all the participants.

SECOND MEETING

Held on Wednesday, February 24th, 1932, at 3.30 p.m.

President: The Right Honourable A. HENDERSON.

2. WORK OF THE GENERAL COMMISSION : STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT.

The PRESIDENT reminded the General Commission of the following resolution, 1 which
had been adopted by the Conference at its seventeenth plenary meeting:

"The Conference,
" Approving the proposals of the Bureau on the action to be taken in regard to the

plans and proposals which have been placed before it :
" i. Decides to transmit to the General Commission these plans and proposals,

as well as the draft Convention (with annexes) prepared by the Preparatory Commission,
which may serve as a framework for the work of the Conference.

" 2. Requests the General Commission to proceed to a preliminary study of, and
to co-ordinate, the said plans and proposals and the draft Convention.

" 3. Decides that, without prejudice to the rules of procedure, the General
Commission shall be authorised to constitute, as and when the need arises, such
commissions, sub-commissions or committees as it may consider desirable, and in particular
the land, naval, air and national expenditure Commissions.

"Such commissions, sub-commissions or committees will report to the General
Commission on the matters which it refers to them."

Document Conf. D.g6.
GENERAL COMMISSION 1



The President added that, in his remarks at the end of the general discussion, he had tried
to strike the balance of the results of the Conference up to the present. A new stage of the
work was now beginning. For three weeks, the Conference had listened to general statements
concerning the principal questions to which the various delegations attached particular
importance. The General Commission was now entering upon a debate during which it must
try to work out a definite agreement with regard to those points on which agreement in principle
had already emerged and try to find a solution for other points which had so far only been
touched on.

The Commission had before it a very considerable amount of material: on the one hand,
the draft Convention and all the other relevant documents prepared by the Preparatory
Commission, or the various committees set up by it, and, on the other, a considerable number
of proposals made in writing and suggestions submitted in the speeches during the general
discussion.

3. APPOINTMENT OF A RAPPORTEUR.

The PRESIDENT proposed that, in view of the great importance of the General Commission's
work, it would be desirable to appoint the Rapporteur at once, in order that he might be fully
informed from the outset as to the proceedings upon which he would have eventually to report
to the Conference. The Commission could not, he thought, do better than invite M. Benes to
act as rapporteur.

M. Benes was unanimously elected Rapporteur.

4. PROCEDURE TO BE ADOPTED FOR THE STUDY OF THE PROPOSALS BEFORE THE CONFERENCE.

The PRESIDENT thought that there were two possible courses with regard to the
Commission's work. The Commission might endeavour at once to co-ordinate all the
proposals, establish its agenda and examine the various items one by one; or, alternatively,
it might institute a general discussion on the whole of the documentation before it and
proceed later to the determination of the order in which the various proposals should be studied.

The Commission's terms of reference left it all possible freedom as to the choice of
method, but the President desired to have the guidance of his colleagues with regard to
their preference.

Sir John SIMON (United Kingdom) desired to recommend to the Commission a method
of procedure which had already been indicated in the resolution adopted by the Conference,
but which was not, however, prescribed for the Commission if the latter saw fit to reject it in
preference for a better. The resolution declared that the draft Convention prepared by the
Preparatory Commission might serve as a framework for the work of the Conference. While the
General Commission was, of course, free to consider alternative modes of procedure, he wished to
submit for his colleagues' consideration the proposal that the Commission should resolve to
carry on its discussions within the general framework of the draft Disarmament Convention.

There were two reasons in support of that method of procedure. In the first place, it
must be remembered that the draft was the result of five years' strenuous work. It would
be a very remarkable decision if, at the opening of its proceedings, the General Commission
were to reject the framework offered to it under the impression that there was some better and
more convenient mode of procedure. It was owing to those who had devoted so much work
and skill to the preparation of the draft that the Commission should not lay it aside, but
should rather take advantage of what they had done in providing a general framework within
which there would, of course, be the fullest liberty for every delegation to introduce, argue,
and, if possible, persuade others to adopt, its special proposals.

Secondly, all those who had studied attentively the speeches made in the plenary
Conference and had examined with care the various proposals which had been formulated would
be struck with the fact that, while naturally there were diversity and difference of view on many
points, it was none the less possible to express the special views of different delegations by
taking the draft as the general framework and introducing at appropriate points perhaps
even very substantial modifications, but none the less changes which would fit within the
whole. While he would not be so rash as to select any particular example, he would, speaking
in general terms, venture to say, for instance, that proposals aiming at the establishment of
the principle of what he might describe as common treatment as between all States were,
in his opinion, capable of being expressed in the form of amendments, modifications, or
omissions in the general scheme of the draft. The same remark applied to proposals that had
been put forward for dividing the States of the world into groups with a view to securing
a percentage of reduction in armaments according to the group in which a particular
State was placed. All these matters could perfectly well be introduced within the general
framework of the draft Convention.

He did not intend to suggest that it was possible to take an elaborated, formulated proposal
which had been presented as a whole, to chop it up into little bits and to regard it as adequately
presented merely in portions. On the contrary, his suggestion entirely covered the point that,
at an appropriate stage, it would be only right that a delegation should be able to elaborate
its proposal, of whatever nature, so that it might be regarded and examined as a connected
whole.



Sir John Simon did not wish to move a formal resolution until he had heard his colleagues'
views on the matter, but he had ventured to put his proposal in writing in the following
terms ':

" That the General Commission resolves to carry on its discussions within the
framework of the draft Disarmament Convention, 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."

A resolution of that kind would secure all the liberty that was required. If practical
progress was to be made in this new part of the work, with the determination to reach the
maximum of general agreement, there must be some general framework within which the
proceedings were to be conducted. His proposal would give every delegation the fullest freedom
to develop its point of view and would also conduce to orderly debate and, he sincerely trusted,
to a happy conclusion.

M. TARDIEU (France) was sure that he was expressing the views of all delegations in
thanking the President for the way in which he had directed the plenary meetings of the
Conference, and for the proposal which he had made at the beginning of the meeting and which
had resulted in the unanimous appointment of M. Benes as rapporteur for the General
Commission.

The proposals put forward by the President summed up admirably the ideas which all
delegations shared in common. They would, he thought, enable the Commission to work
quickly and well and to reach certain definite resolutions at the present meeting.

Sir John Simon had advanced certain ideas which, it might be surmised from the general
discussion, were accepted by all. The principal, that which Sir John Simon had emphasised
in his concluding remarks, was that the I930 draft Convention provided all delegations-
and all were equally desirous of achieving a practical result-with a common, not to say a
necessary, basis of study, discussion and work. In an institution like the League of Nations,
achievement was the paramount consideration, and its necessary condition was continuity.

Sir John Simon had said that the I930 draft Convention should dominate the Conference's
debates, should form a framework for them and, consequently, should be taken as a guide.
As everyone knew, the draft was the outcome of much arduous work, notwithstanding
the superficial sarcasm of those who had pointed out that it contained only columns and
blanks. The delegates had come to Geneva to seal the columns with their approval and to fill
in the blanks. If they omitted to do so, they would have failed to discharge their mandate.

M. Tardieu therefore agreed with Sir John Simon that the 3930 draft should be taken
as the basis of the Commission's work. As all the members knew, certain ideas which did
not absolutely square with the draft, and which in some cases differed from it appreciably,
had been advanced in the statements made during the three weeks' plenary sittings of the
Conference. He would urge those who had put forward such ideas to give proof of their desire
for practical results and to say that, whatever the divergencies of opinion, the only thing that
mattered was the aim in view. A body so numerous as the General Commission must have a
framework for its work, and, in the circumstances, its framework could only be the I930 draft
Convention.

He did not propose to put forward, at the present stage, certain reservations which the
opinions expressed by some speakers during the general discussion called for on his part.
He would have an opportunity of stating them later. The question to be considered at the
present meeting was an entirely different one. It was that of laying down the framework
for the Conference's proceedings. Supposing the General Commission were to take a vote
discarding the I930 draft as the basis of its proceedings, its discussions would lapse into chaos
and confusion. If something were to be achieved, that framework must be preserved, because
it represented the action taken by the League, which had prepared for the present Conference
and for its work.

In conclusion, M. Tardieu associated himself, unconditionally and unreservedly, with
Sir John Simon's proposals.

Mr. GIBSON (United States of America) warmly supported Sir John Simon's draft
resolution for the reasons which he had advanced. It was essential to lay down at the outset
some method for orderly work, and the method suggested by Sir John Simon seemed the
simplest, the most logical and the most practical. That did not in any sense imply that the
Commission regarded the draft Convention as containing the sum total of possible achievement.
Indeed, it had already been referred to as the framework of the Commission's discussion.
It was a very large and roomy framework in which a place could be found for all the proposals
that ingenuity could devise.

M. LITVINOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) had no intention of taking up the Gen-
eral Commission's time with a discussion of technicalities. Like the other members of the
Commission, he was anxious to proceed to the substance of its work as soon as possible. He
was therefore in full agreement with Sir John Simon's proposal, and he would not take up

1 The text of the draft resolution subsequently distributed in document Conf. D./C.G.2 is identical
with the above text.
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time in discussing which draft Convention should be taken as the basis of the Commission's
work.

There was, however, a series of draft Conventions which had very many points in common.
Their framework was practically the same in that they all had nearly the same chapters and
headings and dealt with the same questions. It was therefore immaterial which draft Convention
was adopted as the framework for the discussions, so long as the Commission was allowed
to enlarge that framework if it does not suit its views. If the Commission desired to reject
certain chapters of the draft Convention, or to insert new chapters, it must be free to do so.

So far, M. Litvinoff was in agreement with the preceding speakers, but he would draw
attention to the fact that there had been presented to the Conference a number of proposals
which did not find a place within the framework of the Preparatory Commission's draft.
As an example he might cite the Soviet delegation's proposalfor general and total disarmament.
If the Commission accepted the principle of total disarmament, it would naturally be unable
to work within the framework of the Preparatory Commission's draft. The Soviet delegation
had prepared its own draft Convention for total disarmament, but M. Litvinoff did not
propose to ask the Commission to proceed along the lines of that draft as long as the principle
underlying it was not accepted.

For this reason, the Soviet delegation had submitted a resolution embodying the principle
of total disarmament, but it would not be necessary for the Commission to take up the
Soviet draft Convention as long as that resolution had not been adopted. He considered,
therefore, that previous to the discussion within the framework of the Preparatory Commission's
draft, the Commission should be asked to take a decision on the Soviet resolution. If the
principle on which it was based were rejected, the Commission must naturally take up some
draft convention for the reduction of armaments.

To meet any formal objections concerning the title of the Conference, he would say at once
that the abolition of armaments might also come under the heading of a reduction of armaments,
since by reducing armaments by certain percentages it was possible for them finally to be
reduced to zero. That would be a reduction. He felt, accordingly, that total disarmament
would not be in contradiction with the title of the Conference.

He would not, for the moment, dwell upon the importance of the Soviet proposal, since he
had said enough on that point in his statement in the plenary Conference, but he might wish
to say a few more words on the resolution later. In these circumstances, he would reserve
his delegation's right to submit to the Commission its proposal for total disarmament, and
he would therefore ask the President's permission to consult the other delegations at the
next meeting with regard to his resolution for general and total disarmament.

M. CAVALLERO (Italy) entirely concurred in what had been said by the representatives

of the United Kingdom, France and the United States of America.
He associated himself in particular with M. Tardieu's observation that all delegations

were desirous of achieving practical results, and in that he felt sure he was expressing the
views of the Italian Minister for Foreign Affairs, who himself represented the opinion of
the head of the Italian Government.

M. Cavallero expressed his satisfaction that previous speakers had favoured a method
which had been unanimously approved by the delegates who had spoken during the general
discussion. If the Commission were to adopt any other method, the nations, which were following
the Conference's work with hope and close attention, might feel that there was a lack of
regularity and coherence in its procedure. He was glad to note that the representatives of the
United Kingdom, France and the United States of America regarded coherence and regularity
as essentials.

Almost all the delegations had made their preparations for the Conference on the basis
of the draft Convention, which was the outcome of five years' work by the Preparatory
Commission. If the discussion were to be reopened on that point and if other bases were to be
sought, the delegates would have to begin again the preliminary work which had already
been accomplished, and there would be a danger that that work would lose the direction that
had been given it as the result of what might be justifiably regarded as a common agreement.

M. NADOLNY (Germany) said that his delegation unreservedly supported the first part of
Sir John Simon's proposal-namely, that regarding the adoption of the Preparatory
Commission's draft as the framework for the Commission's general discussion.

He assumed that the second part of the proposal--that dealing with the liberty of the
delegations to submit amendments or additions to the Preparatory Commission's draft--
referred to new proposals and not to those which had already been submitted. Hehad always
supposed that the proposals already presented to the Conference composed a whole together
with the Preparatory Commission's draft. If that were so, he supported the second part of
Sir John Simon's proposal as well.

To obviate any misunderstanding with regard to the German proposals, M. Nadolny
wished to make the following declaration:

" In my speech to the Conference, I said that the German proposals did not merely
represent simple additions to the Preparatory Commission's draft, but constituted the elements
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of a plan which could be discussed side by side with the draft. I can therefore only repeat
that our proposals are not merely suggestions intended to complete the Preparatory
Commission's draft on certain points of detail. They have, on the contrary, been drawn up for
the purpose of substituting, in many important points, new clauses for those contained in the
draft Convention.

" We have submitted the German proposals as a whole-in accordance with the system
adopted in the Preparatory Commission's draft-because we assumed from the outset that
the Conference would think it practical, for the reasons advanced by Sir John Simon, to
retain the general structure of the draft. That of course does not mean that we have changed
our position with regard to the contents of the draft; but we have always thought that it
would be desirable that our proposals should be split up and that the different parts
should be studied in the special commissions at the same time and in the same manner as the
corresponding parts in the draft Convention and all the other proposals. I take it that Sir
John Simon's observations are to be understood in this way. That, of course, does not preclude
a preliminary study by the General Commission of the main lines of our proposals or, indeed,
of any other proposals.

"In conclusion, we ask that our proposals may be discussed in exactly the same way as
the corresponding parts in the Preparatory Commission's draft Convention and as the proposals
made by other delegations."

M. TARDIEU (France) said that, if he had understood M. Litvinoff correctly, the Soviet
delegate wished, on the one hand, to make amendments in the draft which it was the
Commission's task to improve and complete, and, on the other hand, was ready to make a
discussion of the draft unnecessary by asking the Commission to adopt a scheme which,
in fixing parity at zero, involved total disarmament, and thereby made it unnecessary to
consider in detail any system of relative disarmament.

M. Tardieu suggested that the Commission should meet both M. Litvinoff's points by
leaving him, as was the normal course, entirely free to submit any amendments he might wish
to make, but asking him as well to elaborate at the beginning of the discussion his absolute
proposal-namely, that for parity at zero. By that means the discussion could cover both
total disarmament and parity.

