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distant date. Hie desired to emphasise the importance of the Conference progressing withthe discussion and establishment of the great principles which were the basis of its work.It was none the less true that, even in spite of the difficulties with which it had been faced,the Conference had succeeded in doing a certain amount of work. While it must berecognised that the Special Commissions were more or less inoperative until they receiveddefinite instructions on questions of principle from the General and Political Commissions,there was fortunately a certain amount of work which they could carry out in the meantime.

M. NADOLNY (Germany), on behalf of his delegation, supported M. Tardieu's remarks.He would state, in particular, that the German delegation would, upon the resumption of thediscussions, loyally assist in the work of the Conference which must lead to the solutionexpected by the world.
It should be observed that the General Commission had already accepted the table ofwork prepared by the Rapporteur, which began with the questions of principle. It followedthat these would be considered first. In conclusion, he accepted Mr. Gibson's draft resolution.

M. COLBAN (Norway), speaking as Chairman of the Naval Commission, fully appreciatedthe difficulties of proceeding with the work as long as the General Commission had not givena ruling on questions of principle. He therefore warmly supported Mr. Gibson's draftresolution.

M. DE ZULUETA (Spain) said that his delegation also realised the difficulties which hadprevented the Conference from making more rapid progress. It was necessary to preventany doubt being thrown on the goodwill of the members of the Conference and on the value ofits organisation. In matters like disarmament, it was sometimes necessary to proceed slowlyin order to achieve quickly. Further, the proposal for a recess made it hardly expedient toopen discussions on a large scale, which could not be concluded before the suspension.
M. de Zulueta accordingly concurred, on behalf of his delegation, in the remarks madeby M. Tardieu and in Mr. Gibson's draft resolution with regard to the priority which theGeneral and Political Commissions should have, seeing that they would have to consider andsolve-or at least he hoped they would solve-the fundamental problems of disarmament.

Count CAVALLERO (Italy) entirely agreed with Mr. Gibson's draft resolution, whichadmirably expressed, as indeed had M. Tardieu's statement, the desire of all members of theConference to take up, after the inevitable period during which the Conference had beenfeeling its way and which was now about to close, the work of concrete and practicalachievement.

M. HYMANS (Belgium) thought that the Commission would unanimously approve theBureau's very judicious recommendation, M. Tardieu's remarks and Mr. Gibson's
draft resolution. Public opinion would, he thought, fully appreciate the reasons for whichthe Conference had had to devote its time to the work by which it had been absorbed hitherto.It had been necessary that the questions submitted to the Conference should be coordinated,that a method of work should be fixed and the various problems distributed among theCommissions. He felt sure, too, that public opinion would be glad to learn that, on April iith,the Conference would start on the substance of the problems, but he considered that it wouldbe dangerous to create too many illusions in the public mind and to allow it to be supposedthat these problems could be solved very rapidly. They were very vast and complex problemsand would require careful consideration, which must not be sacrified to the desire for speed.

M. LITVINOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that his delegation would bequite prepared and willing to continue to work without any interval, but would adapt itselfto any decision that the General Commission might take. The Soviet delegation did notattach so much importance to the quantity of the work as to its quality and would be gladif, by a reduction of the quantity, the quality could be improved. He welcomed all thesuggestions for speeding up the work after April iith, and, when the real work began, theConference would find the Soviet delegation in its place ready to take a very active part.

M. TARDIEU (France) thanked those of his colleagues who had spoken in supportof the ideas expressed by the French delegation. The latter warmly seconded Mr. Gibsoil'sdraft resolution.
While expressing the hope, a hope shared by the entire Conference, that the work wouldbe pushed on more rapidly, M. Tardieu desired to offer the thanks of all delegations to thePresident, the Bureau and the Secretariat for the efforts they had made to get the Conference

going.

The reconmmendation of the Burea zewas adopted.

The draft resolition proposed by Mr. Gibson was adopted.

QENERAL COMMISSION 3
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14. PREPARATION BY DELEGATIONS OF MEMORANDA GIVING DETAILED EXPLANATIONS OF

THEIR PROPOSALS: RECOMMENDATION BY THE PRESIDENT.

The PRESIDENT thought that it would be the universal desire of all delegations that, upon

the resumption of the Conference, as rapid progress as possible should be made with the

fundamental problems with which it had been called to deal. In making that remark, he did

not wish it to be understood that he was dissatisfied with the progress made already. In view

of the difficulties and preoccupations created by the conflict in the Far East and the special

session of the Assembly which had been summoned to deal with that conflict, he considered
that the Conference had done well.

In the course of the opening discussion, a large number of most important proposals had

been put forward, proposals which covered every aspect of disarmament and which related

to every weapon by which war was carried on. With these proposals before them, and with

the draft Convention as the basis of their discussions, the Special Commissions of the Conference
had been set up.

It was nevertheless true that, for the reasons mentioned, the General Commission had

been unable to undertake the discussion of the large questions of principle with which it was

faced. .Every delegate would agree that it would be the Commission's duty, as soon as it

resumed work, to take up that discussion and to go as rapidly as possible to the heart of the

problem. The President himself was convinced that only when the Conference boldly faced

the difficulties ahead would it begin to see the practical ways in which they could, by a

common effort of goodwill, be overcome.

With these considerationsideis in mind, he would venture to make a practical proposal. Many

delegations had laid before the Conference general proposals for dealing with the different

aspects of the disarmament problem. Very few had explained their proposals in detail or had

set forth in writing the practical methods by which they could be carried into execution.

He would therefore suggest that, during the three weeks of the recess, delegations might

prepare and send to the Secretariat memoranda containing detailed explanations and detailed
plans of the kind described.

To illustrate his meaning the President would, without going into details, point out that

several delegations had suggested that it was important to have control of the trade in arms,

and some had desired that that control should be even more strict than that set up by the

I925 Convention. One or two delegations had proposed the total abolition of the private

manufacture of arms and munitions of every kind, but, so far as the President was aware,

no detailed statements had been made of the methods by which these proposals could be

carried out, nor had it been explained how the difficulties raised by these proposals could be

overcome. Memoranda on these special subjects would, he felt sure, be of extreme value

to the Conference as a whole.

The same was true of proposals for the abolition of chemical warfare. It had been made

clear that the purpose which all delegations desired to achieve was not simply to prohibit

the use of the chemical weapon but to find some means of effectively preventing its preparation

in times of peace. General proposals to that end had been made, but their detailed application

had not yet been worked out.

There was another general proposal which had received very wide support-namely,

that something should be done to eliminate the dangers created by what the first delegate

of the United States, in his speech to the plenary Conference, had described as " those weapons

which are devoted primarily to aggressive war ". Mr. Gibson had said that he believed the

Conference should, and could successfully, devote itself to the abolition of such weapons;

other delegations had proposed other methods of dealing with the dangers they created, but

practically every delegation had agreed that, in some way or another, the Conference should

deal with those forms of arms which were regarded as most offensive, most powerful and most

cruel in their effects on the civilian population. There was no doubt that, if agreement could

be reached upon this " qualitative " disarmament, a great step forward would be taken towards

the accomplishment of the Conference's task. So far, however, as the President had observed,

there was no general opinion as to what weapons ought to enter into the category of "aggres-

sive " Various proposals had been made. In the case of navies, they related to capital ships,

aircraft-carriers and submarines; in that of land armaments, to tanks and heavy artillery;

and in that of the air, to the abolition in whole or in part of military aviation. It would, the

President considered, be of great value if delegations which had put forward proposals on these

points could support them by reasoned memoranda explaining why they regarded the weapons

with which they proposed to deal as particularly dangerous for purposes of attack.

These memoranda, when received, might perhaps be analysed and co-ordinated by the

Secretariat. In that way, the Conference would be in possession of a study which might greatly

facilitate the decisions it had to take. If the delegations were to give their Governments

help in the way which the President had suggested, he believed that the Conference would be
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much better prepared for settling down to the practical work confronting it on its return from
the Easter recess.

If there was no objection to the course he had outlined, the President proposed to
communicate through the Secretariat with the delegations to which he had referred, in order
that the Commission might be supplied with the material in question before work was resumed
on April iith.

I5. ABOLITION OF MILITARY AVIATION AND INTERNATIONALISATION OF CIVIL AVIATION:
DRAFT RESOLUTION PROPOSED BY THE DRAFTING COMMITTEE.

The PRESIDENT, on behalf of the Drafting Committee, submitted the following draft
resolution which, if accepted, would be sent to the Chairman of the Air Commission:

" 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 will 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 in connection with the decisions to be taken concerning
the abolition or reduction and limitation of military aviation, 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 in forming an opinion either with regard to the inter-
nationalisation of civil aviation or with regard to any other measure calculated to prevent
signatory Powers from using this aviation for military purposes.

" For the purpose of this study, the Commission may, if necessary, obtain the assistance
of the competent international bodies."

The draft resolution was adopted.

i6. PROGRESS REPORT FROM THE NAVAL COMMISSION: LETTER DATED MARCH I4TH, I932,
FROM THE CHAIRMAN OF THE NAVAL COMMISSION.

M. COLBAN (Norway), Chairman of the Naval Commission, explained that his letter to
the President of the General Commission and enclosures (document Conf.D./C.G.g) were in
the nature of a first progress report on the Naval Commission's work. In the annex to his
letter, he had enumerated those questions which could not be dealt with by the Naval Com-
mission until after some discussion in the General Commission, but it should be pointed out
that all the questions were more or less interdependent, as also were the two special questions
mentioned in his letter-the proposals of the Argentine and Netherlands delegations. All
that the General Commission was asked to do at the present stage was to note the progress
report from the Naval Commission and to bear in mind, when it adopted its own agenda
after Easter, the advisability of dealing as soon as possible with those questions which would
facilitate the Navak Commission's further work.

The PRESIDENT assured M. Colban that, on the resumption after the Easter recess, the
General Commission would take into consideration the Naval Commission's progress report as
soon as possible.

EIGHTH MEETING

Held on Monday, April iith, I932, at 3.30 p.m.

President: The Right Honourable A. HENDERSON.

I7. DEATH OF M. SOKAL : COMMUNICATION BY THE PRESIDENT.

The PRESIDENT read the following telegram, which he had sent to the Polish Foreign
Minister on the occasion of the death of M. Sokal, delegate of Poland:

" Deeply regret death of M. Sokal. Please accept sincere sympathy with Polish
Republic in the loss of this eminent statesman who displayed such untiring activity
in Preparatory Commission for Disarmament."
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He had received the following reply from M. Zaleski:

" Please accept my sincere thanks for kind words of sympathy you have addressed
to me on occasion of M. Sokal's death. A faithful son of his country, he was no less a
representative of the noblest ideals of international union."

The President did not think it necessary to add anything to the telegrams which he
had read. Those who had known M. Sokal were well aware of his deep devotion, not only
to his country's interests but also to the great questions arising out of international relations.

General BURHARDT-BUKACKI (Poland) thanked the President for the tribute which he
had paid to the memory of M. Sokal.

I8. DISCUSSION OF THE GENERAL PRINCIPLES RAISED BY ARTICLE I OF THE

DRAFT CONVENTION.

The PRESIDENT did not intend to draw up a balance-sheet of the work done by the
Conference during the first period of its activity. That period might undoubtedly be said
to have been one of unavoidable groping in quest of a reasonable method of work. The inherent
difficulty of such a task had been enhanced by various other serious problems, extraneous
to the Conference, which had now and then thrown their shadows over its work.

It was most gratifying however that, notwithstanding these serious difficulties, the
Conference, having heard the proposals of some fifty nations, had been able to establish
the groundwork of its future activities and that from the outset there had seemed to be a good
many fundamental points on which a great common measure of agreement had been attained.

Having summarised these points of agreement at the end of the debate in the
full Conference, he would only refer again to some of them. All the necessary details could be
found in the full record of the proposals made to the Conference, systematically prepared
and classified, in the extremely useful document compiled by the Rapporteur.

Whereas, at the beginning of the first stage, the Conference had before it one essential
document, the draft Convention prepared by the Preparatory Commission, and the
Commission's report, it had now, at the beginning of the second stage, two more very important
documents-document Conf.D.9g, which set out the initial proposals of most, though not all,
of the delegations, and document Conf.D.Io2, which not only contained a full record of the
proposals but also showed them in synoptic form. With the help of these new documents,
it was possible to form some estimate of the extent of the agreement already in prospect,
and perhaps also of the nature of the main differences of view which had still to be reconciled.

There was very general agreement that the draft Convention should be taken as the
framework for the Conference's treaty-making, and also, the President believed, that the frame-
work was not to be regarded as complete and all-inclusive, or as being incapable of substantial
amendment.

It had been made abundantly clear that many delegations attached great importance
to the amendment and supplementing of the draft, but it was none the less plain that the result
of so much work and negotiation ought not lightly to be pulled to pieces.

Another subject on which there had been a notable measure of agreement was the abolition
of weapons of a primarily aggressive kind. It had been generally recognised that certain
modern means of war, and particularly the most recently developed of these, had tended to
give a definite predominance to attack as against defence. In his first speech to the Conference,
Sir John Simon had proposed that special attention should be directed " to such prohibition
or limitation as will weaken the attack ", and, in making this proposal, he had expressed the
view that this course would " remove temptation for aggression . Since the acceptance of
the Covenant and the Pact of Paris, no Government was free to use its arms except for
defence against aggression. If, therefore, means could be found, by abolishing certain weapons,
to reduce the power of attack, the result would plainly be both a reduction of armaments and
a strengthening of the whole world organisation for peace which the Conference was endeavour-
ing to build up.

He would mention, as an illustration, some of the proposals put forward in the Conference
to this end. Take, for instance, warships over Io,ooo tons displacement. Many countries,
including some of the great Powers, had now expressed the view that such ships should be
abolished, or, if immediate abolition was not accepted, that no more should be constructed.
The delegations of Italy, Germany, the Soviet Union, Spain and many other countries had
declared, either expressly or in principle, for abolition, and the delegation of the United States
of America had advocated proportional reductions from the figures laid down in the Washington
and London agreements on naval tonnage, as soon as all parties to the Washington Agreement
had entered this framework, while the British and Japanese delegations had suggested the
reduction of individual tonnage and of gun calibre. Again, at least seventeen countries had
declared, expressly or in principle, for the abolition of aircraft-carriers. The United Kingdom the
United States, Germany, India, New Zealand and Australia were amongst those who supported
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the abolition of submarines. Italy, too, had declared for their abolition, if it could be carried
through simultaneously with the abolition of capital ships. In this case, however, four
countries-namely, Japan, France, Spain and, if he understood correctly, Yugoslavia-at
present envisaged the retention of at least the smaller submarines.

With regard next to the material for land warfare, it was evident that there was an
increasing measure of agreement concerning heavy artillery. The abolition of such artillery
above a certain calibre was supported, in principle at least, by the United Kingdom, Italy,
Germany, the Soviet Union, Spain, Belgium and at least seven other countries, while the United
States of America advocated special restrictions on heavy mobile guns, and France proposed
that batteries of heavy long-range artillery should only be retained if they were pledged for the
service of the League under Article I6 of the Covenant. Proposals had likewise been made for
the abolition of tanks, with regard to which the United States had proposed special restrictions,
while Germany, Italy, the Soviet Union, Spain, Sweden and at least five other countries
had urged their total abolition. It would be remembered that, in the Preparatory Commission,
emphasis had been laid upon the difficulties of limitation owing to the uncertainty of a definition
of this most variable weapon. He did not know whether these difficulties would apply in
the same measure to total abolition, but he might remind the Commission that, if total abolition
could not be accepted, other proposals for special restrictions upon tanks had been put forward.

Much of the general debate had been devoted to the subject of aviation. No one who had
followed the Conference's proceedings, or the movement of opinion outside, could doubt that
there was profound public interest about this most menacing of all the new weapons of
destruction. Speaker after speaker had reminded the Conference that against air attack no
adequate defence was possible for the nerve-centres of the world's fragile civilisation. Six
countries, including Denmark, Germany, Spain and Sweden, had advocated the abolition
of all naval and military aviation, and nine more, including Italy, had proposed the abolition
of bombing-aircraft or of air bombardment. There were also the French proposals, which
included the internationalisation of civil aviation, the abolition of heavy bombing-planes as
a national weapon and the creation of a League air force of such planes. Five other countries
had supported proposals for international control.

There was, further, a wide measure of agreement concerning the prohibition of the use of
chemical and bacteriological weapons in war, and there was certainly no delegation which
did not also desire to prohibit the preparation of such weapons in time of peace, if adequate
methods for that purpose could be found. Here again public opinion was gravely disturbed,
and those who were watching the Conference from outside were ardently hoping that it would
deal radically with those weapons which, according to experts, might be capable of indis-
criminately striking down helpless millions in a single hour.

Several delegations had urged that the creation of a permanent disarmament commission
might help to solve the problem of ensuring that prohibition of preparation would be effective,
and the Commission had before it a proposal for an international cartel for the manufacture
of chemical products.

The President had ventured to summarise these proposals concerning the more powerful
of the modern means of war because the Commission was about to open a discussion upon the
main principle of the reduction of armaments set forth in Article I of the draft Convention,
and it could, he thought, only be useful that the concrete proposals that had been made should
be vivid in delegates' minds when that discussion began.

He would, of course, be wrong if he suggested that there was general agreement on
anything except the broad principle of dealing with those weapons which increased the power
of aggressive attack. No one could pretend that the distinction between defensive and
aggressive weapons was sharply drawn, or that there was full agreement among delegates
as to which weapons should be stigmatised as aggressive. Nevertheless, the discussions had,
he was sure, already shown that there was a general desire to reach agreement, and that in
this direction it might be possible to achieve results that would not only bring reduction in
armaments burdens, but would add also to the national safety of the countries.