To make the position quite clear and straightforward, M. Tardieu was obliged also to
reply briefly to M. Nadolny's observations. He noted with satisfaction the German delegate's
statement that his delegation agreed to its proposals being studied within the framework
of the I930 Convention. M. Nadolny had added, however, that certain of his proposals were
intended to be substituted for the clauses in the draft relating to certain points. As France
had, for almost five years, taken part in the preparation of the I930 draft as it stood at present,
the French delegation would be obliged to oppose the German proposals or any others which
had been drawn up with a view to substituting for some of the principles in the draft other
and contrary principles.

Count APPONYI (Hungary), as representative of a small country, supported Sir John
Simon's proposal as to procedure, in which the delegations of the Great Powers had
concurred. He did so-though perhaps it would have been more logical to adopt the Soviet
delegate's view-because he thought that the procedure proposed by Sir John Simon was
more likely to lead to results.

He would emphasise the heavy responsibility on the delegations present at the Conference.
In his view, the best method of ensuring its success would be to refrain from stressing
adverse ideas as to principles and aims and to foster, by the use of moderate language,
every prospect of agreement, since agreement would apparently be easier to achieve in the
practical sphere than in that of theory.

TEVFIK Bey (Turkey) supported Sir John Simon's proposal on the understanding that
almost all the proposals put forward hitherto represented amendments to, or proposals for the
completion of, the draft Convention. The Turkish proposal was one of these. It suggested a
system or method for filling in the blank columns in the framework. M. Litvinoff, however,
had been right in saying that total disarmament would not fit within that framework and that
it must be examined and voted on apart. If it were accepted, all the other proposals would be
discarded ipso facto.

M. MATSUDAIRA (Japan) said that his delegation sincerely hoped that the Conference
would achieve a positive result within a reasonable limit of time. The problems before the
Conference were wide in scope and very complicated in nature. If the Commission were to
revert to the discussion of the form to be adopted as the basis of work, and were to discard the
result of the five years' work done by the Preparatory Commission, it would be impossible
to say how long the Conference would last. He therefore strongly supported the recommen-
dation that the Preparatory Commission's draft Convention be adopted as the basis of
discussion, subject, of course, to the reservation expressed by Sir John Simon.

The Commission decided that the vote on Sir John Simon's and M. Litvinof's draft resol'tions
should be taken at the next meeting and that the question of the constitution of Commissions would
be discussed on the following afternoon.
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5. PROCEDURE TO BE ADOPTED FOR THE STUDY OF THE PROPOSALS BEFORE THE CONFERENCE
(continuation).

M. LITVINOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) moved the following draft resolution:

"Animated by the firm desire for an effective and solidly organised peace;
"Actuated by the determination to create genuine security for all States and all

peoples by preventing the possibility of future wars;
" Convinced that the very existence of armaments and the tendency they show

constantly to increase inevitably lead to armed international conflicts which tear the
workers from their peaceful occupations and bring innumerable calamities in their train;

" Considering that military expenditure, which imposes an intolerable burden upon
the masses of the people, fosters and enhances the economic crisis with all its consequences;

" Noting that the States which it represents have renounced war as an instrument
of national policy;

" Believing that the only effective means of contributing to the organisation of
peace and the establishment of security against war is the general, complete and rapid
abolition of all armed forces, setting out from the principle of equality for all;

" Convinced that the idea of general and complete disarmament answers to the sincere
aspirations of the masses towards peace:

" The Conference decides to base its work on the principle of general and complete
disarmament."

M. Litvinoff said he was glad to respond rto the invitation of the previous day to speak
again in favour of total disarmament. He was particularly gratified that it came from M.
Tardieu, the Prime Minister of France. He would not abuse the invitation, however, by
repeating all the arguments in detail, but would merely summarise them.

The main arguments were as follows : The threat of war was at present more actual than
it had ever been, if it were permissible to speak of a threat when war was already going on.
In a new war, mankind would be threatened with more appalling disasters than it had ever
before experienced. In the present acute crisis, the workers in particular would be threatened.
The utmost security must be created against war, and this could only be achieved by the
total abolition of all armed forces.

Although the Soviet proposal had been rejected by the Preparatory Commission, M.
Litvinoff ventured to submit it to the Conference, because the delegates attending the latter
had in many cases wider powers and fuller instructions than those attending the Commission.

The proposal, moreover, was first made five years previously and since then much might
have been learned from the events which had since occurred. Five years previously, the
capitalist world was passing through an epoch of so-called pacifism, and many people believed
that, with the lessons of the Great War fresh in the minds of all, the likelihood of another war
was decreasing, that public opinion would not allow a new war, that all that was required to
eliminate war completely from international practice was an extension of the network of
international treaties and pacts. When, in view of the relations existing, and still more
those not existing, between itself and other countries, the Soviet Union expressed fears
of attack by capitalist States, it was thought to be suffering from a kind of persecution
mania. As for war between non-Soviet States, that was regarded as quite out of the question.
The possibility of a new war had, however, been clearly demonstrated by its occurrence,
and the probability that it would spread or be repeated on a bigger scale was undeniable,
in view of the increasing differences between States.

War was at present discussed in the capitalist Press as a problem of actual policy, a way
out of the present economic crisis. Modern economists had even told a select audience of
economists in Washington as recently as December 29th, 1931, that as yet no Government
had ever put an end to a crisis in any way but by war; such a way out of a crisis might have
its dangers, but there were also dangers in not tryingit. Other quotations from recent periodicals
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were as follows: "From the point of view of the sober economist, war is an economic under-
taking on a big scale . . . Paraphrasing Klausewitz's well-known aphorism, it might be
said that war is the continuation of business management by other means . . . ' No
country would gain anything but advantage from a war." "During war, business always
improves in some countries. The majority of countries are at present so dissatisfied with
the existing conditions of business that it would be worth their while to risk the prospect of
war." Again, "We have spent millions of dollars on first-class armaments, and it is extremely
disagreeable to see these investments lying idle without bringing in any dividends." The writer
of these words considered over-population as the principal cause of the present crisis, and
suggested that it should be overcome by the cannibalism of war.

Such articles were a sign of the times and a symptom of the spirit bred by increasing
international differences. In view of that spirit, it was no wonder that, while the League Council
was appealing to the States at war in the Far East to put a stop to hostilities, and the delegates
at the Disarmament Conference were expressing sorrow at the bloodshed which was occurring in
the Far East, shipment after shipment of military supplies was being openly and freely sent
from other countries to the belligerent States, with the consent of their Governments. Did not
that show that international differences, together with the vested interests behind war
industries, were stronger than the desires and resolutions of pacifists ? Was it not obvious that
such a state of affairs could only be ended by the total abolition and destruction of armaments,
by general and total disarmament ?

He might limit his arguments in favour of total disarmament to those he had just
mentioned, leaving it to other delegates to point out the obstacles. He feared, however, that
the objections raised in the Preparatory Commission would again be put forward, and wished
therefore to save time by recalling them immediately, together with the replies then given.

He had already mentioned the formal objections. Among them should be included
references to Article 8 of the League Covenant, which was said to impose upon Members of the
League the obligation to reduce their armaments only to a level consistent with national
safety. The Soviet proposal for total disarmament, however, was not based on the obligations
of the States taking part in the Conference. They were asked to do, not what they were obliged
to do, but what they were ready to do. They were asked, if they were ready, together with
the Soviet Union, to disarm completely, in order to banish war from international practice,
abandoning the idea of war as a business proposition. The Soviet Union by no means ignored
the factor of security, but felt that security, and security for all countries, could only be
attained through total disarmament.

But serious, as well as merely formal, objections had been put forward at the Preparatory
Commission. It had been said, for example, that even should permanent armies and navies
be abolished, frontier guards would be necessary to keep down smuggling, as well as a police
force, fire-brigades, forest guards, convoy troops, and so on, and that such armed forces would
enable countries to attack one another. Undoubtedly, if total disarmament were adopted,
States could not be allowed to maintain, at their own sweet will and without limitation,
potential armed forces in the form of police, frontier or other guards. That question would
have to be regulated in an international convention.

Under such a convention, two neighbouring States would probably be entitled to maintain
an equal number of guards on either side of the frontier. As for the police, these might represent
a potential army if it were considered necessary to arm them with machine-guns, tanks,
artillery, poison gas, bomb-carriers and so on. The Soviet Union, however, did not admit
that that would be necessary. Besides, it was hard to believe that any State could mobilise
all its police, collecting them from the towns and villages and assembling them at the frontiers,
in order to hurl them at a neighbouring country. In fact, States strengthened their forces in
war time for the maintenance of internal order and never ventured to withdraw the police
forces from their everyday duties. The same applied to the mobilisation of convoy troops,
while the idea of mobilising fire-brigades might safely be dismissed.

It had also been said that, even if armies and modern armaments were destroyed, human
nature would be constitutionally unable to refrain from fighting, and nations would attack
one another with the most primitive weapons, even resorting to fisticuffs. Even admitting
that-which he did not-a very small frontier guard would suffice to ward off such attacks,
and civilisation would not suffer much if in the Far East, for example, fighting with bare fists
took place, instead of the exchange of shells from heavy artillery and the dropping of bombs
from the air, involving the destruction of human life and incalculable loss to property.

What would appear to be a more serious objection had also been made. Even after total
disarmament, it had been said, the more industrially developed countries would be able
themselves to manufacture new armaments for attacking their unarmed neighbours. But the
possibility that it would be infringed was an argument which could be used against any
international convention. Undoubtedly, if it were to be supposed that some States would stick
loyally to the convention while others infringed it by secretly increasing their nrmed forces,



the security of the former would be jeopardised. But such a fear would render useless the
conclusion of any international agreement.

As he had already pointed out, it would be much easier effectively to supervise the
observation of a convention for total disarmament than of one on reduction. The re-esta-
blishment of war industries once they had been stopped, the mobilisation of considerable
troops after the mobilisation records had been destroyed, their arming and equipment, would
take too long to pass unnoticed. A dreadnought could not be built, a submarine equipped
or long-range guns or gas-throwers manufactured undiscovered. There might be firt-class
metal and chemical industries in a densely populated country, but complicated and pro-
longed processes would be required to convert those potential forces into armed forces.
Military units must be formed and trained, and time was required to bring the elaborate
mechanism of war into operation. In the present state of military technique, systematically
and regularly trained reserves alone were of any value in an army. Technique was making
such strides that the rank and file, the non-commissioned officers, and even the officers
required a thorough re-training every few years. The abolition of conscription and the complete
dstruction of mobilisation records would therefore remove any possibility of using organised
masses for military purposes at short notice.

Finally, the potential forces in modern States differed greatly, and from this point of
view there was no such thing as equality of security. Would not industrially developed States,
by mobilising industry, gain enormous superiority, on the outbreak of war, over the forces
of less industrially developed countries, to say nothing of agrarian countries ? Was it not
obvious that it was much easier to develop and expand existing war industries and military
units than to create destroyed war industries and to establish an army from among the
untrained masses ? Was the mobilisation of the masses for military purposes conceivable,
if they did not see before them an armed opponent from whom they feared attack ? Even
at the present time, the creation of armies and mobilisation for war were only possible when
the imagination of a nation was aroused through fictitious or actual threats or attacks on
their country. With total disarmament, it would be impossible to create such false impressions,
and that alone would make preparations for war impossible. For that reason, too, it would
be impossible to mobilise even those reserves who had received military training before total
disarmament had been introduced.

The Soviet Government was profoundly convinced that the only guarantee of security
for all nations was equality in disarmament-reduction to zero. The feeling of security would
then be so strong that no Government would be able, even if it desired, to mobilise its people
to attack another country.

These were the most important criticisms of total disarmament made in the Preparatory
Commission, and the Soviet Government was prepared to consider any further criticisms.
It was convinced, however, that the advantages of its scheme completely outweighed any
defects that might be found in it. There was no alternative, no other guarantee against war.
No such guarantee was offered by the reduction of armaments, let alone by their limitation
and the abolition of certain types of armaments.

The Soviet State valued its independence not less, and in all probability more, than other
States; it needed security not less but more than other States. The workers and peasants of
the Soviet Union, who by their heroic efforts had won true freedom, had been forced, after a
devastating world war, to take up arms for three years to protect that freedom against attacks
from within and without. Since then, they had worked for twelve years with unbounded
enthusiasm, laying the foundations of a new life.

They had carried out vast economic plans described outside the Soviet Union, only a few
years previously, as Utopian. They knew that foreign invasion, the violation of the security
of their State, might threaten to overthrow the foundations they had already laid and destroy
their hopes for the speedy realisation of a new life. Nevertheless, they would not feel the
slightest threat to themselves in the abolition of armed forces in the Soviet Union, provided
the same action were taken in other countries. On the contrary, their feeling of security
would be increased; they would not be afraid of attack by the unarmed masses of other
countries, even though the Soviet Union had on its borders countries so numerically superior
as China and India. Nor would total and general disarmament constitute a threat to the
security of other nations.

Whatever attitude the other States adopted towards its proposal for total disarmament,
however, the Soviet Government felt bound to use the opportunity afforded by a world
conference to raise the problem. Where else could it be raised ? Whatever the outcome, the
vote on this question would be of the greatest historic significance, and could not but affect
international relations. For that reason, he ventured to commend his resolution to the Conference.

TEVFIK RUSTU Bey (Turkey) repeated that Turkey was prepared to go as far as possible
in the matter of disarmament, provided that the conditions of that disarmament were the
same for all States.



M. Litvinoff's proposal, he said, had the Turkish Government's full sympathy. If it
could win acceptance, the various other proposals would ipso facto lapse'; the Conference
would have gone as far as it was possible to go. That did not mean that Turkey would be
unwilling to consider any other proposal; she would, on the contrary, associate herself with
any proposal that might be acceptable in regard to methods of disarmament.

Khan SEPAHBODI (Persia) reverted to a statement made by the first Persian delegate during
the general discussion, to the effect that the Persian delegation regarded M. Litvinoff's scheme
for complete disarmament as an ideal which they must endeavour to reach by means of a
moral evolution.

They were asked to give an opinion implying acceptance or rejection of the Soviet proposal,
and the Persian delegation wished to state that Persia was at te moment engaged in the first
stage of reorganising her army and that her present forces were barely sufficient for the
maintenance of internal security and order. Since, moreover, Persia had signed treaties of
friendship and non-aggression with most of her neighbours, M. Sepahbodi would be delighted
if the proposals were accepted and gave it his full support.

His support would be the readier since Persia, as stated in the Preparatory Commission,
had contemplated as part of her naval programme the organisation of a fleet for defensive
purposes in the Caspian Sea and the Persian Gulf.

As between Persia and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, complete disarmament
might, in part, be realised by the suppression of any war fleet in the Caspian Sea, an inland sea
bordered only by the two countries in question.

M. NADOLNY (Germany) observed that Sir John Simon's draft resolution left the
delegations free, not to submit fresh proposals, but to develop their earlier proposals. The
resolution adopted by the Conference, however, said explicitly that the draft framed by the
Preparatory Commission might serve as a framework for the discussions and that the other
draft proposals would be co-ordinated. He accordingly endorsed Sir John Simon's views.

The draft resolution submitted by M. Litvinoff, postulating a principle of general,
effective and equal disarmament for all nations, was naturally heartily supported by the German
delegation. His objective represented the ideal to be attained and M. Nadolny hoped that it
might be possible for the Conference to give effect to some at least of the principles embodied
in that resolution.