On the many other matters to which he might have referred, and which were of course a
necessary counterpart of whatever decisions might be taken with regard to aggressive weapons
-budgetary limitation, supervision by a permanent disarmament commission, the control of
the trade in arms and of arms manufacture, the organisation of peace by compulsory arbitration
and in other ways-there had been a very striking measure of agreement. All these questions
would have to be dealt with in their turn.

For the present, however, the Commission's attention must be turned to the fundamental
principle laid down in Article I of the draft Convention-namely, the reduction of the
armaments which nations at present maintained. It had to begin a discussion upon the
methods by which such reduction should be brought about.

On March I6th, the Commission had unanimously adopted Mr. Gibson's resolution
that, upou the resumption after the Easter recess, it would sit continuously until such time
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as sufficient progress had been made, in respect of decisions on questions of principle, to allow
the Special Commissions fruitfully to pursue their work. There was, the President felt
sure, no delegation that was not anxious to begin this task and to persevere in it until,
by taking one by one the questions set out in the agenda, the Commission had secured solutions
likely to help the Special Commissions in their work.

It would be remembered that the Commission had also agreed to invite delegations to
send in memoranda giving detailed explanations of the proposals which they had made and
setting forth plans for their practical solution. A number of such memoranda had been received
and were being circulated to the delegations. He hoped that, in the course of the next few
days, others would be received, and that the Secretariat would then be able to make the analytical
study of them for which the Commission had decided to ask. These papers and this study
would help every delegation in the present debate, the purpose of which was to discuss the
reduction of armed forces in a practical spirit and with a view to concrete practical results.

The stage of general phrases was now past, and the Conference had reached the stage
where it must face the concrete problems it had to solve. It must show that it was not to be
stopped, either by technical difficulties or by the prejudices and traditions of the past, from
reaching the agreed solutions which all desired.

The President therefore proposed that the Commission should immediately take up the
discussion of Article I. It was, he thought, the desire of the Commission, in this discussion,
to deal with the article as a whole and with the principles to which it gave rise.

Mr. GIBSON (United States of America) reminded the Commission that, on March I6th,
he had expressed the hope that on the resumption of work it would immediately come to grips
with the basic problems before the Conference. He quite realised, as he had stated then, that
a considerable amount of time had necessarily been consumed in setting up and getting into
motion the machinery of the biggest conference the world had ever seen. He realised that the
weeks spent in listening to the statements of the various delegations had been well spent, but
be believed that this preliminary phase had been given ample time, that the Conference had
completed its survey of the problem and that it knew what measure of agreement existed
and what were the problems which must receive its serious attention.

Since the American delegation had had the honour of introducing the resolution as to the
method of work to be adopted, it might be felt that it should give some indication of the type
of concrete problem that, in its opinion, should be considered. It had undoubtedly done what
the rest of the delegations had done; it had attempted to analyse the various proposals
submitted to the Conference and had been struck by the fact that one preoccupation seemed
to dominate in all those proposals-namely, to find a method by which reduction and limitation
could be achieved without incurring risk to national safety. He believed that there had been
a certain confusion of thought on this subject through the rather loose definition of all these
proposals as plans for security. In a large measure, this preoccupation had been instinctive
on the part of the various delegations, but it was an instinct with which every nation must
have the greatest sympathy, and this instinctive endeavour should be turned by some means
into a conscious and definite programme which would transmute into terms of disarmament
this universal need for security. A great deal had been heard, in the Conference and outside,
about the need for security, but the whole subject had been enshrouded in such contradictory
proposals and contradictory conceptions that it seemed to him that the first task should be
to reduce this problem to its elements and to state it in an ABC form. He would confess
that for a long time the American public had little sympathy with this idea, perhaps for the
rather human reason that the Americans themselves, thanks to their geographical position
and their friendly neighbours, felt little concern for their own national safety. However, it
was their earnest desire to find some method by which other nations might, through an increase
of confidence, share the same blessing.

Fundamentally, the demand for security arose from doubts on the part of a Government
and its people as to their ability successfully to withstand an invasion. As a primary duty
of government was to afford adequate defence to its citizens and its territory, apprehension
on this score struck at the very roots of national confidence, and, under stimulus of fear,
Governments and peoples instinctively demanded ever greater armaments and more men
for national defence. It was idle to speculate as to whether such apprehension was well founded.
Apprehension as to national safety was not to be dealt with by pure logic or peace established
by argument alone. One reason it had been so hard for delegates to think clearly on this
problem was that it was full of contradictions and thus devoid of logic. For instance, it was
clear that even some of the nations which maintained the highest levels of armaments, adequate
presumbly to deal with any possible aggression, were among those most fearful for their
national safety. This would seem to show conclusively that thought on the subject of security
had not yet been made clear and definite. The solution was to remove the fear. Moreover,
to remove the fear was to remove also the incentive for the maintenance of the high level of
armaments which at present constituted such a menace to modern civilisation and such a
burden on the economic structure of the world.
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During the past few years, and especially at the earlier meetings of the Conference, there

had been submitted a variety of plans for achieving security. He did not propose to discuss
those plans at the moment. Fortunately, the plan he would have the honour to submit, which
stood by itself, was in no sense contradictory to, nor exclusive of, any other reasonable plan

for the achievement of security. Furthermore, the American delegation had welcomed the

introduction of all such plans, even those which it could not accept.

Basically, the demand for security was founded on fear of invasion.

It might well be asked why this feeling should be more acute at present than in times past.

He thought the answer was rather simple. Before technical progress had reached its present
proportions, there was a certain inherent superiority in defence. A country that put its faith

in frontier fortifications was able to hold up armies of invasion at least until its defence forces

could be mobilised and brought into action. Within the last generation, however, certain

new weapons had been developed to a point where frontier defences no longer constituted
an adequate safeguard against invasion. At the beginning of the world war, men had seen

the supposedly impregnable fortresses of Liege, Namur and Antwerp reduced in rapid succession

by heavy mobile artillery. He thought he was justified in assuming that, if the invading army

had not had those guns, the forts in question would either have acted as an effective deterrent to

invasion, or at least would have sufficed to delay the invasion until the full defence forces of

Belgium, France and the United Kingdom could have been mobilised and brought into action.
Further-more, since that time, there had been a series of technical developments toward the

mechanisation of attack which still further reduced the value of frontier defences. A new war
would see frontier fortifications rapidly demolished by heavy mobile artillery. Trench
defences, with their barbed-wire entanglements necessary for linking up the intervals between

fortifications, would be effectively demolished by tanks, and, possibly after a gas attack,

the invading infantry would be able to advance with relative ease.

It seemed clear that it was this knowledge that frontier defences were powerless to resist
an attack of the sort he had indicated which gave rise to the feeling of insecurity, not only

on the part of Governments, but, what was far more serious, on the part of the civil population.

It was the feeling of inadequacy of the defensive force which gave rise to the insistent demand

on the part of the peoples for the accumulation of military stores, the increase of armies and

of military budgets ; the fact might as well be faced that, unless and until this genuine appre-

hension could be allayed, there was little hope of achievement at the Conference. He would

repeat, the feeling of insecurity rested on fear of invasion. Fear of invasion was based on the

existence of peculiarly aggressive weapons in land warfare-tanks, heavy mobile artillery

and the use of gas. The feeling of security would not be restored until there was restored to

defence the superiority over aggression which it enjoyed in former times. The only way to

restore such superiority was to do away with the weapons which he had mentioned.

It was obvious that the abolition of these weapons could in no sense prejudice any other

plan for achieving security. On the contrary, the very relaxing of tension which would ensue

from a general agreement to do away with these weapons would in itself favour further

agreements. The tension existing at present would inevitably be eased by such action, for every

country would be bound to realise that, if its neighbours were willing to forgo the use of such

weapons, they could not be entertaining designs of aggression. The Conference would, moreover,

be paving the way for a removal of that other great fear-complex which grew out of the danger,

not of mass invasions which broke through national boundaries and resulted in the over-

running of territory, but of aerial bombardments and their threat to the civilian population.

By establishing a feeling of security, if would facilitate the acceptance of further and more

drastic measures of reduction, with the result that the problem of reduction would become as

easy as it at present seemed insoluble.

The advantage of the abolition of these weapons was not only that it would relieve

existing fears but that it was in every way desirable, even from a strictly military point of

view, in that the abolition of offensive weapons would restore the superiority of defence. With

no existing cannon capable of reducing modern fortifications, with no tanks capable

of destroying trench defences, with no gas to terrorise armies, invasion would demand such

staggering sacrifices in human life as to make it far too costly to contemplate.

Probably the first objection raised to this suggestion would be that it was futile to hope that

treaty engagements of this sort would be observed in time of war. Mr. Gibson did not believe
that this objection had sufficient force to impair the value of the suggestion, even if the

possibility were admitted that in a future war a nation would be guilty of the gross bad faith

of repudiating the solemn engagement undertaken before the world for the abolition of these

weapons. As a practical matter, it would require a period of months or years to produce these

arms in sufficient quantities to have any decisive effect, and all the advantage of surprise attack

would thereby be lost. Furthermore, past violations of such undertakings had been of the

most costly character to the wrongdoer. Could any delegate who might be disposed to advance
this objection point out a single instance where the violator had been the gainer in the end ?

Without being unduly optimistic, he believed that the passage of the years was building up

an increasing sanction in world opinion to support any engagements taken at the Conference.
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The United States felt that the nations could put their faith in treaties of this character.
They believed that such treaties would be observed, and that any risk involved was less than
the risk at present incurred. The question was whether the nations were not prepared to
accept an insignificant risk in the cause of peace, when it was certain that they had all taken
far greater chances in the cause of war; and, if they were not ready to take whatever risk
might remain in order to bring about good understanding, they must realise that the alternative
was to continue their constantly increasing armaments and constantly increasing risks.

The past few years had demonstrated that no nation could maintain modern armed forces
the equal of its neighbours without annually increasing expense for maintenance. Such
increased expense was nearly all due to the increasing mechanisation of forces. What the
American delegation proposed to do was to s stop this mechanisation in its most acute and
expensive forms. With the abolition of tanks and heavy mobile artillery, every nation would
be able to cut its budget appreciably. These two items constituted the greatest single items
of expense in connection with modern armies. It seemed inconceivable to the United States
delegation that, with the insistent demand for economy throughout the world, the countries
should fail to reach agreement to discard the most costly of their arms. In other words, it
seemed incredible that the nations of the world could refuse to enter into an agreement that
would at the same time increase defence and decrease expense, and that was the purpose
of his proposal.

To illustrate the drain which these weapons caused to the budgets of the world, he need
only state that the largest type of heavy mobile gun, without its mounting, cost approximately
four hundred and fifty thousand dollars and that its life was not long. With respect to tanks,
the large armed type cost in the neighbourhood of forty-five thousand dollars each, and their
life was even shorter than that of the heavy guns and their number was naturally far greater.

It might be objected that the suggestions he had put forward did not deal adequately
with the whole subject of aggressive warfare. Mr. Gibson anticipated and disarmed this
objection by agreeing with it ; but, in his opinion, one of the great difficulties in the past had
been that it had been soughtit to deal with too many problems at a time when the greatest
hope of success lay in isolating problems and dealing with them effectively in succession.
For that reason, he had purposely sought to focus his proposal on the most acute phase of the
security problem as he saw it-that involved in land warfare.

When definite results had been achieved in this field, he would take occasion, at
an appropriate time, to present his Government's views as to the best practical means of
dealing with aggressive weapons in other fields-such as, for instance, bombing-planes.

However, it seemed to him that, if the Conference could deal effectively and expeditiously
with the proposal he had submitted, it would facilitate its task in dealing with the more
complicated measures which must be taken in regard to other methods of warfare.

This plan obviously did not apply to heavy guns on fixed emplacement for defensive
purposes. Nobody could charge aggression against guns so placed. Weapons of that character
for the defence of frontiers could give legitimate concern to nobody. They were no more to be
considered aggressive than the locks and bolts upon the doors of a house.

He quite recognised that the suggestion to do away with all these weapons might be
rather shocking to many of his colleagues, but he confessed that, before reaching the decision
to make this proposal, the United States had faced and accepted the idea of the sacrifice of their
important and costly existing technical equipment. It was not easy for his country to forgo the
use of its heavy railway guns. It was not easy for it to envisage the abolition of the tank
equipment of its modern forces which it had already developed to a high standard. It
would not have reached the decision to make this proposal if it were not for the deeply
rooted conviction that the urgency of this problem demanded sacrifices on the part of all,
and that, if all were unwilling to acquiesce in any reduction, save on the part of their neighbours,
it might as well be acknowledged that a conference of that sort was a farce. Furthermore, if
the delegations failed to agree upon drastic measures of reduction, and even abolition, it
must be realised that the world would inevitably embark upon a race in armaments thedisastrous results of which no man could foresee. Justification for failure to agree was hard
to find, for, if everybody did away with these weapons, all would gain together.

Mr. Gibson therefore submitted a resolution for consideration by the General Commission
with the request that the President appoint some suitable date, say, within a week, for the
Commission to discuss and vote upon it. The resolution was as follows:

" Whereas all States of the world are animated with the same legitimate concern
for the defence of their territory and peoples;

" Whereas many States now feel that they exist under the menace of aggression from
their neighbours;

" Whereas that fear of aggression is primarily caused and intensified by the existence
of weapons which can break down national defences such as fortifications-in other words
which give superiority to attack over defence;
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" Whereas the establishment of a constant superiority of defence over attack would
promote in the peoples of all States a feeling of security;

" The General Commission believes that the abolition of aggressive weapons would
constitute a first and essential requisite, not only for the reduction of armaments, but
for the establishment of security;

" and resolves:

" I. (a) That the following weapons are of a peculiarly aggressive value
against land defences-tanks, heavy mobile guns and gases-and as such should
be abolished; and

" (b) To request the Land Commission to draw up and submit to the General
Commission a plan for scrapping tanks and mobile guns exceeding I55 millimetres
in calibre and for the abolition of the use of gases in war.

" 2. (a) That an undertaking by the States not to avail themselves of the
afore-mentioned weapons in the event of war is equally essential; and

" (b) To request the Political Commission to draw up and submit to the General
Commission texts for these purposes."

Without in any sense wishing to prejudice the full discussion of this subject, which he
trusted the Commission would undertake, he ventured to express the hope that the simplicity
of the American proposals would commend them to the Conference and that it would be possible
to refer the entire question to the necessary commissions with instructions to report back
definite texts for adoption by the Commission. This hope was based on the profound conviction
that in the abolition of aggressive weapons the Conference had ready to its hand the key to
the great problems of disarmament. No matter how long the Conference might sit and discuss
principles and methods, it would have accomplished nothing until it took this first decisive
step. a Most of his colleagues had already expressed, in one way or another, some conception
of this necessity, and he was confident that they would recognise the value of taking this step
immediately. Furthermore, he did not feel that it was enough to adopt these solutions in
principle only. What was needed was definite and final agreement at the earliest possible
date. Mere agreement in principle would not facilitate in maximum degree the solution of
other and more difficult problems, but, if the delegates could reassure the world and encourage
themselves by demonstrating the possibility of a general agreement on this phase of the
problem, they would have provided a firm basis for progress on other more complex problems
which still had to be discussed. It was difficult for him to believe that the Conference could
fail to take this step which would justify the faith of the peoples in whose names the delegates
had assembled at Geneva.

M. MOTTA (Switzerland) had listened with close attention to the very interesting statement
irtade by the President, whose views he entirely shared. He had listened equally attentively,
and with very great sympathy and interest, to the proposal just made by Mr. Gibson. He hoped,
as Mr. Gibson had asked, that the General Commission would in a few days begin the discussion
of the substance of' that proposal and take, as M. Motta fully anticipated, a favourable decision,
so that the technical aspects and the political and legal aspects of the proposal might be
submitted for consideration by the Land and Political Commissions respectively.

He took particular satisfaction in welcoming the United States proposal, which had, at
a single stroke, lifted the Conference's discussions out of the too theoretical, the too general
sphere in which they had remained so far, and provided a scheme embodying a
positive solution. The question of security was indisputably a matter of vital importance.
Its negative aspect was to be found in the fear of invasion felt by many countries. If, by some
universally adopted measure, all invasions could be rendered impossible or very improbable,
those fears would disappear and the feeling of general security would be established. The
feeling of mutual confidence would thereby be strengthened, and thenceforward it would be
possible to do increasingly effective work for the revival in the world of the feeling of political,
moral, economic and financial unity.

In order to be quite frank, he was bound to say that the American proposal, excellent
as it was in itself, and though the Swiss delegation supported it wholeheartedly, might have
gone still further. He recognised, however, the very legitimate reasons which had determined
a certain reserve on the part of the American delegation and for which it had decided to
remain within certain limits.

Mr. Gibson had said that, in proposing a system which was calculated to strengthen the
feeling of security, he had no intention of ruling out the discussion of other methods likewise
designed to strengthen and guarantee security. IHe had added-and M. Motta had taken note
of his statement with the greatest satisfaction-that if, at the present meeting, the American
delegation was asking in principle for the abolition of tanks, heavy mobile artillery and the
use of gases, that was without prejudice to the discussion, at a later stage in the Conference's
work, of another problem closely bound up with that which it had raised and which concerned
the other categories of arms which were manifestly of an aggressive character and on which
he would intimate his Government's views, M. Motta had in mind more particularly bombing-
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planes. It was unquestionable that, if the present Conference could effectively proscribe-

and proscribe in fact and not only on paper-the categories of aggressive arms which M. Motta

had mentioned, it would in a very large measure have fulfilled the hopes placed by the peoples

in it, but such a result would still only be a prelude to other measures destined to bring about
a greater reduction in armaments.