M. POLITIS (Greece), speaking as one of the few delegates who had taken part in the work
of the Preparatory Commission, pointed out that the question of immediate total disarmament
had been dealt with at great length in the course of the preparatory work for the Conference.
More than ten years previously, when the League first attacked the grave and formidable problem
of the reduction and limitation of armaments, the same proposal had been put forward, the
initiative in the matter resting, not with the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, but with one
of the northern countries which pursued an essentially pacific policy. It had been realised
immediately-and unanimously-that if practical effect were to be given to Article 8 of the
Covenant, it was necessary to proceed with a proper sense of realities and to begin cautiously,
in deference to the security of nations, in order to achieve something that might be acceptable
to all.

When, some few years previously, the Preparatory Commission had been able for the
first time to count on the collaboration of the Soviet Union, that same scheme of radical reform
had once more been brought forward. M. Litvinoff had just referred and attempted to reply
to some of the objections advanced against his scheme; those objections would be found
analysed at length in the Minutes of the Preparatory Commission and were, M. Politis
thought, decisive.

Summing up the general impression left by that discussion in the Preparatory Commission,
he noted that the first conclusion-one of principle-had been that there could be
no disarmament, nor even a limitation or reduction of armaments, unless there existed between
the nations concerned a feeling of confidence. Wherever confidence existed, wherever it was
found established to-day, it was unnecessary to speak of an agreement or a pact before
armaments could be reduced and, in fact, abolished on either side. M. Politis could give
several examples, in addition to the oft-quoted example of Canada, where, along a frontier
of some thousands of miles between that country and the United States of America, there
was not a single fortress or gun or soldier, the reason being that absolute confidence existed
between the two countries in question and that neither of them feared for a single instant
that it might be the victim of aggression by the other. The same applied to the relations
between the Scandinavian countries a quarter of a century before, when two countries in
that quarter of the globe had found it necessary to establish their independent political status,
they had set about the task in an entirely pacific manner and settled their relations on radical
lines, so that no military question had ever arisen between them since.

Referring to another example which concerned his own country, M. Politis observed
that the significance of the agreement lay in the fact that it had been concluded between
Greece and her eastern neighbour, with whom for centuries she had been on bad terms. Since
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the two countries had finally decided once and for all to give up all designs on one another's
territory, confidence had been established and, although there was no written agreement
between them, because neither of them had the least fear nowadays of being attacked by its
neighbour, their weapons had, as it were, immediately fallen from their hands.

That was M. Politis' first conclusion, which he asked M. Litvinoff most carefully to
consider. Re-establish confidence between the peoples, and then we may be sure we shall
not have to wait long for general, total and immediate disarmament.

A further conclusion had emerged from the discussions in the Preparatory Commission;
disarmament extending beyond the relations between two friendly countries was impossible
without some international organisation, for it was an undeniable fact, borne out by the study
of several centuries of the history of mankind, that, wherever men dwelt, force is required for
the maintenance of order. If force is not situated at the centre, it must necessarily exist
at the periphery. In any human society, when no organisation exists which is capable of
maintaining order on behalf of the whole community, every individual must help to make
up for the absence of such organisation and set himself to defend his own rights and interests.

It might seem surprising that the most radical proposals should have been put forward
by those who had hitherto been unwilling to take part in the plans for international
organisation which the League of Nations had been endeavouring for the past twelve years
to put into effect. When all the States were prepared to collaborate in that first attempt at
international organisation, with a real desire to achieve it, to strengthen it and to discover
the necessary means of preserving order, then and then only would it be possible to consider
seriously the question of general disarmament. Until then, they could only continue along
the lines which the League had already established-that was to say, endeavour to check
the increase in armaments in the hope that, as the international organisation became more
perfect, it might be possible, stage by stage, to proceed with reduction and reach at length
the real ideal which had guided the League from the outset and which would continue to guide
it: peace through disarmament.

M. BUERO (Uruguay) was surprised that the Commission, by examining the Soviet
proposal, was discussing the substance of the problem, whereas on the previous day it had been
concerned merely with a question of procedure. He asked it to confine its attention,
in accordance with the British proposal, to taking a decision with regard to procedure that
would not in any way prevent the delegations from submitting any proposals, such as the
Soviet delegate's proposal for total disarmament.

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) did not think the suggestion of the delegate of Uruguay
would facilitate either the subsequent work of the Conference or even the present discussion.
All the Soviet delegate's proposals, with the exception of the first, could be considered as
leading towards the Preparatory Commission's draft convention. Though to a greater or
lesser extent altering its sense, they could be considered as amendments to it. On the other
hand, the Soviet delegate's last proposal seemed to be an amendment which was in contradiction
with the whole draft. At this first parting of the ways, the Commission must choose, and the
better way seemed to be that suggested by Sir John Simon.

M. Litvinoff had done a very great service to the cause of disarmament in once more
submitting his proposal for total disarmament; first, because it made it possible to throw
some light on both zero and parity, as the Prime Minister of France had said at the previous
meeting, and, secondly, because the fact that total disarmament was the Conference's real
object should be affirmed. It was true that, in Article 8, disarmament was hedged round with
certain precautions, but it was also true that the aim of civilised men was that the world
should be governed without the use of force. Consequently, a proposal for total disarmament
which was elastic enough to permit of the necessary forces in the interior of a country for the
maintenance of order and outside, particularly at sea, of the necessary forces for the
maintenance of international order, could not be passed over with a smile, but must, on the
contrary, be considered and examined with the utmost respect.

All the delegations agreed that the aim, if not of the present Conference, at any rate for
the future, was the kind of disarmament proposed by the Soviet delegate, rather than that
suggested in the Preparatory Commission's draft.

M. de Madariaga did not think much remained of the objections raised, or rather recalled,
by M. Litvinoff, but in his view, the two objections raised by M. Politis still remained, if not
those raised previously from the technical point of view, the Soviet proposal held; but
this was not so as regards the historical or political aspects, or the requirements of evolution.
If matters could be arranged as the Soviet delegate desired, as everyone desired, obviously
peace would be assured. If there were no armies and no armaments, if there were no threat of
recourse to force between the nations, peace would be assured. But the system recommended
by M. Litvinoff was much too simple, because it assumed that the problem was solved. Such a
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method, however, was practical only in theoretical mathematics. In politics, it led to disastrous
results, for politics consisted in the art of handling problems which could not be settled.

M. Litvinoff had said that the delegates were provided with full powers-that was to say,
that their responsibility was in proportion to their powers, and none could go further than
his Government and people desired. The nations, however, were restricted by biological and
political laws similar to those prevailing in the relations between individuals, and everyone
knew very well that the carrying of arms was not abolished by rubbing a magic ring,
whereupon the revolvers immediately fell to the ground. This disarmament of persons
in civil life was brought about gradually, as institutions developed and individual anarchy
diminished. It therefore came about by evolution and not by a sudden, magical transformation
at the call of a superior being.

M. de Madariaga drew attention in this connection to a conversation he had had with an
American who had taken an important part in the Peace Conference and the creation of the
League, and who had recalled his early days in one of the new States still " wild ", as the
English would say, where, up to the age of sixteen, he had only heard people described as
" good " or " bad ". The good were those who could kill a man with one shot; the bad were
those who could not. Then came a Governor who prohibited the carrying of weapons. The
first result was that politeness disappeared along with the revolvers and the fears they inspired.
That was a psychological fact which should be borne in mind also in international affairs. There
was reason to fear that if M. Litvinoff's proposal were adopted immediately, the first result
would be such an eclipse of international politeness that recourse would rapidly be had once
again to guns. Any regrets for the days when countries were armed must be avoided.

Sudden changes only occurred in politicallife when they could be imposed by force. There
had been internal revolutions which had produced extremely sudden changes in the life of a
nation. Very strict discipline had been required to maintain those changes. It had even been
necessary entirely to suppress liberty of thought for several years. Evolution in an atmosphere
of freedom demanded patience, and that evolution must not be allowed to produce bitter
fruits.

M. Politis had described, with his great experience, the international world as it existed
at present. The nations were making continuous efforts to co-operate, but those efforts were
themselves a proof of divergent aims to which must be added differences in national customs,
changes in internal policy, and uncern i n tainty with regard to the future. In these circumstances,
how could confidence spring up, flower and produce immediate disarmament ? That dream
must be abandoned in favour of the idea that the desired blessing could only be obtained
through general collaboration.

To go further, one might wonder why the Soviet delegation, and it alone, was in the
privileged position of being able to submit a proposal for total disarmament. M. de Madariaga
asked M. Litvinoff's permission to relate a fable with the spirit of which he was not in agreement,
for he considered it contrary to disarmament, but which had already been recalled in a speech
by a former Minister of the United Kingdom.

The animals had met to disarm. The lion, looking sideways at the eagle, said: " Wings
must be abolished ". The eagle, looking at the bull, declared " Horns must be abolished"
The bull, looking at the tiger, said : " Paws, and especially claws, must be abolished " The
bear in his turn said " All arms must be abolished; all that is necessary is a universal
embrace "

The only possible course was the gradual evolution of new institutions within the League
of Nations. The existence of the League was dependent upon its becoming universal. Indeed,
the League did not yet exist. It was universal in principle, but not in fact. M. de Madariaga
would go even further ; he considered that every time the League of Nations was reproached
with failure, that failure was due to the absence of universality.

Al An international spirit must be developed by means of active, positive, daily, but modest
collaboration. Some did not desire that collaboration which must one day lead to peace,
because it did not interest them. Not by dramatic or theatrical methods would peace be
achieved, but by steady, general collaboration at all times. By sharing their difficulties and
successes and the painful feeling that they could not do everything they desired, the nations
would develop sufficient fellowship to give them a common background; but that involved
a common conscience, and there could be no common conscience and no peace without
solidarity.

Far from rejecting the Russian proposal, M. de Macariaga suggested that certain portions
of it should be adopted-namely, the first part and a considerable part of the conclusion, and
that one of its propositions should be altered to enable the Commission to accept a combination
of the two resolutions before it.

The Spanish delegation therefore proposed that Sir John Simon's resolution be prefaced
by the text of the Soviet delegation, subject to the following alterations: (I) the sixth para-
graph of M. Litvinoff's draft resolution to be amended in the following sense: " Believing that
the only effective means of accelerating an evolution towards total and complete disarmament
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is the organisation of international peace and collaboration "; (2) the last paragraph to be
replaced by the following text : " The Conference decides to base its work on the principle
of as rapid disarmament as the progress of international collaboration and the organisation
of peace permits ". Sir John Simon's draft resolution would then follow 1

M. Litvinoff's draft resolution was put to the vote and defeated by a large majority, only
three delegations voting in favour of it.

On the President's proposal, the meeting zas suspended for a short time, in order that a
draft resolution on the lines of M. de Madariaga's proposal might be prepared.

Sir John SIMON (United Kingdom) said that during the interval it had been possible to
confer with M. de Madariaga with a view to itreeting the valuable suggestion he had made
and which had been so generally applauded. M. de Madariaga had, indeed, raised no opposition
to the resolution that Sir John Simon had put before his colleagues on the previous day,
but had suggested that it should be introduced by some considerants which would express
the general aim of the Commission as a whole. Sir John Simon was glad to say that he had
reason to hope that the proposal which he was about to submit to the Commission
represented a solid agreement between M. de Madariaga and himself, and also, he believed,
a number of other delegates.

Sir John Simon then submitted the following draft resolution:

" The General Commission,
' Animated by the firm desire for an effective and solidly organised peace:
" Actuated by the determination to create genuine security for all States and all

peoples by preventing the possibility of future wars;
" Convinced that the final aim of general and complete disarmament can only be

attained by gradual reductions of armaments and by the increase in general confidence
resulting therefrom;

" Considering that military expenditure, which imposes an intolerable burden upon
the masses of the people, fosters and enhances the economic crisis with all its consequences;

" Noting that the States which it represents have renounced war as an instrument of
national policy and are agreed in working for as rapid as possible an evolution towards
disarmament and peace by international co-operation;

"Resolves accordingly to carry on its discussions within the framework of the
draft Disarmament Convention, 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."

The General Commission would therefore see that the resolution in its present amended
form was the result of a combination between M. de Madariaga's valuable proposal and the
proposal made by Sir John Simon on the previous day, and that after the five considerants
the resolution ended with the effective resolve that the Conference should continue its
discussions within the framework of the draft Convention for the Reduction and Limitation
of Armaments.

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) confirmed Sir John Simon's statement and supported his
proposal.

He added that, when he had made his own proposal, he had hoped to obtain unanimity,
including the Soviet delegation, for he had had in mind the same object as the Uruguayan
delegate, namely to prevent the Commission taking a definite vote on the Soviet draft
resolution.

Even after the vote which had just taken place, he did not think unanimity would be
impossible to achieve. Indeed, the Soviet delegation-in addition to its draft resolution on
total disarmament-had submitted another proposal for gradual disarmament, which proved
that it could accept gradual disarmament in a spirit of peace and co-operation.

On M. Litvinoff's proposal, the discussion of the draft resolution was adjourned to the next
meeting.

1 M. de Madariaga's proposal was subsequently distributed to the Commission in document
Conf.D./C.G.4.
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FOURTH MEETING.

Held on Thursday, February 25th, I932, at 3.30 p.m.

President: The Right Honourable A. HENDERSON.

6. - PROCEDURE TO BE ADOPTED FOR THE STUDY OF THE PROPOSALS BEFORE THE CONFERENCE

(continuation).

The PRESIDENT recalled that the following proposals were before the Commission:

(a) Draft Resolution proposed by Sir John Simon at the second meeting.
(b) Draft Resolution submitted at the third meeting after agreement between

Sir John Simon and M. de Madariaga.

The PRESIDENT and M. BENES, Rapporteur, suggested certain verbal modifications
in the second proposal.

M. NADOLNY (Germany) paid a tribute to M. de Madariaga's goodwill. He had made
every effort to combine in one text two absolutely different points of view. M. Nadolny saw
in that a good augury for the future progress of the Commission's work.

M. Nadolny thought, however, that most of the problems referred to in the paragraphs
proposed by M. de Madariaga would be discussed in the General Commission, and in these
circumstances it would be much simpler to accept Sir John Simon's draft resolution, which
was less complicated and merely settled the technical procedure to be followed.

TEVFIK RUSTU Bey (Turkey) still preferred Sir John Simon's draft resolution, which
he had supported on the previous day.

M. LITVINOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) wished to thank M. de Madariaga
for his efforts and good intentions in trying to meet some of the Soviet delegation's desires.
He could not, however, say that the new resolution conformed to the Soviet delegation's
views. The substance of the Soviet resolution had been removed, and only some words, in
M. Litvinoff's opinion rather meaningless words, had been retained. M. de Madariaga had
accepted nearly the whole of the Soviet resolution except the last lines in which the essence of
the resolution was expressed. M. Litvinoff would have been much more gratified if the Spanish
delegate had done the reverse.