He did not overlook the fact that, in answer to the remarks he had made, it might be

pointed out that Switzerland was, after all, only renouncing arms which she did not possess

but which she only might possess. That was true, and M. Motta acknowledged the infinitely

greater merit which the great Powers would show if they consented to make the same gesture

on their own account. The day they made that gesture he would gladly pay them the tribute

that would be their due. There was, however, no doubt that the great Powers would be followed

in such action by all other countries. M. Motta had, lastly, always considered that the

Pact of Paris did not attain its full significance unless it was made to lead to the abolition

of all aggressive arms, all the weapons of acts of aggression.

In conclusion, he warmly associated himself with the motion to place the American

proposal on the agenda and reserved the right, if need be, to discuss its substance in detail
later.

Sir John SIMON (United Kingdom) desired to associate himself at once with what had been

said by previous speakers and, in particular, to join with M. Motta in expressing satisfaction

that a definite and practical proposal had been placed before the Commission by the United
States delegate. That was, of course, only one concrete proposal of many before the Conference,

and he was not seeking in any way to limit or cancel out other suggestions. He felt, however,

that if the Commission adopted the course suggested by Mr. Gibson and consecrated a little

time to his proposal, it would be moving out of a world of sometimes vague and impalpable

conceptions to the discussion of an actual and, he believed, practicable proposal. The delegation

of the United Kingdom, too, had during the recess been studying the practical possibilities in

connection with each class of armament, and he would say on behalf of his delegation and

of his Governmtent that they found themselves in substantial agreement with what had been
said by Mr. Gibson.

In the general discussion, the Conference had pronounced, with a wide measure

of unanimity, for both qualitative and quantitative disarmament. Quantitative disarmament

meant the fixing of maxima according to the limits of figures with a result, he trusted, which

would led not only to limitation but reduction. Qualitative disarmament, on the other hand,

essentially involved the marking down or picking out of certain defined classes of weapons

for the purpose of prohibiting by international convention their use and, indeed, their possession.

From the outset of the discussion, many delegates had had in mind the following question:

What, supposing the Conference was prepared to embrace the conception of qualitative disar-

mament, were the weapons which were most suitable to select for this purpose and which it

would be most urgent to prohibit, if possible ? Manifestly those weapons ought to be chosen

for qualitative disarmament which had the special quality that they strengthened attack and

overthrew prepared defence, and there ought especially to be selected those weapons the

possession and use of which might encourage a sudden and overwhelming assault in the very

first days of the climax of a dispute-weapons which delivered a " knock-out blow "

As he had stated in the first speech he made to the Conference, the temptation to resort

to armed conflict was obviously reduced if defence were strengthened at the expense of attack.

He believed that the argument which Mr. Gibson had put forward was, in principle, irresistible

once that proposition was conceded. Mr. Gibson had limited himself to the range of land

warfare, and there were many delegations that would have something to say when the

Conference came to discuss other branches of warfare. Confining himself, however, to the range

of land warfare, Sir John Simon would ask what were the means of sudden aggressive attack

over the frontiers of another State, even though that State was in a position of defence. The

answer undoubtedly was-heavy mobile guns. He would venture merely as a suggestion to go

further and to give a definition-for example, guns with a calibre of 155 mm. or, in English

measure, 6.2 inches. Another instrument which performed the same function through a

different mechanism was the heavy tank, whose weight and power gave a great capacity for

crushing obstacles of defence, breaking through wire entanglements, crossing trenches and

the like. Often combined with, or following upon or preparatory to the use of these weapons
were the methods of gas attack.

With regard to tanks, the Technical Commission would have carefully to consider matters

of definition, but the tank of the sort he had described was, as it seemed to him, and as he was

advised by his experts, essentially a weapon designed for the assault of prepared positions.

The Conference had been engaged on its task for some two months, at times with hope,

at times perhaps with a certain sense of anxiety and even a threat of disillusionment. Suppose,

however, that as a result of the proposal formulated at that meeting an agreement were secured

to which all States would adhere, and these monstrous weapons of aggressive warfare were

actually abandoned and abolished. The Conference would, by that single result, have struck

a resounding blow in support of the principle that, if it were desired to promote security, it

was necessary to weaken the modes of attack which were aimed at overwhelming the defence.



- 43 -

The representative of the Republic within whose always hospitable territory the
delegations had the privilege of being gathered together had, in recommending this reform,
called upon the better nature of all States, big as well as small, and Sir John Simon would say
at once, on behalf of the Government of the United Kingdom, that it was prepared to co-
operate wholeheartedly to attain the end which had been described by Mr. Gibson. Great Britain
had great instruments to sacrifice, but if international agreement could be secured for this
purpose she was prepared to make that sacrifice and to join with the rest in achieving that
object. Indeed, he might remind the Commission that his Government had already pronounced
for the abolition by international agreement of the heavy mobile land gun as well as of gas
and of chemical warfare, and his statement at the present meeting brought the heavy tank
into the same list. Great Britain, too, was very glad to array herself side by side with the
United States of America and Switzerland, and, he hoped and believed, with all other nations
represented, with a view to establishing a list of land armaments of aggression which all would
be prepared to see internationally proscribed.

The corresponding questions in the range of naval and air armaments would have to be
considered with equal definiteness, but he believed that Mr. Gibson had chosen wisely when he
had deliberately selected one branch of warfare as the range within which he would define his
proposals at that meeting.

If he might be allowed to make one observation, in passing, on the subject of
air disarmament, it would, he thought, be difficult to resist the view that the dropping of
bombs from the air in warfare upon the territory of another State was analagous to bom-
bardment from the mouth of a heavy mobile gun. It was difficult as a matter of principle
to draw a distinction between the two. He would only observe that when this branch
of the subject came to be considered-as the United Kingdom, amongst others,
trusted it would-it would be a matter of great importance to determine whether the
practical course was to direct attention to the machine or to the act, and whether it might not
be necessary to consider the proposition that the dropping of bombs.from the sky was a very
suitable subject for international legislation, since those best acquainted with the subject
knew that there were difficulties in classifying machines. At the same time, he agreed with
Mr. Gibson in selecting only one matter at a time and he deliberately confined himself for the
moment to instruments of land warfare.

If these proposals were universally adopted and put into force, three results would follow.
First, the Conference would succeed in accomplishing "a definite, a most important and, he
thought, a most urgent measure of general disarmament. That in itself would be a tremendous
satisfaction and achievement. Secondly-a result which was of very great importance to
those responsible for the conduct of public finance-it would greatly limit the outlay on weapons
of war which at present pressed so heavily upon the ordinary citizen and diverted public
funds, even when properly raised for public purposes, from the service of social improvement
to the preparation of widespread destruction. Thirdly, it would remove one of the most
patent causes of insecurity. Insecurity was the child of fear, and fear was often fear of some
overwhelming aggressive attack. In that sense, the American proposal was a contribution to
the problem of security, although, as Mr. Gibson had said, it was in no sense contradictory,
nor exclusive of, any other reasonable plan for achieving security. To remove the instrument
of attack was to remove the fear which the existence of such aninstrument across the boundaries
of a State was only too likely to cause, and thereby to remove the fear which was the parent
of insecurity, for it could not seriously be disputed that it was these weapons which were to
a large extent the constant source of alarm, even if they were not sometimes an actual incentive
to hasty action. It was quite certain that the knowledge that one State had in its possession
and control these immense instruments of destruction tended to foster the sense of insecurity
which it was the Disarmament Conference's principal object to remove.

He therefore hoped that many other States represented would join in a firm advocacy
of this great reform, which could only be effective if universally approved and supported.
He desired to express his obligations to the United States delegation for bringing this matter
forward and he associated the delegation and Government of the United Kingdom most
fully with the principle that had been stated.

M. NADOLNY (Germany) wished to refer briefly to the very judicious observations made
by the President concerning the character of the present Conference.

The subject of discussion being the text of Article I of the Preparatory Commission's draft,
which had been taken as a framework for the Conference's deliberations, M. Nadolny would
point out that the Conference was a conference for the reduction of armaments and not only
for their limitation. The fundamental point for Germany and for the entire world was that
the Conference should result, not in a limitation pure and simple of armaments at their
present level, but in a reduction of armaments to the minimum laid down in Article 8 of the
League Covenant.

In the German delegation's view, this was the meaning which Article I of the Convention
must bear beyond any doubt. He assumed, moreover, that that article, like the corresponding
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article in the Preparatory Commission's draft, would be a sort of preamble indicating the
contents and object of the Convention.

Article I of the Preparatory Commission's draft read: " The High Contracting Parties
agree to limit and, so far as possible, to reduce their respective armaments . . " It
would follow that the limitation, and not the reduction, of armaments would be the first point to
be discussed, and the synoptic table as first compiled was based on that idea. Again, the
various items in the table and list-e.g., Nos. 3 and 6 of the latter-showed that the terms
"reduction " and " limitation " were used in a way which did not clearly bring out the
Conference's true aim.