The Soviet delegation had no illusion as to the meaning of the decision taken at the
morning's meeting. It was impossible to get away from the fact that in the year 1932, at the
first General Conference on Disarmament, the first proposal from a Government for total
disarmament had been rejected without reserve and without condition.

M. Litvinoff was sure there was not a single delegate who would not be glad to express
the greatest sympathy with the idea underlying his proposal for total disarmament. There
would be general agreement that it was the ideal to which all had to aspire, and that one day
or another, in one century or another, total disarmament would have to be brought about.
In the Soviet delegation's opinion the solution of that problem could not be postponed.
Moreover, the solution contained in its draft resolution could not be conditioned by political
considerations or by any events by which it would have to be preceded. The draft reso-
lution was practically an attempt to demonstrate that certain previous conditions were
necessary to agreement upon disarmament. Such conditions might be termed the organi-
sation of peace or mutual confidence or security but they all led to the same conclusion, that
the States were not yet ready for disarmament and that present political conditions had not
reached the stage at which real disarmament could be undertaken.

The draft resolution laid much stress on the growth of confidence between nations.
M. Politis also had dwelt upon the growth of confidence and collaboration between nations,
Such collaboration had, however, been going on for years. There had been conferences,
congresses, resolutions and even conferences on disarmament. That collaboration had not
led to disarmament or to peace; in I9I4 it had led to the world war. Since the war there had
been a further growth of collaboration. There had been the establishment of the League of
Nations with yearly Assemblies and with meetings of the Council; there had been various
pacts and conferences on different subjects. Yet disarmament had not moved one inch
further. In that respect the world was where it had been ten years ago. There was no guarantee
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that collaboration, if continued for another five, ten or twenty years, would bring the States
nearer to their goal.

M. de Madariaga had contended that international collaboration would be complete but
for the absence of the Soviet Union from the League. He had expressed the same opinion
in the Pan-European Commission, and M. Litvinoff had then drawn his attention to the fact
that the country which M. de Madariaga himself represented had quite different views on
international collaboration. It would seem that the change from a monarchy to a Republic
had made but little difference in the Spanish view of international solidarity. It had previously
been the Spanish view that collaboration was best effected by trying to have as little relation
with a country as possible, or having no intercourse with it at all. That view apparently
still prevailed in Spain, for M. de Madariaga was inviting the Soviet Government to join in
an international meeting with his own country, though the latter was attempting to avoid
M. Litvinoff's country. That was neither logical nor convincing. Nor did M. Litvinoff suppose
that M. de Madariaga's view represented the general opinion of the States Members of the
League.

It would suffice to cite a few facts. It would be remembered that when the Commission
of Enquiry on European Union had been set up several sittings had been devoted to the question
whether the Soviet Union should be allowed to join that Commission. It did not seem quite
clear whether that organistaion was to take the form of collaboration between the different
countries. It appeared even that there was a notion that collaboration might also mean the
absence of any intercourse.

The resolution laid much stress on the growth of confidence, and M. Litvinoff feared that if
it were accepted as it stood there could be no certainty that such confidence would grow, because
it was constantly being said at conferences, and had been said again at the present Conference,
that there were no symptoms of a diminution of international divergencies; on the contrary,
the signs of mistrust were growing. The economic crisis must have convinced everybody of
that. Was there any reason to hope that during the next few days or months or years confidence
would have increased to such an extent that disarmament would be more realisable than it
was at present ?

The Soviet delegation started from another standpoint. It thought that confidence
would be greatly enhanced and developed, if only there were no armaments, if only there was
no reason for nations to fear each other. How could there be confidence between the peoples
if they were actuated only by mutual fear, if they knew that all were armed to the teeth and
might at any moment throw themselves upon each other ? Was that conducive to confidence ?

An analysis of all the various resolutions before the Conference would lead to the conclusion
that they represented the view that each country considered that the others should disarm.
That was what M. de Madariaga's anecdote implied, that other nations should throw away
their arms. That could not apply to the Soviet delegation because the latter had proposed
that all arms, and everything that might be detrimental to international confidence, should
be abandoned. M. Politis had expressed M. de Madariaga's view in clearer terms; he had
said that what was required to strengthen mutual confidence was that there should be no
fear between nations, but that they should be armed and should have some police force to
discipline them, that only police discipline could awaken a measure of confidence between
nations. M. Litvinoff could not share that opinion. He thought that the less fear among the
nations, the more they would trust each other. If that were logical when applied to individuals,
it was logical if applied to nations.

M. Litvinoff therefore would regret any conditions being placed upon the fulfilment of
the Conference's task, which was disarmament. The Conference must not allow itself to be
diverted. Let it concentrate its efforts on the main task, that of disarmament, and all the rest
would follow. If the nations disarmed, there would be a vast increase in confidence. It would
be easier to solve all their differences and to settle all their quarrels by peaceful means. Moral
disarmament would be a reality and the ideal which M. de Madariaga had in view would be
attained.

For these reasons M. Litvinoff associated himself with the proposal of Rustu Bey and
M. Nadolny, and would prefer to see Sir John Simon's original resolution adopted.

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) desired to explain the position he would adopt in voting
Moreover, several errors which he could not pass over had crept into M. Litvinoff's statement

M. de Madariaga regretted that the Soviet representative had interpreted his words as
implying the belief that, immediately the Soviet Union entered the League, all difficulties
would be removed. Though he attached great importance to the League's universality, to
its extension eastward, he did not think the entry of the Soviet Union would be sufficient,
first, to make it universal, and, secondly, to bring it to such maturity that the aims of the Confe-
rence could be achieved. On this point, therefore, M. Litvinoff had jumped to too hasty a
conclusion.

Again, M. de Madariaga regretted that in his statement M. Litvinoff had, as it were,
provoked a discussion between his country and Spain, as the latter had not yet recognised
the Soviet Republic. Spain's attitude was perfectly regular, normal and logical. It was quite
natural to associate with people in clubs before receiving them at home, and for his part
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M. de Madariaga did not think it showed a want of international sense to desire international
ties to be strengthened collectively before stfor rengthening them bilaterally. On the
contrary, he believed that to act always in that way would probably be to create
much firmer ties. In his view, the strengthening of international institutions was of
greater importance for the peace of the world than the establishment of bilateral relations.

M. de Madariaga also regretted that M. Litvinoff had merely repeated arguments to which
replies had already been given. Obviously, if there were no armaments, the nations would
have more confidence in one another, but te question did not arise in that way in practice.
Armaments would only disappear when confidence existed, and their disappearance would
consolidate that confidence for ever. But there could be no question of abolishing armaments
in order to create confidence, however desirable that solution might appear, because it
neither could nor would ever be. That was a fact, and not a question of prerence, and it
would appear that on this point the Soviet delegation was under a misapprehension. Its
mistake did it honour, but was none the less a mistake. Institutions must be developed to
suit the times, and the fact that the members of the Commission were even unable to adopt
unanimously the text of a resolution proved that the nationos were not ready for total
disarmament. If it took a whole day to agree on a form of words, how 'could the Soviet
delegation suppose that all armaments could be abolished in three months ?

M. de Madariaga believed the General Commission was wasting time, and he must express
one more regret : that his efforts during the morning to prepare a draft resolution which the
Commission could adopt unanimously had now proved to be almost useless. The best way to
create the confidence which would lead to the abolishment of armaments was to show a spirit
of compromise with regard to texts, and he was prepared to accept any resolution likely
to obtain an almost unanimous vote, whether his suggested preface to Sir John Simon's text
were accepted or not. He hoped that the Soviet delegation would follow his example.

Sir John SIMON (United Kingdom) associated himself entirely with what M. de Madariaga
had said. All the members would certainly appreciate the public spirit and generosity which
he had shown. It would, however, be most unfortunate that the Commission should vote as
between the longer and the shorter resolutions in proportions which would seem to show that
there was any substantial division, whereas the Commission was not divided at all, but was,
with very limited exceptions, of one mind in this matter. He was inclined to think that M. de
Madariaga was right in saying that his effort not having produced, as might have been hoped,
complete unanimity, the simplest course might be to take the proposal as to procedure, which
had, it seemed, been generally acceptable in itself, without the preamble. Unless, therefore,
a number of delegates attached the greatest possible importance to the preamble and felt
that it was vital to future progress, it would perhaps be simpler to adopt M. de Madariaga's
generous suggestion that the introductory words, which had failed in their -purpose, should
be abandoned and that the Commission should concentrate upon a resolution relating purely
to procedure, upon which, he believed, all the delegates were practically united.

Upon a show of hands, Sir John Simon's original draft resolution was adopted unani-
mously:

" The General Commission resolves to carry on its discussions within the framework
of the draft Disarmament Convention, 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."

7. CONSTITUTION OF COMMISSIONS.

M. TARDIEU (France) pointed out that the Secretariat had prepared a proposal allocating
the Conference's work to various technical commissions. Apart from the Commission of
the Conference which was the General Commission, there were to be a Land Commission,
a Naval Commission, an Air Commission and a Commission on Expenditure. The Secretariat
had been unable to make further proposals, as it had not been aware of the basis which the
General Commission would adopt for its work or of the vote which had just been taken.

The Commission, having to-day unanimously decided to adopt the I930 draft Convention
as the framework of its procedure, leaving the various delegations free to submit amendments,
it might be more logical to adopt the divisions found in the draft Convention-namely, effectives,
material and budgetary expenditure.

If the Secretariat's proposal were adopted and the main divisions were land armaments,
naval armaments, air armaments, budgetary expenditure, the Commission would be obliged,
in the nature of things, to subdivide each commission into sub-commissions for studying
effectives and material. If, on the other hand, the arrangement of the draft Convention were
adopted-effectives, material and budgetary expenditure-the commissions bearing those
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names would have to make the other subdivision : land armaments, naval armaments and
air armaments.

The French delegation, in accordance with its former policy, the underlying principle

of which was the interdependence of disarmament, considered that the solution based on the

draft Convention itself was more logical; but seeing that, whatever the method selected, the

successive subdivisions to which he had just referred would always exist, M. Tardieu added

that on this point the French delegation would trust to the General Commission's wisdom

and would willingly accept the solution which the Commission decided to adopt.

The French delegation thought that the problem of the reduction of armaments could not

be settled by technical measures alone, and that whatever procedure were adopted the political

problem would eventually arise. In this connection, various proposals had been made. The

French proposal, though the first, was not the only one, and a list of proposals would be found

in the survey prepared by the Secretariat . There were in all fifty-five, which the Secretariat

had classified under two headings : " Organisation of Peace " and " Supervision ".

Having said this, the French delegate asked the General Commission to set up, as

the same time as the technical commissions, a political commission to study the questiont

referred to under the headings just mentioned. That was a very natural proposal for

States Members of the League. For the two States which were not Members, the French
proposal provided for the establishment-should they accede, as was generally desired-of a

special international body to enable them to collaborate.

Consequently, M. Tardieu submitted to the General Commission the following proposal

" It is decided to set up a Political Commission to study the proposals enumerated

under the headings ' Organisation of Peace ' and 'Supervision' included in the survey
prepared by the Secretariat."

The SECRETARY-GENERAL asked permission briefly to explain the Secretariat's proposals

because the Secretariat itself had at one moment considered the suggestions that had been

made by M. Tardieu. As a result, however, of unofficial soundings the Secretariat had found

that at that time the majority of those consulted were in favour of the constitution of Land,

Naval, Air and National Defence Expenditure Commissions. It was for this reason that the

Secretariat had put forward its proposals; but the situation had, of course, changed in the

meantime, and the Secretariat naturally would not wish that its suggestions should be regarded

as blocking M. Tardieu's proposals in any way.

Sir John SIMON (United Kingdom) believed that many delegates felt considerable

doubt concerning the division of the work among technical commissions. Like M. Tardieu,

he was without any strong feeling, but he would like to put the argument the other way.

The argument in favour of the Secretariat's plan might be put as follows. In the organisation

of many States it was the common practice to have one department concerned solely with

military affairs, another concerned solely with naval affairs, and, in some cases, a third

concerned solely with air affairs. M. Tardieu, as the new President of the Council of Ministers

in France, had secured an economy in his country's administration by establishing a single

Ministry of Defence, and no doubt other countries would take careful note of that experiment.

In the United Kingdom, on the other hand, there was at present one department in charge of the

Navy, another in charge of the Army and a third of the Air Force. Hence, from the point of

view of some States it would possibly be a more convenient subdivision if the Secretariat's

suggestions were followed. Sir John Simon wished to make it clear to M. Tardieu that he was

not saying this in any spirit of contradiction, but only because he was quite certain that

the matter was one that required very careful consideration, though without unnecessarily

long delay.

As to M. Tardieu's suggestion for a Political Commission, Sir John Simon was bound to

confess that some of the questions which the French delegate had in mind appeared

to be questions which were matters of major political importance, and would, therefore, in

the last resort, have to be considered by a large body. He accepted, however, M. Tardieu's

suggestion and was very willing to collaborate, as far as the United Kingdom was concerned, in

securing the setting up of the Commission which M. Tardieu had proposed in respect of pages 3,

4, and 14 of the Secretariat's analysis, it being understood that the setting up of that

Commission did not transfer the matter entirely from the main body of which all delegations

formed part, but was merely a piece of organisation for the convenience of discussion.

RUSTU Bey (Turkey) pointed out that more than two States non-Members of the

League were represented at the Conference: besides the United States of America aid
Russia, there were less powerful nations which did not yet belong to the Geneva

organisation, but which had nevertheless been invited to send representatives.

1 Document Conf.D./Bureau 2. This document, was subsequently reproduced as document Conf.D.99g.



M. NADOLNY (Germany) said that, on the advice of his experts, he would indicate his
preference for the Secretariat's recommendation as to the distribution of the work.

With regard to the suggestion for the setting up of a Political Commission, he had hitherto
supposed that major political questions would be handled by the General Commission. That
did not mean that sub-commissions could not be set up to study certain questions, but he
thought that after deciding the procedure to be followed for the work of the Conference the
General Commission should itself deal with political questions. In any case, the question
raised by M. Tardieu could hardly be settled at once, and M. Nadolny therefore proposed
that it should be postponed.

M. TITULESCO (Roumania) said that his delegation was strongly in favour of the French
proposal.

There were two parts to that proposal, the first being purely technical in character.
It appeared that there would be no difficulty in securing unanimity on this first part. The
main point for discussion at the moment was the second part of the French proposal.

If M. Titulesco had correctly understood M. Nadolny, the latter was not opposing a
non possumus to the French proposal; he had merely raised the question whether it was
opportune, and had thought that logic demanded the postponement of the discussion on the
French proposal. Rapidity, however, was essential, and the strong point in the French
delegation's contention was that its proposal offered a technical instrument which would enable
the General Commission to carry out its work quickly. It was quite plain that the establishment
of a political sub-commission would not relieve the General Commission of its duties. It was
also certain that Sir John Simon had been right in saying that the Political Commission
would only act as part of the General Commission's machinery, the General Commission
itself being, in the last analysis, nothing else than the Conference sitting as a Commission.
The point to be decided and the only point, therefore, was whether or no the body which
M. Tardieu had proposed was a useful instrument. To answer this question the first thing
to do was to examine the texts. The text by which the General Commission had been set up
contained the following sentence: " The Conference decides to constitute now a Commission
composed of one representative of each delegation, which will be called the General
Commission ". That was a constitutional charter under which anything could be done, but
which did not specify the method to be adopted and might have the result that the Commission
did nothing at all.

There was another and more precise text dealing with the General Commission. He
referred to the text which the Conference had voted on February 23rd, transmitting to the
General Commission the draft Convention and the various proposals put forward by the
delegations, and requesting the Commission to proceed to a preliminary study of, and to
co-ordinate, the said draft and proposals. It was therefore the General Commission to which
the fifty-five proposals and the draft Convention mentioned by M. Tardieu had been
transmitted. It was that Commission which had the responsibility for studying them and
coming to conclusions. Were the Commission to decide to take up that huge task at once,
it would plainly achieve nothing at all and it would even be incapable of deciding on a
programme of work. It was therefore absolutely essential that it should appoint a political
commission to study proposals of which nothing had been heard before now. Furthermore,
to postpone M. Tardieu's proposal would make it impossible for the General Commission to
attain its objects, whereas its acceptance would be equivalent to ensuring, to the fullest
possible extent, the Commission's success and in any case guaranteeing the accomplishment
of really useful work.

M. RUTGERS (Netherlands) observed that there were two questions under discussion.
The first was the following : What were the commissions in which the points dealt with in
the draft Convention should be examined ? Would there be a Land Commission, an Air
Commission, a Naval Commission and a Budget Commission, or would there be Commissions
on Effectives, Material and Budgetary Matters ? The second question was: Should a
Political Commission be set up at once ?

The first point did not seem to be of vital interest, but he would like to point out that, if
the French proposal were adopted, there would be not three but five commissions (the
commission on material consisting, in reality, of three commissions dealing with land, naval
and air material, subjects which were not in any way interdependent and which called for
the services of different experts) and that the experts accompanying the delegations would
have to belong both to the Commission on Effectives and to that on Material; that
would cause some difficulty. This difficulty would, however, be avoided if the Secretariat's
scheme for the distribution of the work were adopted. The experts would in that
case belong, according to their special capacity, to the Land Commission, the Naval
Commission and the Air Commission, and would not have to sit on more than one
commission. Hence, from the strictly political standpoint, the Secretariat's scheme
appeared to be the better, although, if absolutely necessary, it would be possible, by
arranging the agenda, to obviate, even if the French delegate's distribution were adopted,
the need for dealing simultaneously in two commissions with questions with which the same
category of experts was concerned.

M. Rutgers did not feel for the time being able to come to a decision on the proposal to
set up a Political Commission and he would request the President not to ask the General

GENERAL COMMISSION 2.
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Commission to settle this point until a resolution had been put before the members in writing.
He was not quite clear, in particular, as to the scope of the French proposal and he wished to
know whether M. Tardieu intended that all delegations should be represented on a Political
Commission. Lastly, if the draft Convention were transmitted to the technical commissions
and the fifty-five new proposals referred to a Political Commission, nothing would remain of
the General Commission's agenda; the Political Commission would meet in its place, perhaps
in another room and under another Chairman, but would presumably have exactly the same
composition. In that case, what was the advantage of having a Political Commission ?

M. GRANDI (Italy) said that his delegation was in favour of setting up four
commissions to study questions connected with land armaments, naval armaments, air
armaments and expenditure. There were, he thought, strong reasons why the Commission
should keep to the organisation that had been contemplated in two of the decisions taken
by the Bureau and approved in principle by the plenary Conference. It might be remembered
that the Conference's resolutions spoke twice of the setting up of Commissions, in particular
the commissions for land armaments, naval armaments, air armaments and national
expenditure.

With regard to the proposal by the leader of the French delegation for a Political
Commission to examine certain specified proposals which did not come within the province
of the four technical commissions, the Italian delegation had already stated during the general
discussion that it would always be prepared to examine and discuss any scheme or proposal
devised to attain the only object for which the delegations had assembled namely, a real and
effective reduction of armaments. M. Grandi, nevertheless, saw no serious reasons against
the setting up of a fifth commission such as that proposed by the French delegation.

Mr. GIBSON (United States of America) agreed with Sir John Simon's arguments, for the
practical reasons which the latter had put forward, in favour of the Secretariat's proposals.
He did so chiefly because the technical advisers of his delegation informed him that that
arrangement would very greatly facilitate their handling of the work. He would, however,
very cheerfully fall in with any arrangement that might be adopted, but it would be helpful
to know what particular arrangement would be most convenient to the delegations.

He shared M. Tardieu's view that a Political Commission would be needed, and he would
suggest that it might consist of the Bureau sitting in public. This proposal would obviate the
necessity of setting up another organisation and, moreover, the Bureau had the advantage
that it had Mr. Henderson and M. Politis at its head and the Rapporteur among its members.
By having the four Commissions suggested by the Secretariat and entrusting the political
duties to the Bureau, the Commission might gather the benefits of the different proposals
which had been laid before it.

M. NADOLNY (Germany) explained that, in his remarks on the distribution of work between
the various technical commissions, he had taken his stand on the reasons put forward by the
Netherlands delegate and had followed the advice of the experts of the German delegation.

He had raised objections to the setting up of the Political Commission, because
he considered that, if all the Chapters of the draft Convention and all the new proposals
were referred to it, the only matters remaining on the agenda of the General Commission
would be the general and political questions forming an indivisible whole which the General
Commission was, for the time being, bound to keep in its own hands. It would, moreover,
always be possible to refer any special question to a sub-committee, in which case it would
be for the Bureau, or the members of the Conference, to ask that such a sub-committee should
be set up.

M. MARINKOVITCH (Yugoslavia) inclined to the view that, though the French delegation's
proposals for the distribution of work among the commissions were the more logical, those
put forward by the Secretariat might perhaps work better in practice. It was, however, more
especially of the formation of a Political Commission that M. Marinkovitch wished to speak.

To his mind, it was imperative that such a Commission should be set up for practical
reasons. The Conference had to deal with proposals which it could not refer to any of the
technical commissions. It had been suggested in certain quarters that it was for the General
Commission to study these questions and, in point of fact, that Commission would never
divest itself of its rights in regard to any of the technical or political questions submitted to
it. It would, however, be ill-advised to set itself to deal with them all directly, as its members,
in view of their political competence, would naturally see a matter of principle in every technical
question raised and thus prolong their discussions to all eternity instead of pushing forward
the work in hand. The Commission had already wasted valuable time over a question on
which there was general agreement, and, if this were to continue, it would be necessary that
the truce proposed last year by M. Grandi should be extended for at least another year. It
therefore appeared preferable that it should be some body, other than the General Commission,
which should be responsible for grouping and classifying the fifty-five new proposals, in order
that it might be ascertained where opinions differed and whether the differences were political



or merely technical in character. In a word, the Political Commission should co-ordinate thematters with which the General Commission would have to deal, in order that the latter mightproceed more rapidly with its task.
It would, moreover, be impossible for Yugoslavia to consent to the examination of suchweighty political questions by the Bureau or by a Commission on which Yugoslavia was notrepresented.

M. TARDIEU (France) reminded his colleagues of his statement that, with regard to thedistribution of work, the French delegation held no hard and fast opinion. It had put forwarda plan, but M. Tardieu noted that the delegates of the British Empire, Germany, Italy and theUnited States preferred the scheme proposed by the Secretariat which, he perceived, would bebetter suited to the composition of certain delegations. Such being the case, M. Tardieuwas happy to accept the Secretariat's proposal which-he wished to repeat-consisted in thecreation of four commissions to deal with military, naval, air and budgetary questionsrespectively.
Before dealing with the question of setting up a Political Commission, he wished toreply to the entirely justified remark of the Turkish delegate. If he (M. Tardieu) had spokenonly of two delegations of States non-Members of the League, that was because he had in mindthose which, at the beginning of the work of the Conference, had been elected to the Bureauside by side with the delegations of Powers which had a permanent seat on the Council. Hehad, moreover, an excuse for not referring to the Turkish delegation: that delegation hadtaken so active a part in so many branches of the League's work that it had become quite aneffort to remember that Turkey was not present at the Conference as a Member of the League.As regarded definite proposals, he thanked Sir John Simon, M. Grandi, Mr. Gibson,M. Titulesco and M. Marinkovitch for having acknowledged that the underlying principles ofthe French proposals were sound. M. Nadolny seemed to prefer to adjourn the question, whileM. Rutgers stated that he was not yet able to make up his mind. M. Tardieu saw no reasonwhy, at the moment when the Commission was considering the constitution of Commissions,it should adjourn the constitution of one or other of them. M. Nadolny's arguments mightapply just as well to the military, naval, air or budget commissions. The logical method wasto attack every problem frontally; each Commission would itself ingest the various proposalssubmitted. Of all the committees, the Political Commission was the one of which it could besaid immediately that it would have plenty of work to do.
The manner in which the Political Commission would operate was clearly defined byArticle 5 of the Conference's Rules of Procedure. M. Tardieu read this article, which wouldapply quite as well to the Political Commission as to the Military, Naval and other Commissions.It had been objected that, if all the delegations were represented in the Political Commission,the latter would become practically a counterpart of the General Commission itself. But wasthat not what the rules actually implied ? Was it not laid down that all the technicalcommissions might have representatives of all the members of the Conference ? The questionof the relationship between the General Commission on the one hand and the TechnicalCommissions and the Political Commission on the other was a very simple matter. When theGeneral Commission sat as such, it would lay down principles, and the Technical Commissionswould examine the questions from a practical point of view. The Political Commission wouldreceive its general instructions from the General Commission, would work on the questionssubmitted to it, would group them and submit its conclusions to the General Commission.He did not feel that he was proposing any work for the Political Commission which was notin conformity with the rules and warranted by commonsense.
He wished to point out that the proposed Political Commission would have to examinea considerable part of the French proposal, a part to which the French delegation attachedvery great importance and which was the real expression of the French Government's continuityof views. The French Government saw no reason why its proposals should be dealt with ina manner different from that in which technical proposals regarding arms, methods of wagingwarfare and the reduction of effectives would be dealt with.
He would take the risk of apparent unwisdom and state openly what he had alreadysaid in private conversations with his colleagues; the Conference had before it very manyproposals, it had heard very interesting speeches, all the delegates had expressed their satis-faction at the discovery that they had so many points in common; but they also duly notedthe present divergence between certain lines of thought; those opinions would have to bebrought together and adjusted. The French delegation held that such action was necessaryfor the future work of the nations gathered at Geneva and for the success of the presentConference. It was of opinion that, however difficult this action might be in the present state

of the organisation of peace, it might become possible and even easy for many Powers as soonas the improvements recommended by the French delegation-or even some of them-had beenmade. That was why he asked for the establishment of a Political Commission. That Commission
could not be the "Bureau ", the membership of which was too restricted particularly as manyof the authors of the fifty-five proposals were not represented therein. Those problemsmust necessarily be treated in the same way as the others submitted to the Conference.Accordingly, he would beg Mr. Gibson not to insist too strongly on his proposal. He wouldmake the same request to M. Nadolny and ask him, in the interest of the Conference's work,to forgo his demand for adjournment. If these two points were gained, a unanimousdecision could be reached, and, when the present meeting came to an end, the Conferencewould have completely defined the method of its work.
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M. TITULESCO (Roumania) noted with satisfaction that it would be possible to reach an
agreement with the German delegation. Like M. Tardieu, he believed that compromise and
readjustment were required, and nothing would give him greater pleasure than that these
should be achieved.

With regard to Mr. Gibson's statement, the Roumanian delegation was unable to accept
a system under which questions in which it was specially interested might be considered without
its participation. But he was quite sure that he had only to raise this objection for the United

States delegation, in whose sense of justice M. Titulesco had the greatest confidence, to
abandon its suggestion to set up the Bureau as a Political Commission.

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) was under the impression that the discussion was being greatly

prolonged owing to a slight confusion as to the functions of the General Commission. In his
view, the General Commission was required to study all questions without exception, from
the point of view of principles, and to lay down the general principles on which the other

commissions should work. Having done this, but not before, it should refer these questions
to the competent special commission. If that were so, it was obviously necessary to set up
a commission to deal with questions outside the competence of the Air, Land and Naval
Commissions and the Commission on Expenditure. Part V of the draft Convention alone
would justify its existence, to say nothing of the fifty-five t roposals which the Secretariat
had classified under the headings " Organisation of Peace" and " Supervision ", and the
other points in the draft Convention which would have to be submitted to it. It followed,
moreover, that Mr. Gibson's proposal with regard to the composition of the Political Commis-
sion, which proposal appeared to be only provisional, could not be accepted. The commission

to examine the political proposals and any part of the draft Convention referred to it should
consist of the delegates of all the Powers represented at the Conference.

Mr. GIBSON (United States of America) regretted that his previous statement had been

based upon a complete misconception of M. Tardieu's proposal. He had understood that
M. Tardieu had in mind a committee of limited membership, a mere matter of convenience

to assemble and co-ordinate the large number of infinitely complex political proposals before
the Conference with a view to facilitating their subsequent discussion in the General Commis-
sion. Mr. Gibson had not made any proposal, but thinking that M. Tardieu desired a smaller

commission, he had merely indicated the possibility of utilising the Bureau. From M. Tardieu's
latest statement, it was perfectly clear that he had something entirely different in mind-namely,
a commission to deal definitely with all the political questions before the Conference. That
being so, Mr. Gibson was happy to give his unqualified support to M. Tardieu's idea. He
would add that, if that idea were adopted, it would of course be unthinkable that these political
problems should be dealt with without the full participation of every delegation represented
at the Conference.

M. NADOLNY (Germany) thanked M. Titulesco for his explanations and pointed out
that M. Tardieu's reminder of the Conference's resolution furnished rather an argument in
favour of the German delegate's contention, since, as a matter of fact, the Conference had
contemplated a Land Commission, a Naval Commission, an Air Commission and a Commission
on Expenditure, coupled with the right to set up other commissions, but had not mentioned
a Political Commission. The Bureau of the Conference had thought that these commissions
were obviously required, because the different questions could be arranged automatically under
the titles which had been given the Commissions. That would not apply to a Political Com-
mission, which so far had no clearly defined province, and that was no doubt the reason for
which a Political Commission had not been suggested.

Furthermore, there might be some danger in setting up at once a Political Commission
such as that proposed by M. Tardieu, since it would have to deal with questions that were
too closely bound up with the general political points of view which had still to be discussed,
in particular the question of security.

M. RUTGERS (Netherlands) said that if the General Commission considered that it was
of vital importance to take a decision at once on the constitution of a Political Commission,
he would make no objection.

He thanked M. Tardieu for his explanations, but would be glad to know whether it was
clearly understood that the Political Commission would only examine the questions submitted
to it after the General Commission had laid down the guiding principles. If that were so,
would this rule apply to the other Commissions as well ?