Article 8 of the Covenant, which pointed out the path the Conference should follow in its
deliberations, quite definitely required, in the interests of peace, the reduction of armaments
to the lowest point. Limitation was not mentioned in the article except once, in paragraph 4,
and in this sense, that the limit reached as a result of reduction was not to be exceeded
without the consent of the League. Hence, Article 8 defined the task of the present
Conference, not as the limitation of armaments at their present level, but the reduction of
those armaments. He would have occasion to revert to the details of that reduction during
the discussion of the relevant German proposal. As, however, the present discussion bore on
the principles raised by Article I, it was, he considered, necessary to emphasise immediately
the need for modifying the text of Article I and bringing it into line with Article 8 of the
Covenant.

With regard to Mr. Gibson's proposal, M. Nadolny considered that it should, of course,
be studied carefully and in connection with other proposals already submitted for the abolition
of aggressive arms-for instance, item No. 3 of the list, against which appeared the Italian
proposal on the same point.

For the moment he would merely make a general observation and point out that Mr.
Gibson's thesis for the establishment of as large a measure of security as possible by the abolition
of means of aggression was in entire concordance with the ideas advanced by the German
delegation. He therefore had satisfaction in approving the principles of Mr. Gibson's proposal.

In doing so, however, he assumed that it was only a first step towards disarmament and
a first instalment of the work prescribed in Article 8 of the Covenant, since there were already
other proposals which went further-the Italian and German, for instance-in the matter
of the abolition of arms of aggression. If the sole result of the present Conference was to be the
application of the American proposal, the world would not, he thought, be satisfied. It would
be realised that Germany could not be contented with a Convention embodying that as its
only result.

The PRESIDENT said that the United States resolution would be circulated to the
delegations. He suggested that it should also be sent to the Bureau of the Conference to consider
what would be the appropriate time for any further discussion on the points of the resolution.

M. TARDIEU (France) said that his delegation had no need to indicate its sympathy with
the ideas developed at that meeting, since in its own proposals it had gone much further
as regards the range of the measures to be taken in connection with certain materials. Whereas
the measures proposed by the head of the American delegation related only to heavy land
material, the French delegation proposed to take similar measures for bombing-planes, heavy
artillery-on this point it agreed with Mr. Gibson-for battleships of over Io,ooo tons
and large submarines and for gas and chemical warfare. To these proposals the French
delegation added two elements which apparently were missing in the American proposals-
supervision, which in any such matter was an absolute necessity, and sanctions, in respect
of any country which disregarded the engagements thus entered into.

That, however, brought the Commission back to the kernel of the French proposal, which
was based on Article 8 of the Covenant and on the Treaties, and M. Tardieu would thank
M. Nadolny for having called attention to them. It was within a different framework that the
French delegation presented its proposal concerning such heavy materials. It urged their
internationalisation under supervision and not simply their prohibition unaccompanied by
supervision or sanction.

He fully appreciated the inability of the United States Government, which did not belong
to the League, to traverse the stage which France had traversed easily. Since, however, the
President was making proposals as to procedure, he was obliged to point out at once that it
was, in his opinion, difficult to study the proposal as an isolated item, more especially as it
applied solely to land armaments and therefore challenged the argument which France had
never ceased to uphold and still upheld-namely, the interdependence of armaments. France
had land frontiers and sea frontiers; she had a home territory and a colonial territory. She
was not alone in that position and from the beginning of the Conference, as well as in the
Preparatory Commission, she had never ceased to uphold with success the principle of inter-
dependence.

In other terms and to be quite clear, it had beern understood that the Conference would
not impose limitation on a special class of armaments without imposing it on the other classes
at the same time. For that reason, and because it considered that the American delegation's
proposal, valuable and sympathetic to the French delegation as it was, was inadequate in
range inasmuch as it mentioned only land armaments, and was inadequate also in regard to
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the methods of supervision and sanctions, since--if M. Tardieu had understood correctly-
it did not even mention them, the French delegation would ask that all proposals having acharacter of qualitative reduction should be grouped together and regarded in the light of thegeneral principles to which M. Tardieu himself was now referring and to which the German
delegate had just referred.

He would therefore urge that it should be decided that, when determining in whichclass the American proposal should be discussed, the Bureau would at the same timedetermine the order for the discussion of similar and wider proposals; the Italian or German
proposals, as well as the French proposal, which went furthest of all.

He would like all these proposals to form a single whole and that this whole should be
discussed coherently and logically, not in a fragmentary or improvised manner, but inaccordance with a systematic method determined in advance and known to all delegations.

The PRESIDENT observed that the whole object of his suggestion that the resolution
should be referred to the Bureau was that of accomplishing the purpose which M. Tardieu
had expressed. It was for the Bureau to take all these things into consideration and torecommend to the Commission what course should be adopted, whether the various points
should be taken in a fragmentary manner, or as a collection of suggestions bearing upon a
certain principle.

General CAVALLERO (Italy) considered that the Commission should be grateful to theUnited States delegate for the very effective way in which he had contributed to its work
in response to the appeal made by the President at the beginning of the meeting. Mr. Gibson
had, on the resumption of the work, placed the discussions on an eminently practical basis.

General Cavallero drew the Commission's attention to the factth that the Italian delegation
had just handed to the Secretariat a memorandum (document Conf.D.io6) in which the
principle of qualitative limitation, which was at the basis of Mr. Gibson's proposal and which
did not rule out quantitative limitation, was presented in the form of concrete proposals
which confirmed and expressed in greater detail those which M. Grandi had already explained
at the beginning of the Conference and which, in the Italian delegation's view, formed a
single and indivisible whole.

The Italian delegation therefore regarded Mr. Gibson's proposal as forming part of a
larger and more complete whole, to which, moreover, the United States delegate had himself
alluded and in regard to which he had given certain definite promises.

It was therefore within the framework of that whole, within which the qualitative
limitations of the different branches of armaments were still, in the Italian delegation's opinion,
closely bound up together, that the Italian delegation was prepared to accept the reference
of Mr. Gibson's motion to the competent Commissions, either alone or in conjunction with
other similar proposals, in accordance with the procedure which the Bureau of the Conference
might wish to recommend.

Mr. GIBSON (United States of America) agreed that his proposal was only part of a whole.
He had indeed indicated that that was his own conception of it. The only difference was thatsome delegations felt that the Commission should consider the entire conception as a whole.His own feeling was that, in the interests of simplicity and expedition, it might be better to
deal with it in part and work up to the whole gradually. The question, however, was only
one of procedure, and he was quite willing to fall in with the President's suggestion that hisresolution should be referred to the Bureau and dealt with by it so far as questions of procedure
were concerned. He was confident that all delegates desired exactly the same result, and the
last thing he would wish was to prejudge any plan or do anything which would prejudice full
and fair consideration of any of the plans put forward previously to his own.

M. TARDIEU (France) thanked the President and Mr. Gibson for having explained further
their proposals. As, for the moment, the question was only one of procedure, he willingly
agreed that the United States proposal should be referred to the Bureau, on the understanding
that the Bureau would on the same occasion have before it, as was only logical, all similar
proposals, whether fragmentary or general.

He would add one word The same situation arose in all conferences. Sometimes when
a conference thought it was discussing only procedure, it found itself, against its will, engagedon the substance. In the matter under discussion, the substance was now engaged. The
Commission was already faced with proposals some of which were based on the methods ofthe conferences held before the war at The Hague-prohibition of certain means of war-
while others were based on the League Covenant of which the speakers were the representatives.
It was a matter of pride for France that she had conceived a coherent proposal based in all
its details on the League Covenant. She had, moreover, introduced into that proposal quali-tative reductions, concerning which Mr. Gibson and certain other delegates had likewise
formulated proposals.

M. Tardieu therefore repeated that, in this special case, he accepted the proposed procedure,
and he would ask the Bureau that that procedure should apply to all the questions raisedand to the actual principles implicit in the enunciation of those questions.
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The PRESIDENT thought that it was generally understood that the resolution should,
as he had suggested, go to the Bureau for consideration in the light of the discussion that
had taken place, especially with regard to the remarks of M. Tardieu.

In order to avoid all misunderstanding, he wished to make it clear that the discussion
on Article i could be as wide as it was possible to make it, so far as he was concerned. He
thought that the Commission had to take everything under Article i in the general discussion,
which might continue for perhaps two or three meetings. If practical proposals similar to
Mr. Gibson's were submitted they would have to be circulatd tto the Conference and referred
to the Bureau for consideration at a later meeting.

The proposals of the President were adopted.

NINTH MEETING

Held on Tuesday, April I2th, I932, at io a.m.

President: The Right Honourable A. HENDERSON.

I9. PUBLICATION OF THE FINAL MINUTES: STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT.