The PRESIDENT replied that all questions of principle must be settled by the General
Commission before any other commission proceeded to its work, and that, when a commission
had completed its work, it must report back to the General Commission for purposes of
coordination.
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Sir John SIMON (United Kingdom) wished to make an appeal to the representative of the
Reich. After a long day's work the Commission had reached complete unanimity on every

point; the only outstanding question was whether the Commission could by complete una-
nimity set up the Political Commission. The erepresentative of the Reich was not opposed to
that in principle; as M. Titulesco had said, he was not adopting a non possumus attitude,
but he doubted whether the present was the best moment to set up the Commission. There
might be other delegates also who had some doubt on that question. Sir John Simon himself

had felt certain difficulties, but he had surrendered them as a small contribution towards
the general unanimity of the Commission's decision.

If the delegates were not united in making the arrangements for procedure, then
the prospects of their being united in more difficult matters would be greatly prejudiced,
and he would therefore, with great respect, ask M. Nadolny to consider whether the
present meeting could not be concluded in an atmosphere which would be very greatly

appreciated, not only by all those present, but by people in every country who were
watching the Conference's proceedings. Could it not be agreed at once that the
Commission should be set up, it being remembered that, while it would have to discuss many
difficult political questions-the claim of Germany for the principle of' equal treatment,
just as much as the claim of France in connection with questions of security-all these matters
would ultimately come back for consideration by the full body of the General Commission ?
Sir John Simon knew well the sentiment which inspired the German delegate, but he
believed that M. Nadolny would give the Commission the satisfaction of feeling that the
proposal would be carried by a unanimous vote.

M. NADOLNY (Germany) had pleasure in deferring to Sir John Simon's wishes. He was sure
that M. Tardieu had never been under the impression that the German delegate had desired
to raise a question of principle in connection with the setting up of the Political Commission,
and that he realised that M. Nadolny's only contention was that the time had not yet come to
set up the Commission. There was no need to appeal to Germany's goodwill; her goodwill
was always given in advance.

The PRESIDENT reminded the Commission that the Rules of Procedure of the Conference
provided:

" . The Conference shall have the right, according to the exigencies of the business
on hand and convenience of work, to set up commissions on which all delegations may be
represented by a delegate, who may be assisted by advisers, experts and secretaries.
Committees may also be set up consisting of delegates of a limited number of countries.

" 2. Each Commission shall appoint its Chairman and its Vice-Chairman or its
Vice-Chairmen and shall, at the appropriate time, appoint one or more Rapporteurs.

" 3. The Commissions may themselves set up sub-commissions."

The Commission would remember that at its meeting on February 23rd the Bureau had
adopted a recommendation that, without prejudice to the Rules of Procedure, the General
Commission should be authorised to constitute, as and when the need arose, such commissions,
sub-commissions or committees, as it might consider desirable and, in particular, the Land,
Naval, Air and National Expenditure Commissions. 1 That recommendation, he took it,
had been endorsed unanimously by the General Commission at its present meeting, at which
it had also decided unanimously that a Political Commission should be set up to which would
be referred for study, in particular, the proposals enumerated in the survey prepared by
the Secretariat, under the titles " Organisation of Peace" and " Supervision ".

The Commission approved the President's statement.

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) understood that the decisions taken by the General Commission
did not exhaust the Commission's right to set up other commissions, if it thought fit and when-
ever it considered it necessary to do so.

The PRESIDENT confirmed this view.

1 For text of Bureau's decision, see Minutes of the second meeting.
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FIFTH MEETING

Held on Tuesday, March 8th, I932, at Io.30 a.m.

President: The Right Honourable A. HENDERSON.

8. TRIBUTE TO THE LATE M. BRIAND.

The PRESIDENT said he felt he could not open the proceedings without making some
reference to the great loss which the cause of world peace had suffered by the passing of M.
Briand.

" To me," he said, "Monsieur Briand was not only a valued colleague with whom
I had enjoyed the closest collaboration; he was also-and I say it with pride and
sincerity--a personal friend. Memories of his striking personality, his charm, his
conciliatory spirit during moments of difficulty, and his abiding and triumphant faith
in the work upon which we were engaged, will remain with me for years to come.

" Above all, in the work of this Disarmament Conference I shall feel that day by day
his spirit will be with us. Need I remind the General Commission that it was under his
presidency that the Council summoned this Disarmament Conference ? It was his hand
that signed the invitations to the Governments represented here; perhaps I ought to
add that it was largely due to his influence that I accepted the unanimous invitation
of the May meeting of the Council to preside over your labours.

" You will readily understand, therefore, that this morning my mind is full of the
irreparable loss that the League of Nations and the cause of peace have suffered, as
I ask you to open our discussions to-day.

" Of this I am certain. Geneva will henceforward be the poorer without the inspiration
of his presence and his leadership. But we can best honour his memory, we can best
compensate ourselves for what we have lost, by bringing this Disarmament Conference,
for which he worked so hard, to final and complete success."
The President added that, as M. Briand's funeral would take place on the following

Saturday, no meetings would be held on that day, in order that those who desired to go to
Paris to attend it might do so.

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France) spoke as follows:
" As I said yesterday, if anything could assuage the grief felt by my country and

myself it would undoubtedly be the knowledge vouchsafed us in words such as those
we have just heard and in the reception given them, that our affliction extends, if I
may say so, to the compass of the world, which is alive to the loss it has just sustained
in the work of peace.

" You were right, Mr. President, in saying, and I thank you for having pointed out,
that he who has just died stood, if I may so term it, sponsor for the Disarmament
Conference now gathered together.

"Let me add that during the long and difficult work of the Preparatory Commission,
on which I had the honour to sit with many colleagues whose friendly countenances I
perceive at this meeting, I was in constant touch with him. I was the mouthpiece of
his thought, I knew what importance he attached to the present Conference in the general
work of peace for which he laboured and that he held that upon its success depended to
a large extent the maintenance of world peace."
The Commission then stood in silence, after which the meeting was suspended from io.45

a.m. until ii a.m. as a mark of respect to M. Briand.

9. PROGRAMME OF WORK OF THE GENERAL COMMISSION AND OF THE TECHNICAL COMMISSIONS:
PROPOSAL AND REPORT OF THE BUREAU.

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia), Rapporteur, observed that the work to be carried out was
both difficult and intricate by reason of the large number of proposals that had been put
forward, and more particularly the great differences between them and the complexity of
the problems that were arising. In many matters decisions would have to be taken which
would probably give rise to important problems.

He had accordingly first submitted to the Bureau a preliminary outline of tables and
a preliminary sketch of the points to be distributed among the various commissions. The
Bureau had made a first study and had then decided to send the preliminary sketch to all
delegations, accompanied by the Rapporteur's report and the verbal explanations he had
given the Bureau.

The delegations had sent in their proposals, amendments or corrections to the Secretariat.
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M. Benes had found it possible, by personal conversation with the various delegations,
to meet most of the requests made to him. After discussion with the delegations concerned,
the Bureau had proceeded to a further study, and agreement had been reached on the synoptic
tables as a whole, on the list of questions of principle which should be discussed in the General
Commission, and on the list of questions to be referred to the special commissions. The
Bureau had accordingly distributed three documents (Conf. D./Bureau 5, with amendments,
Conf. D./C.G.6, Conf. D./C.G.5): the synoptic tables with the corrections and amendments
published provisionally in the form of errata, the list of questions to be discussed in the
General Commission and the special commissions and, finally, the report and an account of
the discussion in the Bureau. The report set forth the principles which should govern the
discussion of questions in the General Commission and the special commissions. The
complexity, and more particularly the wide political range of the various questions, would
no doubt make it necessary sometimes to suspend the discussion and seek the opinion of the
special commissions. The latter would similarly refer to the General Commission any concrete
or political questions or matters of principle which they might have to decide.

M. Benes further pointed out that the list of questions, which had been drawn up chiefly
for the General Commission, which was the most important, was not limitative in character.
In the General Commission, and in the special commissions as well, the delegations would
be entirely free to submit any new amendments or proposals. The Bureau and the Rapporteur
were entirely at the disposal of any delegations who wished for additional explanations.
The table and the list of questions had been compiled purely to serve as an instrument which
would enable the General Commission and the special commissions to carry on their discussions
on rational lines and enable the Conference to start its real work. The General Commission,
of course, retained complete control of its agenda and procedure, while the Bureau of the
Conference and of the General Commission would keep in touch with the various commissions
so as to ensure the co-ordination of the work. It would be at the disposal of the General
Commission for any decisions which the latter might consider necessary.

The PRESIDENT urged the Commission not to spend too much time in discussing procedure,
but to accept the proposals which the Bureau, after very careful consideration, had made to
it. Public opinion was most anxious that the Conference should start work as soon as possible
on the important questions before it, and Mr. Henderson hoped that it would be possible for
some of the technical commissions to meet at once. He pointed out that the list of questions
prepared by the Bureau lent itself to the widest possible discussion, and left the delegations
free to raise any point they desired during the discussion.

The MARQUESS OF LONDONDERRY (United Kingdom) suggested that there was some
danger that, if a vast number of questions was referred to the technical commissions without
any guidance whatsoever from the General Commission, those commissions might revert to
points which had already been discussed widely at Geneva. He urged the Commission to be
very careful to establish the principles before relegating matters to the technical commissions
for detailed discussion and examination. It was important to obviate the possible danger that
questions would be referred to the technical commissions for discussion before the latter had
received definite instructions from the General Commission.

M. NADOLNY (Germany) thought the principle of the abolition of military aviation,
which it was suggested might be examined by the Air Commission, could be discussed in
the General Commission, as the fate of that question depended upon the result of the
General Commission's discussion.

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia), Rapporteur, said he appreciated M. Nadolny's difficulty.
The Bureau had nevertheless settled the question in the way just indicated.

He thought that, on the whole, the Bureau might welcome Lord Londonderry's desires
and the principles he had expressed. Having examined the principle of the question as well
as its practical aspect, the Bureau felt that obviously the General Commission should in
every case deal with questions of principle, taking great care to refer concrete questions to
the special commissions. It was necessary, before embarking upon the exacting work ahead
to prepare agendas for the commissions and for that purpose to draw up lists of questions which
they might examine. The Commission would doubtless be obliged, in certain cases, to discuss
concrete questions which affected principles, and the Rapporteur agreed with the delegate
of the United Kingdom that as far as possible this should be avoided. He thought Lord
Londonderry's point would be met, however, by the fact that any delegation could ask that
the special commissions should not discuss a particular question until the principles underlying
it had been established, and the General Commission had reached a decision with regard to
them. .The President of the commission in question would give satisfaction to this desire.

The list of questions to be discussed by the General Commission was already very long;
it was therefore necessary to set to work in order not to hinder the work of the
other commissions.
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M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) approved Lord Londonderry's observation. It was essential
for the General Commission to lay down the principles before the special commissions studied
the questions. Consequently, M. de Madariaga also approved the German delegate's
observation with regard to the discussion on the abolition of military aviation, though he
supported the solution proposed by M. Benes, for which he himself was partly responsible.

The case in point was really exceptional. Item III (a) of document Conf.D./C.G.6, page 2,
read as follows : "Simultaneous application of a quantitative and qualitative limitation
by the absolute prohibition of certain material or of certain categories of armaments ". The
question just raised, however, did not relate to " certain material or certain categories of
armaments ", but to a whole arm. It was the most positive proposal submitted to the Conference,
for it aimed at the complete abolition of one of the three arms: land, sea and air. The
examination of this question, therefore, was not within the scope of Item III (a). Theoretically,
if the Conference acceded to M. Nadolny's very justifiable request, a special section-
" Abolition of air armaments with (or without) internationalisation of civil aviation"-would
be required. This would place the Air Commission in an exceptional situation, since it would
have only two things to do : to consider-if the principle were accepted either in the General
Commission or during its own discussion-the abolition of this arm with or without inter-
nationalisation; or, if the principle of abolition was not accepted, to deal with the matter
in the same way as the other commissions, and to discuss its reduction, and limitation, and
the technical methods to be employed.

The Air Commission, unlike the others, was faced at the very beginning of its work with
this serious dilemma, the solution of which depended upon a decision with regard to the
principle involved. Either the General Commission should settle this question immediately,
or-and this was the solution which the Rapporteur and he himself had reached-the General
Commission must entrust the matter to the Air Commission, which, after all, was a political
commission. That solution had been accepted by the Bureau as the most satisfactory in
practice.

M. NADOLNY (Germany) was anxious to avoid any confusion on the point. In his view,
the question was very simple. It was agreed that all questions of principle should first be
discussed and settled by the General Commission. The point under discussion raised a most
important question of principle. Until he had evidence to the contrary, M. Nadolny would
regard military aviation as a category of armaments, just like artillery, cavalry and so on,
and he was anxious that it should be discussed.

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France) was afraid that, although the Bureau had already spent a
good deal of time in laying down the procedure, the General Commission was about to embark
on a similar course and that interminable discussions would delay the real work of the
Conference. Anyone who had followed the disarmament question for many years could
appreciate the efforts to clear the way which had been made by the Rapporteur and the
Conference Secretariat. The Conference had now the necessary basis for its work, and should
not waste time in defining with more or less exactitude the method of procedure, since inevitably
certain questions would overlap. Would it not be simpler to start work immediately and to
examine the questions raised ? He did not think there could be any wide divergence of opinion
between the delegations with regard to procedure, and Lord Londonderry's anxiety, which
was shared by M. Nadolny, should be relieved by M. Benes' explanations. Moreover, the
technical commissions would work in complete harmony with the General Commission,
and their chairmen would be in touch with the President of that Commission. It would be
for them to co-ordinate their work with the work of the General Commission, which would
deal with any fundamental difficulties.

M. Paul-Boncour was therefore in favour of referring genuinely technical questions to
the commissions immediately, without prejudicing the decisions on principles which the General
Commission would have to take. The latter might even benefit from the discussion of those
questions in the technical commissions before they came before the General Commission.
In this connection, M. Paul-Boncour drew attention to the Preparatory Commission's
experience during its lengthy proceedings. The Preparatory Commission had constantly
been held up, when discussing principles and during its political discussions, by technical
questions which only the technical commissions could solve. To take the concrete case with
which most of the previous speakers seemed to be concerned, there were indeed questions
of principle in regard to aviation which could be settled only by the General Commission :
the total abolition of military aviation (the German proposal); the abolition of military
aviation subject to the internationalisation of civil aviation (Spanish proposal); and the
placing of certain aircraft at the disposal of the League (French proposal). But in this discussion
of fundamentals, there would be various factors, dependent on the machines, their tonnage
and their horse-power, which would play their part in the general discussion itself.

M. Paul-Boncour was therefore of opinion that the technical commissions should begin
immediately, with the help of the Conference's many experts, to discuss such questions.
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M. BENE9 (Czechoslovakia), Rapporteur, felt that, after M. Paul-Boncour's explanations
and those which he himself had given, the Commission might adopt the Bureau's proposals.