The PRESIDENT said that, up to the present, only provisional Minutes had been prepared

and distributed. With a view to facilitating the work of the delegations and the researches
they had to make, the Secretariat proposed to publish the revised Minutes as soon as they
were ready. He drew attention to the fact that, since the texts of these Minutes must be
definitive, it would not be possible to make further amendments unless by a correction
presented at a later meeting and appearing in the Minutes of that meeting. The Secretariat
desired to begin the publication of the revised Minutes at once, but it had so far received
practically no corrections from the delegations. He would appreciate it, therefore, if delegations

which had not done so would be good enough, before Thursday morning, April I4th, to send
in all corrections which they. desired to have made in the Minutes of the meetings held before
Easter. The Secretariat would be grateful if, in future, the delegations would be good enough
to submit corrections to the provisional Minutes not later than forty-eight hours after their
distribution.

20. DISCUSSION OF THE GENERAL PRINCIPLES RAISED BY ARTICLE I OF THE DRAFT

CONVENTION. (Continuation.)

M. LITVINOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that the proposals and amend-
ments of the Soviet delegation with regard to Article i arose out of its own draft Convention
(document Conf.D.87), supplemented by document Conf.D.82. He would endeavour, as

briefly as possible, to give some explanation of those proposals, dwelling, not only on the
wording his delegation desired for Artiecle , but also on the further development and elabo-
ration of that article in accordance with the Soviet delegation's conception.

It seemed to him that he had shown sufficiently clearly in his statements at the plenary

Conference and in the General Commission the end towards which the Soviet delegation

was working. All its efforts were aimed at one goal-to organise solid peace between nations,

and to make it impossible for States to wage war against one another. With this end in view,

the Soviet delegation had made a proposal for total disarmament which, however, the General

Commission had rejected. M. Litvinoff was convinced that, although the discussion of that
proposal had occupied very little of the Commission's time and its rejection still less, future
historians would be bound to admit that the Conference closed an extremely important if

negative stage of its work during the very first weeks of its existence in rejecting a problem

the solution of which would have rendered the Conference truly epoch-making and would

have distinguished it from all other international conferences ever held, and-most important

of all-would have answered the demands and aspirations of all nations.
Having entered upon a new stage of its work, the Conference was setting itself an infinitely

less ambitious problem-the problem of partial disarmament. M. Litvinoff had already had

occasion to point out that no reduction of armaments whatsoever, whether quantitative or

qualitative, could result in the abolition of, or abstention from, war. That, however, did not

cause the Soviet delegation, when discussing definite points with regard to the reduction

of armaments, to lose sight of the principal aim it had set itself-namely, the creation of

security against war, if only relative, as speedily and effectively as possible. The Soviet
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delegation could therefore only propose such reduction of armaments as might be considered
the initial stage an important stage-in total disarmament, the remaning stages to follow
at the shortest possible intervals. The Soviet delegation, moreover, attributed the utmost
importance to such initial reduction of armaments as would at least place difficulties in the
way of the conduct of war in the near future.

It would seem obvious, from all M. Litvinoff had said, that the Soviet delegation objected
to any attempt-and it looked as though there would be no lack of attempts-to narrow down
the Conference's task to the limitation of armaments. He ventured to remind the Commission
that, even at the Preparatory Commission, the Soviet delegation had energetically resisted all
such attempts, and had proposed, instead of speaking of limitation, to speak only of reduction of
armaments. It was only owing to its insistence that the Commission, by way of compromise,
had adopted the now familiar formula " limitation and reduction of armaments ". He himself
had pointed out at the time that " limitation " was too vague and elastic, that armaments
might be limited by means of reduction, by maintaining existing levels, or even by exceeding
them, whereas " reduction " could mean only one thing-lowering existing levels.

The Soviet delegation rejected the limitation of armaments at the present level if only
because, far from representing a step forward along the path of disarmament, it did not even
diminish either the possibility or the horrors of war. Eighteen years ago the general level of
armaments throughout the world was, both as to quantity and quality, lower than at present,
and yet it allowed of the development of a world war, with all the horrors which were still
fresh in the memory of mankind. But these horrors paled before the picture of a new war
which the present condition of war materials presented to the imagination. Limitation of
armaments at the present level would not diminish the possibility of a new war exceeding
in scope the last world war, and the potential forces of death and destruction would be
much greater than in the last war.

Limitation of armaments at the existing level could only affect the limitation of war
budgets in certain conditions. And even this very doubtful result could only be achieved
after the fulfilment of a number of supplementary conditions, abolitio of secret funds for
armaments, elimination from the budgets of civil departments of expenditure on armaments,
and so on. It must not be forgotten, however, that the Conference was not an economic
but a disarmament conference, and that it was bound to set itself aims quite different from
those leading to budgetary economies. Moreover, the present economic crisis and the financial
position of most States were setting limits to a further increase in war budgets, especially
in States where 30, 40, and even 50 per cent of the budget was spent on military requirements.

It was for these considerations that the Soviet delegation proposed to put an end, once
and for all, to the ambiguities arising out of the simultaneous employment of the terms
" limitation " and " reduction To reduce meant also to limit, but to limit did not necessarily
mean to reduce. That was why the Soviet delegation proposed that only the term " reduction
be used in Article i and throughout the draft Convention.

Nevertheless, not all reduction was worthy of the name. What was wanted was a reduction
which could be regarded as an effective beginning of disarmament. What was wanted was a
reduction which general staffs, not merely finance ministers and taxpayers, would really feel.
What was wanted was a reduction which would sow confusion in general staffs, forcing them to
revise their war strategy and thus to make the planning and conduct of war difficult, if only
until further steps had been taken towards disarmament. M. Litvinoff by no means proposed
that the Conference should declare war on general staffs. He realised that they had no separate
existence, but were Government organs. At first sight, it might seem a little strange to propose
that Governments should hamper the work of their own organs. But this apparent paradox
arose out of the paradoxical situation created by the fact that, on the one hand, all States
declared their devotion to the cause of peace and formally renounced war as an instrument
of national policy (although hitherto war between nations had never been used for any other
purpose), and, on the other hand, refused to abolish their armies, the only raisoa d'etre of which
could be war.

In these circumstances, the Soviet delegation was forced to propose to Governments,
inasmuch as for one reason or another they refused to abolish their armies, that they should at
least take measures to make war difficult. That was why his delegation was insisting on such a
reduction of armaments as would affect all branches. That reduction must be extended to
the strength of armies as a whole-to troops in the home country and colonies, to the number
of organised military units, to trained reserves. Such a numerical reduction must be linked
up with the reduction of all forms of war material and military stocks. Hence arose the second
Soviet proposal-that the Conference should decide, not only upon the reduction of armaments,
but upon their substantial reduction.

Coming to the methods of reduction, M. Litvinoff said that, in his opinion, only two methods
existed. The first would be to fix individually for each State a numerical reduction or some
percentage of reduction of armed forces, taking into account its geographical situation,
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population, length of frontiers and many other factors, usually grouped under the word
"security ". When it was realised that such questions were not to be solved by a mere majority
vote but only with the consent of all States interested, the impracticability of that method
would be clearly realised. There could hardly be many adjacent States each of which did
not consider itself to be in a less favourable condition as regarded security than its neighbours,
and therefore requiring superior means of defence.

Under the existing system of regional agreements and political and military alliances,
objections to the strength of the armed forces allocated to any State might come, not only
from its immediate neighbours but also from States farther away, having on their borders
allies or political friends of that State. It was difficult, well-nigh impossible, to conceive of
an agreement between all the States represented at the Conference on the basis of an individual
allocation of armed forces to sixty-four States, not to mention the fact that the working out
of such a method of reduction would, at the best, involve several years of discussion, during
which all the divergences between States and groups of States would inevitably make them-
selves felt with special violence. That would hardly be conducive to a peaceful atmosphere
at the Conference.

In objecting to the individual method of reduction, the Soviet delegation was by no
means inspired by egoistical national interests. If it wanted the balance of armaments changed
in favour of its own country, it would ask nothing better than disarmament on the basis of
security factors. Indeed, there would be no difficulty in justifying, on the basis of length of
frontiers, distances, population, railways, the absence of military alliances and the hostile
attitude of other States, not a diminution, but an increase in the defence power of the Soviet
Union, especially at present, in view of the possible dangers to which the obscure development
of events in the Far East might expose it. The Soviet delegation had not come to the
Conference to make stipulations of that sort, however, but to help to find some method of
reduction which would not alter the existing balance of armaments, but would be impartial
and would therefore evoke the least possible controversy.

The only method combining these advantages was the proportional reduction of armaments.
That was the only method which would be detrimental to no State, and would at the same
time benefit no State at the expense of another. The balance of armaments would remain
the same, and the gain from the increased general security ensuing upon the diminution of
the possibilities of war and the accompanying reduction of military expenditure would be
common to all.

M. Litvinoff might be told, as he had already been told at the Preparatory Commission,
that such a method would legalise and perpetuate the existing inequalities and injustice
with regard to armaments. The Soviet delegation did not deny the existence of much unfairness
in this world, but at the same time it saw no likelihood that the present or any other conference
would right all historic wrongs or put an end to all divergences between nations. It was to
be hoped that, while reducing armaments, the Commission would at least not add to the
existing unfairness in their distribution. Thus, the third proposal arising out of what he had
said was a proposal for the proportional reduction of armaments.