He would not enter into details or recall the negotiations which had taken place behind
the scenes, but would simply say that M. de Madariaga and M. Nadolny were both right in
saying that the Air Commission would have to start its discussion with this question. On the
other hand, the German delegation had pointed out that its proposal with regard to the
abolition of military aviation had some connection with the Italian proposal relating to
the simultaneous application of a quantitative and qualitative limitation by the absolute
prohibition of certain material. M. Benes agreed with M. de Madariaga that, strictly speaking,
it would be better to discuss the question raised by the German delegation when the abolition
of certain material was discussed as a whole. After various negotiations and after discussion
with the President, the Bureau had arrived at a compromise on the previous day. The President
had pointed out that this question of military aviation could still be raised during the discussion
of the Italian proposal. To what extent ? That, as M. Paul-Boncour had said, was a question
of expediency. However, as the Bureau had pointed out, the Air Commission could start by
discussing the question of principle itself before proceeding further.

The report of the Bureau was adopted.

10. DATE OF CONVOCATION OF THE COMMISSIONS.

After an exchange of views, the Commission decided, in view of the urgent questions with
which the Special Assembly of the League was dealing, to convene only the Land and
Naval Commissions on Wednesday, March gth. The Air and National Defence Expenditure
Commissions would meet on Thursday, March ioth. It was left to the Bureau to fix the date
of the next meeting of the General Commission.

SIXTH MEETING

Held on Monday, March I4th, I932, at 3.30 p.m.

President: The Right Honourable A. HENDERSON.

II. DEATH OF M. BRIAND: TELEGRAM FROM THE FRENCH GOVERNMENT.

The PRESIDENT read the following telegram from M. Tardieu:

"On behalf of the French Government, I thank you for the very moving tribute
which you have paid in 'the General Commission to the memory of M. Briand. The
illustrious statesman to whose deep devotion to the institutions of Geneva you have
referred in such moving terms laboured unceasingly to strengthen the authority and
prestige of the League of Nations by giving it the loyal and disinterested support of
France."

12. ABOLITION OF MILITARY AVIATION AND INTERNATIONALISATION OF CIVIL AVIATION:

COMMUNICATION FROM THE CHAIRMAN OF THE AIR COMMISSION.

The PRESIDENT read the following communication, dated March I4th, I932, from the
Chairman of the Air Commission:

" At its meeting on March I4th, the Commission of which I have the honour to be
Chairman instructed me to bring to your notice the following points :

" I. The Commission noted that, except as regards a single point on its agenda,
the technical character of which raises no political principle, all the questions of which
it might undertake an examination are connected either with military aviation or with
civil aviation and are thus dependent upon decisions which the General Commission
may take either as regards the abolition of military aviation or as regards the inter-
nationalisation of civil aviation.

" 2. The Commission considers that, as regards the abolition of military aviation,
too important a principle is involved for it to be able to avail itself usefully of the
possibility of discussion given to it by the General Commission in virtue of its decision
of March 7th.
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"3. As regards civil aviation, the Commission adopted the following resolution:

"'The Air Commission, having considered the question of the internationalisation
of civil aviation in the course of the study of its agenda, came to the conclusion
that the technical discussion of this question could not be undertaken until a decision
of principle had been taken by the General Commission.

" 'Accordingly it requests the General Commission to give its opinion with regard
to such a measure, and, should it consider this measure desirable, to instruct the Air
Commission to study its possibilities and the methods of carrying it into effect.'

"4. The Commission has accordingly requested me to bring these facts to your
knowledge, in order that the General Commission may take such decision as it may think
advisable to enable the Air Commission to begin work as soon as possible."

The President said that, having consulted the Bureau of the General Commission on this
matter, he would submit the following resolution, which, if accepted, would constitute a reply
to M. de Madariaga's letter:

" The General Commission,
" Having taken cognisance of the request submitted by the Air Commission with

regard to the study of the internationalisation of civil aviation;
" Considering that, without prejudice to the decision of principle which the General

Commission may be called upon to take on the question, a previous technical study of
its possibilities and the methods of carrying it into effect would be likely to facilitate
greatly the said decision:

" Considers this study desirable, and requests the Air Commission to undertake it
and to submit to the General Commission any conclusion as regards details or as regards
the question as a whole which it might think likely to assist the General Commission
either with regard to the internationalisation of civil aviation or with regard to any
other means of ensuring the exclusively non-military use of this aviation."

It would be noticed from this text that, in the opinion of the Bureau of the
General Commission, the essential thing was that the General Commission should be in a
position to proceed with the examination of the questions on its agenda, and that this would
be greatly facilitated by a resolution such as that submitted. The resolution would enable the
Air Commission also to proceed with its work, it being understood that at the appropriate
time the General Commission would consider the important question of principle involved
in the abolition of military aviation.

There were, in the President's view, only two courses open: (I) that suggested in the
resolution, and (2) to embark on what might probably be a very protracted discussion of
the general question and to try and come to an agreement with regard to the abolition of
military aviation. Until that discussion was completed, the Air Commission would scarcely
be able to proceed with its work.

Sir George PERLEY (Canada) agreed that the matter would probably require long discussion
in the General Commission and therefore he would not press for its immediate discussion.
He would, however, submit that the question of principle involved was a very large one-
in Sir George Perley's view the largest with which the General Commission would have to
deal-and, until it was settled, it would be a waste of time for the Air Commission to embark
on the matter. He therefore suggested that, if the Bureau did not wish to have the question
brought up in the General Commission at the present stage, the whole matter should be
allowed to rest until the General Commission was prepared to discuss it and to settle the
question of principle.

The PRESIDENT observed that the Bureau was in a very difficult position. It had been
constantly reminded that it was of the greatest importance that the technical commissions
should start work as soon as possible. If they had to wait until the General Commission
had gone through the points on its agenda, not days but probably weeks would elapse before
the latter Commission reached some of the questions in connection with which it was
so important to have the experts' services. It had therefore been decided to get the technical
commissions started and, in the resolution submitted, the Bureau had, as it were, taken the
middle course and asked the Air Commission to consider the matter. He could not see that it
would be a waste of time for the Air Commission to do so and to draw up a report which would
be of the greatest possible value to the General Commission in examining the question of
principle. If the General Commission were to begin the discussion without any assistance from
the Air Commission, its discussion would not be nearly so useful as would be the case if it had
before it a report from the Air Commission, which might consider whether the abolition of
military aviation should be complete or partial and whether, if there was to be internationalised
civil aviation, it should be a general or a regional measure. There was a considerable number of
points on which the Air Commission's opinionr would be of great assistance to the General
Commission.
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M. LITVINOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) considered that the Air Commission
had acted rightly in referring the question of civil aviation to the General Commission. It
would have been impossible for the Air Commission to discuss that matter until some decision
had been reached by the General Commission-that was to say, until it knew whether there
was a general desire and willingness to adopt a scheme of international civil aviation. The
problem of civil aviation taken by itself had no connection with disarmament. The Conference
was not concerned with civil aviation, but with military aviation-that was to say, with
bomb-throwing. Nobody, he supposed, objected to civil aviation. If the General Commission
had decided in favour of the total abolition of military aviation on condition that civil aviation
were internationalised at the same time, it could have asked the experts whether such
internationalisation was possible. Until a decision therefore had been taken with regard to
the principle of abolishing military aviation, it was useless, in M. Litvinoff's opinion, to open
up the problem of civil aviation.

He saw no difficulty in the way of discussing the question with which the Conference
were primarily concerned-that of military aviation. The General Commission could take
up that matter at once and refer any practical questions to the Air Commission. Nor did he
think that there would be any serious difficulty if the General Commission were to come
to a decision on the principle of abolishing military aviation and at the same time inter-
nationalising civil aviation. The technical difficulties would be much more easy to solve than
the question of principle. The General Commission should therefore take this point first.
If it did not do so, it would adjourn for the Easter recess without having embarked upon any
question of disarmament, but only upon outside questions which had nothing to do with
it. What would be the impression on public opinion ?

After all, the General Commission had not been set up in order to provide work for the
Special Commissions. The latter had been appointed merely to consider technical matters
and, in the particular case in point, it would not be proper for the General Commission to
authorise the Air Commission to carry on work until the former had adopted certain principles
with regard to military aviation.

Count CARTON DE WIART (Belgium) thought that there was one argument in favour of
the Bureau's proposal. The Bureau proposed that any decision as to the political
character of the two questions-abolition of military aviation and internationalisation
of civil aviation-should be reserved and that, subject to that reservation, the matter
should be referred to the Air Commission. The importance of the two points under
discussion must be evident to all members of the General Commission, but they were as novel
as they were important, so much so that there was reason to ask whether a proposal such as
the internationalisation of civil aviation was practicable. Only the qualified experts belonging
to the technical commission entrusted with air questions could give the Commission light
on this subject.

He thought, therefore, that the logical and methodical course, at the present stage,would be to ask the Air Commission to make use of the means at its disposal and of the right
conferred upon it by the Rules of Procedure to set up committees of experts, if it thought
fit, to clear up to some extent these two questions, which were still in a somewhat vague and,
if he might say so, nebulous condition. The General Commission would then be better equipped
to deal with the political issue, because the decision on that aspect might be conditioned by
the Air Commission's opinion, in particular, with regard to the question which was of paramount
importance-namely, whether the proposals were practicable.

Baron RAMEL (Sweden) agreed with Count Carton de Wiart. It was, he thought,
hardly possible for the General Commission to have a useful discussion of the proposals
regarding military and civil aviation or to come to a decision on the feasibility of the
internationalisation of civil aviation. The Commission was not even very clear as to what
was involved in this suggestion, which apparently included two possibilities. The Air
Commission should enlighten the General Commission on this point.

He therefore concurred in the Bureau's proposal that the question should be referred
back to the Air Commission, which would be asked to make a thorough study of the problem
and to submit to the General Commission a report on certain possibilities, before anydecision of principle was taken with regard to military aviation.

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) said that, being familiar with the divergencies of opinion in
the Air Commission and, moreover, because he was Chairman of that Commission, he would
be averse from expressing an opinion on the question on which the General Commission
was asked to take a decision. He desired, however, in so far as he could, to enlighten the
Commission on one or two points on which opinions, which he himself could not share,
had been expressed.

He would first point out that the questions connected with the organisation of civil
aviation-whether that of supervision or of internationalisation with more or less direct
inspection by the League or in any other form that might be thought suitable-were certainly
not outside the disarmament problem. This latter problem, as everyone fully realised, was,
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in the last analysis, based upon certain questions of mutual confidence, and these in turn

were completely dominated by the attitude adopted with regard to the dangers which might
be incurred in time of peace, in time of emergency, or in the " pre-war " period. That was a
state of mind which must not be underestimated. It was plain that, if the Disarmament
Conference ignored the frame of mind created in certain countries by the existence of certain
dangers, its work would be valueless. It was, however, obvious-and on this point M. de
Madariaga was expressing not his own opinion but one based on the documents-that those
who had followed the work at Geneva were perfectly aware that the existence of a highly
developed civil aviation was always likely to create a feeling, or an argument or, if the word
were preferred, a pretext for preventing that relaxation of the tension without which there
could be no disarmament.

M. de Madariaga, therefore, did not see how at the moment, when it was preparing its
subsequent work, the Disarmament Conference could take up these preliminary problems.

He was anxious that the General Commission should be consulted on the following second
point :the two principles at pinresent under discussion differed widely from the point of view
of the question whether they should be dealt with in the General Commission or in the Air
Commission. Abolition was a simple and negative principle. If the Commission decided to
abolish military aviation, the consequences were relatively simple. It would only be necessary
to establish rules for that abolition. If the Commission decided not to abolish military aviation,
the consequences, here again, would be relatively simple. It would be necessary to refer
to the Air Commission a long list of questions enumerated in the document prepared by
M. Benes and dealing with technical points connected with limitation, the measurement of
horse-power, etc.

The case of internationalisation, however, was different. Internationalisation, like any
other system employed to overcome the psychological difficulty to which he had just referred, was
a problem on which the General Commission must take a decision. It could not, however,
do so until certain technical and detailed studies had been made, and these would have to
be undertaken by the Air Commission. Speaking personally, M. de Madariaga did not quite
see how the General Commission could take a final decision of principle until the Air Commission
had carried out certain enquiries, which, he agreed, might perhaps have a political aspect
on which the members of the General Commission would have to express an opinion. M. de
Madariaga would, of course, accept any resolution which the General Commission might
adopt. He would entirely understand it if the General Commission considered that this
preliminary decision was sufficiently political in character to make its postponement desirable.

Nevertheless, from the desire for impartiality of which he had given proof in dealing with
the reverse argument, he was obliged to state that, in his opinion, there could be no question
of taking, at the present stage, any complete or final decision as to internationalisation or the
general regulation of civil aviation in time to come, until certain preliminary studies, which
would have to be somewhat exhaustive, had been carried out in the technical commission.
He said this with all the more conviction because he thought, like M. Litvinoff, that it was
impossible for the General Commission to take any decision on the abolition of military
aviation until it knew what was the position with regard to civil aviation. The existence
of civil aviation was a fact which military aviators could never overlook.

In view of the foregoing considerations, M. de Madariaga thought that the General
Commission might, on grounds which were nevertheless political, decide that it was not in
a position to adopt the Bureau's resolution at the present meeting. It was none the less true
that the principle of abolition and that of internationalisation differed in toto, indeed they were
almost the reverse of one another, both in regard to the procedure to be followed and in
regard to the relations between the General Commission and the Air Commission.

The PRESIDENT said that the United States delegation had handed in an amendment to
the second paragraph of the draft resolution, to replace the word " may " by the word " will "
in the sentence reading " without prejudice to the decision of principle which the General
Commission may be called upon .. ." The Bureau was prepared to accept the amendment.

The SECRETARY-GENERAL pointed out that the United States delegation's amendment
would necessitate the omission of the word " eventuellement " in the French text.

M. MASSIGLI (France) agreed with the Secretary-General that the word " eventuellement "
would have to be struck out in the French text to be struck out in the French text to make the latter correspond exactly to Mr.
Gibson's amendment.

He wished to say one word in support of the observations made by earlier speakers-in
particular, by the Chairman of the Air Commission-and he wished to do so to a certain extent
because of the present position of the question. The Commission was not asked at the present
stage to take a decision which would prejudge the substance of the question. That certainly
had not been the Bureau's intention. In proposing the reference to the Air Commission, the
Bureau's object had been to enable the General Commission to form an opinion with a full
knowledge of the issues involved. If regard were had to the documentation, it would be noticed
that a great majority of the delegations on the Preparatory Commission had expressed the
view that any question of the limitation, and therefore, on still stronger grounds,
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of the abolition, of military aviation raised the problem of the regulation and control of civil
aviation. Moreover, the Preparatory Commission had found some difficulty in proposing a
practical solution for the regulation of such control. Had the position remained unaltered, it
might have been argued that the General Commission could itself discuss the substance
of the problem. Something, however, had happened in the meantime. A new formula
had been put forward, one which had never been contemplated by the Preparatory
Commission-namely, the internationalisation of civil aviation. This suggestion had
been discussed by public opinion and had been made the subject, at the present
Conference, of definite proposals which had been supported by many delegations. These
proposals, however, had so far been extremely general in character, and if, on the
basis of the statements made in the general discussion and on what had appeared
in print on the subject, any member of the Conference was asked to define what was meant
by the internationalisation of civil aviation, M. Massigli thought that he would find himself
very much embarrassed. That being so, could the General Commission embark upon a study
of the details involved in this matter ? That was plainly impossible; or, alternatively, if it
were asked to do so, M. de Madariaga must be requested to give the Commission he presided
over an indefinite period of leave, since the General Commission would become a technical
commission. The General Commission must first know whether a precise proposal was feasible
in the matter under discussion. When that point had been cleared up, it would be able, or,
rather, it would have to take a decision unconditionally and not " eventuellement "!

That was the wisest course. If a debate were opened in the General Commission at the
present juncture, it would certainly be influenced by political considerations. M. Massigli
thought, on the other hand, that, if the Conference was to do really useful and honest work,
the General Commission must carefully refrain from expressing an opinion until it was in
possession of complete reports and so able to take a decision with a full knowledge of the facts.

For these reasons, subject to certain formal modifications, he concurred in the Bureau's
proposal.

Count CAVALLERO (Italy) observed that almost all members of the Commission were
in agreement on the point of substance.

Certain arguments had been put forward during the meetings of the Air Commission and
during the present meeting of the General Commission. He would not deal with the question
whether the abolition of military aviation should be contingent on the solution of the problem
of the internationalisation of civil aviation or vice versa. The fact was that the Commission
had before it the question of the internationalisation of civil aviation.

It was extremely desirable that, before discussing the question of principle, the General
Commission should be informed on the technical aspect of the problem, on the feasibility of
internationalising civil aviation. That issue, in the first stage of the enquiry at any rate,
was not a military one: it was a problem of organisation.

Was the General Commission sure that the Air Commission, in the event of this question
being referred back to it, had at its disposal everything it required to discharge its task ?
The problem of organisation involved certain factors which were not exclusively within the
domain of military or air technicalities. There were certain economic and financial questions
involved. Reference had been made to them on various occasions in recent years by the committees
which had considered the international relations between the civil flying organisations of
different countries. There existed a certain amount of documentation, somewhat rudimentary
perhaps, but which might be of use.

It seemed probable that at one stage or another the Air Commission might be held up
because it was not in possession of certain opinions that were indispensable to its work. Count
Cavallero therefore wondered whether it would not be desirable to have the assistance of the
Transit Section, which had been engaged on this problem. Moreover, certain action in this
sphere had been taken in recent years by the French Government, which was deserving of
thanks for having done so.

Such, then, was the way in which the problem arose, and in stating it Count Cavallero
had not intended to express approval of either solution.

He had one further remark to make. Supposing by chance the General Commission
decided to refer the questions of organisation connected with the problem to another body
or to the Air Commission with instructions to co-operate with another body, the Air
Commission should not suspend work on that account, since at its last meeting it had appointed
a sub-committee to report on questions other than those of principle. Other technical
commissions had taken the same course and had left on one side questions which could not
be discussed until other bodies had supplied certain information. The Air Commission could
do useful work even if the General Commission's decision differed somewhat from that suggested
in the draft.

In conclusion, Count Cavallero was prepared to accept any decision which the
Commission might take.

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia), Rapporteur, thought that the Commission might settle
at once the important question of principle raised by Count Cavallero. The same question
might arise for all the technical commissions, if they had need of an outside opinion, and not
only for the Air Commission.

The point could be decided in two ways: either the different delegations would have,
as assistants to their principal delegates on the various commissions, experts who could give
them on the spot the opinions which they might require on any particular question, or, as
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Count Cavallero had suggested, the different commissions could consult either a special sub-
committee or a committee of experts, or could make use of any previous work done
or even of the technical organs of the League, such as, for instance, the Transit Organisation.

He considered that the observation that had just been made was entirely justified
and that it applied to the Air Commission. Hence, it would be possible to make use at once,
if necessary, of the results of the Transit Organisation's enquiries. The General Commission
could take note of this suggestion and adopt it for guidance in its future work.

The PRESIDENT thought that, after the discussion which had been held, it would be helpful
to ascertain by a show of hands whether the Commission desired to embark upon a general
discussion of the principle involved or whether it wished the matter to be dealt with on
the lines recommended by the Bureau, the actual wording of the resolution being reserved.

Upon a vote being taken by a show of hands, the principle of the draft resolution submitted
by the Bureau was adopted.

M. LITVINOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) proposed the insertion, in the last
paragraph of the resolution, of the words " in connection with the total abolition of military
aviation " after the words " internationalisation of civil aviation ".

The chief argument in favour of referring the problem to the Air Commission consisted
in the fact that, before the General Commission discussed the principle involved, it must
know whether it would be technically possible to internationalise civil aviation. M. Litvinoff
considered that technicalities requiring discussion and study might arise in connection with the
abolition of military aviation as well. The resolution as it stood referred simply to civil
aviation, but it must be remembered that the present Conference was a Disarmament
Conference, and, therefore, there must be some reference to disarmament in the resolution.
It was no use simply to say " abolish military aviation "; the methods by which that was
to be carried out must be laid down, and it would therefore be necessary to ask the Air
Commission to work out the technical details connected not only with the internationalisation
of civil aviation, but also with the abolition of military aviation.

M. MASSIGLI (France) suggested a slight formal amendment. At the end of the last
paragraph of the draft resolution there occurred the words " either with regard to the
internationalisation of civil aviation or with regard to any means of ensuring the exclusively
non-military use of this aviation". Unless he was mistaken, this meant that the
internationalisation of civil aviation could have only one aim, namely, to ensure the
non-military use of aviation.

He would recall that certain delegations, in particular the French delegation, had,
when proposing the internationalisation of civil aviation, definitely pointed out (paragraph (e)
of the French proposal) that this question might ultimately be bound up with another-that
of an international force. He did not propose to discuss that question or even to put it before
the Commission, but he wished to devise a form of words which would indicate that the object
in view was somewhat wider than it appeared. It would be possible to say, " either with regard
to the internationalisation of civil aviation or with regard to any means of preventing the use
of civil aviation by the national air forces for military purposes". The meaning was exactly
the same as that of the text submitted to the Commission, but the road was not closed to
another question which would arise later-the possible use of internationalised civil aviation
by the League. If it were thought later that this point should not be taken up, the text would
be perfectly appropriate. If, on the other hand, a decision were taken on the lines of the French
proposal, it could not be argued that the question had been settled in advance in a contrary
sense.

The MARQUESS OF LONDONDERRY (United Kingdom) suggested that the last words in the
draft resolution might be amended to read, " might think likely to assist the General
Commission in regard to the proposals which it will make in connection with the abolition
of military aviation ". This amendment expressed, he thought, the idea which the Bureau
had in mind, and it would obviate the alternative at the end of the last paragraph. He put
forward his suggestion because the academic discussion of the internationalisation of civil
aviation would not come within the General Commission's terms of reference, and the proposal
that the Air Commission should examine the matter in all its bearings was made in order to
assist the General Commission in coming to a decision on the abolition of military aviation.

M. NADOLNY (Germany) pointed out, with regard to the proposal to insert the words
" in connection with the total abolition of military aviation ", that it would be very difficult
to settle, even technically, the question of the internationalisation of civil aviation if only one
of its aspects were taken as a basis. It must always be considered in connection with the
existence or otherwise of military aviation and not merely in connection with its abolition.
These two matters were so closely interwoven that they could not be considered from one
aspect alone, and he thought, accordingly, that it would be better to retain the text
prepared by the Bureau.
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If he had understood M. Massigli correctly, the latter's proposal was intended to preventthe use of national aviation for military purposes. That proposal would, he thought, be farnarrower in range than the Bureau's text, which read : " or with regard to any means ofensuring the exclusively non-military use of this aviation ". The term " national air forces "might give rise to discussion. The Commission was required to examine the question of theinternationalisation of civil aviation and did not need to consider what national air force wasinvolved. For these reasons, M. Nadolny preferred the draft proposed by the Bureau.

M. DE BROUCKERE (Belgium) thought it obvious that the question of internationalisation
of civil aviation, or of seeking for any method which was intended to or would remove fromcivil aviation the military dangers which it might entail, should only be discussed in the GeneralCommission in its relations with disarmament. It would perhaps be dangerous to say that itshould only be discussed in its possible connection with the abolition of military aviation. Ifmilitary aviation were abolished, some regulation of civil aviation was, apparently,indispensable. If, however, military aviation, instead of being abolished, were only limited, itwould still be useful to regulate civil aviation. Those who remembered the discussions in thePreparatory Commission would recollect that many delegations had then stated that anyreduction in military aviation was conditional, in their view, on certain measures adopted withregard to civil aviation. Hence, if the Air Commission was to discuss military aviation, it shouldalso examine the regulation of civil aviation in connection with disarmament and not onlywith the abolition or limitation of military aviation.

On the proposal of the President, the Commission decided to appoint a drafting committeeto consider the amendments and suggestions which had been put forward during the discussionand to prepare a resolution which could take the form of a reply to the Air Commission. Thedrafting committee would consist of M. LITVINOFF, M. MASSIGLI, the MARQUESS OFLONDONDERRY, M. NADOLNY, M. DE MADARIAGA (Chairman of the Air Commission), M. DEBROUCKERE, Count CAVALLERO and Baron RAMEL.

SEVENTH MEETING

Held on Wednesday, March i6th, 1932, at 11.30 a.m.

President: The Right Honourable A. HENDERSON.

I3. DURATION OF THE EASTER RECESS: RECOMMENDATION BY THE BUREAU.

The PRESIDENT said that when on February 24thl the Conference had decided to suspendits meetings for fifteen days from March Igth to April 4th, it had not been foreseen that thespecial session of the Assembly would encroach upon the time of the General Commissionto the extent to which it had in fact done so. It had been hoped that the General Commissionwould have started work on the questions of principle arising out of the articles of the draftConvention, and that by its decisions it could have provided a sufficient amount of work tokeep the Special Commissions occupied for several meetings. This had not been possible, and,in view of the desire expressed by some delegations, the Bureau now recommended thatthe recess should begin, as had been agreed, on March g9th and should continue until AprilIIth, an extension of one week. This course was proposed because the Bureau thought ithighly inadvisable that the important discussion arising out of Article i of the Conventionshould be commenced at once and then abandoned for three weeks during the Easter recess.If the Special Commissions had sufficient work to occupy them without asking for guidancefrom the General Commission, and if they thought that it was in the general interest for themto do so, they could meet earlier than April IIth. On the other hand, should certain of themnot have on their agenda any work which they could immediately resume on April iith,they could be convened at a later date to be determined by the Chairman of the Commissionconcerned.

M. TARDIEU (France) understood that the Bureau was making two proposals: (I) to postponethe resumption of its work from April 4th to IIth, and (z) that the General Commission shouldnot meet again before the recess.
The French delegation, like all other delegations, appreciated the great difficulties withwhich the Conference had been faced in consequence of the extraordinary session of the

1 See records of the seventeenth plenary meeting of the Conference.
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Assembly. It knew also that a certain amount of hesitation was inevitable in getting cumbrous
and complicated machinery, like that of the Conference, into operation. It therefore
entirely recognised the reasons by which the Bureau had been actuated and would have no
objection to the decision which the General Commission was about to take.

He desired to add a short statement and to make a recommendation.
In the first place, the French delegation would have been glad if it had been possible

for the Conference to proceed more rapidly, and if he mentioned this point it was because the
delegations were working under the eyes of public opinion and he could not forget that in
the previous months the question had been asked in certain quarters, very often and very
unfairly, whether the French Government had not at the back of its mind a desire to delay
the Conference's work and even to delay its convocation. He would merely point out that the
French delegation had been in its place on February 2nd and that it had tabled its proposals
on February 5th. Further, believing that the work of the General Commission and that of

the other Commissions could as a whole be carried on until March Igth, the members of the
French delegation had made arrangements to be at the disposal of the Conference from March
I5th.

The recommendation which he wished to put forward was based on the experience of the
first days during which the Conference had attempted to establish a method of work, which
its present condition could perhaps be rectified in any manner thought desirable.

The game of tennis, if he might so express himself, which, it seemed, had been set going
between the General Commission and the Special Commissions on individual points, might
continue without the Conference taking up the big problems which dominated its work and
were the main subject of its consideration.

M. Tardieu considered that on the date which had been proposed and on which all
delegates would no doubt agree-namely, April IIth-it would be highly desirable that the
General Commission and the Political Commission should make a frontal attack on those major
issues on which, as everyone was aware, the various delegations held different opinions.

The task of the General and Political Commissions was to attempt, by a frank and moderate
expression of the divergencies of view, to ascertain those true principles of conciliation,
whence would emerge the best solution that the Conference could bring about for the benefit
of the peoples. M. Tardieu accordingly ventured to hope that, on the resumption of
the Conference's work, the General and Political Commissions would eschew the analytical
method followed hitherto and would courageously take up the questions of principle. With
this aim in view, and in accordance with the synthetic method which in its opinion was essential,
the French delegation would remind the Conference that, as early as February 5th, it had
submitted a proposal forming a single whole, in connection with which all problems could be
raised. In conclusion, it expressed the desire that the Political Commission, which the Con-
ference had, on its suggestion, decided to set up, should be in a position to deal with that
proposal as soon as possible after April iith.

Mr. GIBSON (United States of America) entirely agreed with M. Tardieu. Everyone,
he thought, recognised the reasons which had made it impossible to go ahead as fast as the
Commission would have liked, but he could foresee no questions which, after the recess, should
interfere with its steady work and progress, provided a plan was made at once. There would
be general agreement that the first essential need was to come to grips with the great political
questions, the great questions of principle, and to dispose of them. No matter how many
meetings the technical committees might hold, they could take the place of decisions on these
fundamental points. He would therefore propose that the General Commission should decide
at once that, when the Conference resumed on April IIth, the General and Political Commis-
sions should meet both morning and afternoon and concentrate on the important questions
at issue to the exclusion of everything else; in other words, the work of the Technical Com-
missions and Sub-Committees should be subordinated to the needs of the other two Commis-
sions, and the latter should have an undisputed right of way.

Mr. Gibson believed that the most effective reassurance that could be given to public
opinion as to the intentions and initiative of the Conference was that it should really tackle
these fundamental questions with a determination to dispose of them. He would therefore
move the following draft resolution:

" The General Commission decides that, when it meets again on April iith, either
it or the Political Commission will sit continuously until such time as sufficient progress
has been made in respect of decisions on questions of principle to allow the Special
Commissions fruitfully to pursue their labours. "

The MARQUESS OF LONDONDERRY (United Kingdom) associated himself with M. Tardieu's

and Mr. Gibson's remarks. He agreed, on the lines of the resolution proposed by Mr. Gibson,
that it was of the highest importance that, after the Easter recess, the Conference should, through
the General and Political Commissions, devote itself as soon as possible to the questions of
principle which had brought the delegates together at the Conference. It was, he thought,
generally recognised-and he was sure public opinion recognised it as well-that it was
impossible for a great conference, such as the Disarmament Conference, to bring about

decisions in the early days of its meetings; it must also be recognised that parallel with the
Commission's work there had been discussions on most important matters which had naturally
postponed the Commission's arrival at conclusions, which it certainly hoped to reach at no