The Soviet delegation considered, however, that the strict application of the principle
of proportion to all States, equally the very powerful as well as the weakest, was unjust.
The greater the power of a State, of an imperialist State, the greater the danger it represented,
the greater its potential aggressiveness. On the other hand, small armies constituted no such
danger, aroused no fears of aggression. Should they be reduced, the States possessing them
might remain almost defenceless. The Soviet delegation therefore admitted the necessity
of differentiation in the application of the principle of proportion between three categories
of States. The first would consist of States with armies of not more than 30,000, to be left
untouched for the time. The second would consist of States with armies from 30,000 to 200,000,
which would be required to reduce their armies progressively in accordance with the first
diagram given in document Conf.D.82. Thus, for instance, an army of 5o,ooo could be reduced
by about 5 per cent, one of Ioo,ooo by 20 per cent, one of I5o,ooo by 35 per cent, one of
I70,oo0 by 40 per cent, and so on. The third group would cover States with land armies of
upwards of 2oo,ooo, to be reduced by 50 per cent.

It might be asked why he had chosen such figures as 30,000 and 200,000. That question
would, of course, be legitimate whatever figures were chosen, for there was no generally
acknowledged mathematical definition of great aggressive armies and small, purely defensive
armies. These figures had been used because they appeared to the Soviet delegation to be
fair and to meet the case best. The Soviet army would, on this basis, be subject to the maximum
reduction of 50 per cent. That did not mean that M. Litvinoff admitted that, numerically strong
as it was, it constituted a threat of aggression, as did the armies of big imperialist States.
It did not, for the Soviet State did not pursue, and by its very nature could not pursue,
imperialist aims, or aspire towards the conquest of new territories or colonies. It had never
sent, and was not sending, troops or warships to foreign territories for the protection of its
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citizens or of so-called national interests. It was merely included in the group subject to the
maximum reduction on strictly mathematical grounds.

The Soviet delegation proposed that the same principle should be applied, with other
figures, to the reduction of naval and air forces, in accordance with the charts contained in
document Conf.D.82.

The present method of reduction proposed by the Soviet delegation differed somewhat
from its corresponding proposals to the Preparatory Commission. Then, too, States were
divided into three groups, but it was proposed to establish a single ratio of reduction for all
the States in each group.

It was rightly pointed out in the Preparatory Commission that, under such a plan, a State
with an army of, say, 90o,000 would have to reduce it by 33 per cent, while a State with only
io0,00 more would belong to another group, and would have to reduce its army by 50 per cent.
This argument had been taken into account, and the Soviet delegation now proposed a stricter
principle of progressive proportion, so that the ratio of reduction should not differ too markedly
for States which, by reason of the size of their armies, happened to be immediately above or
below the dividing-line.

In eliminating States with small armies from the scheme of reduction, or establishing
for them a trifling percentage of reduction, it would be necessary to make a proviso with
regard to States which, by combining their armies, might constitute a threat to States whose
armies had been subjected to greater reduction. In this connection, it was proposed to base
the ratio of reduction on figures representing the total armed forces of the States belonging
to any such alliance.

Further, in view of the principle of equality for all nations, it was proposed to leave out
of the scheme of reduction the armaments of States which had already been subjected to
reduction on the basis of international treaties, and which would be limited on principles
applicable to all States.

M. Litvinoff had only been able to analyse two methods of reduction. One, the individual
method, was taken for granted by many delegates in the Preparatory Commission, although
not as yet embodied in a formal proposal. The other was that proposed by the Soviet delegation.
He had not, of course, overlooked the extremely interesting proposal made to the Conference
by the Turkish delegation, to which he would like to revert after it had been moved and
explained by that delegation. The Soviet attitude towards the principle of equality upon
which that proposal was based was one of sympathetic approval, but much would depend
upon the level of armaments which formed the basis of such equality and the extent of
reduction to which it would lead in the near future. It must, moreover, be clear that the
principle of equality should imply the absolute renunciation of any military alliances and
agreements whatsoever, since, given the equality of armies in all States, an alliance between
any two States might threaten a third State. The logical application of the proportional
principle might, at a given stage, lead to the equalisation proposed by the Turkish delegation,
and that, in M. Litvinoff's opinion, brought the Soviet and Turkish proposals very near to
one another.

No other methods had been suggested to the Conference, so far as he was aware.
He was, however, profoundly convinced that, should the States represented at the Confe-

rence sincerely agree to a reduction of armaments, their delegations would have to admit the
method proposed by the Soviet delegation as the only practical and fair one. The delegations
might agree to the reduction of armaments in principle; but, if methods were not proposed
at the same time, or if only methods which were obviously unfair and therefore unacceptable
were proposed, any reduction would be frustrated. That was why the Soviet delegation
considered it essential that, not only reduction, and even substantial reduction, but also the
methods of reduction, should be mentioned in Article i of the draft Convention. He himself had
mentioned details and figures, but that was only to give the General Commission an idea of
what the Soviet delegation meant by the progressive-proportional method of reduction. It did
not insist on the immediate acceptance of those details and figures, but would consider it
sufficient if the basic principles--compulsory reduction, substantial reduction, and reduction on
the progressive-proportional principle-were embodied in Article I, which should give at least
general directions to the technical commissions. In accordance with the above observations,
the Soviet delegation proposed that Article I of the draft Convention should be worded asfollows:

" The High Contracting Parties agree to effect a substantial reduction of existing
armaments on the progressive-proportional principle as provided in this Convention. "

This article was meant to apply to the quantitative reduction of armaments, but it by no
means excluded either the qualitative reduction or the abolition of armaments. It was thus
not in the least opposed to the proposals discussed at the previous meeting. WI. Litvinoff
hastened to state that he had no objections whatever to those proposals, the more so in that
in its second draft Convention, which provided for the total abolition of poison gas and tanks,
and the abolition of heavy artillery at a calibre considerably lower than I55 mm., the Soviet
delegation itself had made similar proposals to the Preparatory Commission. It again proposed
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lowering the calibre, particularly as descriptions of I55 mm. guns with a range of 25 kilo-

metres, capable of projecting shells up to 50 kilogrammes, were already given in military

text-books. The Soviet proposal to abolish heavy artillery, tanks and poison gas was not

isolated, however, but was combined with the abolition of other forms of aggressive armaments,

and the general reduction of all armed forces and materials.

Isolated proposals for the abolition of any given kind of armaments, far from simplifying

the problem, were likely to meet with serious obstacles, for the relation of various categories

of armaments was not the same for all States, and the abolition of one kind of armament
might therefore affect the defensive power of States in different ways. On the previous day,

for instance, it had been said that the feeling of security would be strengthened by the abolition

of heavy artillery and tanks. That might be true for States with land frontiers only, but it

was not true for States with coastal frontiers also, which were subject to possible attack from

very mobile heavy artillery on men-of-war.

M. Litvinoff was by no means finding fault with the proposals already made with regard

to the abolition of certain kinds of aggressive weapons. Objections to these proposals would

not be forthcoming from the Soviet delegation. He simply wanted to draw the Commission's
attention to the relative meaning of security. It seemed to him dangerous to use security

as an argument in favour of this or that proposal for the reduction of armaments, for plenty

of examples had been given at the Preparatory Commission and during the present Conference

of the use of such arguments against any sort of abolition, or even reduction, of armaments.

The General Commission seemed to have made up its mind to come to grips with the

question of disarmament after the Easter vacation. Now it had to honour its bill, and it would

only be able to do so if it proceeded to the solution of the fundamental questions of

disarmament. It must be admitted that, during the first two months, the Conference had but

skirted those questions. It had decided only one important question-total disarmament-
unfortunately, in a negative sense. The Conference was now faced with another question of

enormous importance to which it would have to give a straight answer: Are the States

represented ready, if only partially, to reduce-and substantially to reduce-their armaments ?

If the answer were again in the negative, it would be impossible to conceal the Conference s

failure by side issues such as resolutions and decisions on moral disarmament, security, or

even the abolition of some particular class of weapon. If, on the contrary, the problem of

the substantial reduction of all armaments was solved, the States represented at Geneva would

have displayed their goodwill sufficiently to prevent problems of lesser importance from

constituting any sort of difficulty.

The PRESIDENT said that M. Litvinoff's proposal would be remitted to the Bureau of the

Conference.

M. TARDIEU (France) thanked the head of the Turkish delegation for allowing him, in

view of his many obligations, to speak first. He desired to make certain observations, in

connection with the previous day's discussion, with regard to what was now by general

agreement, at least as to vocabulary, known as the qualitative reduction of armaments.

It seems (said M. Tardieu) that this idea of qualitative reduction has developed very

strongly out of the Conference's early discussions. That is a new fact, for you will allow me

to remind you that, during the Preparatory Commission's long discussions, only the French

delegate, M. Paul-Boncour, supported that idea, which had been rejected by all the other

delegations, particularly by some of those who are now supporting it. I do not complain of

that development; I note it and draw attention to the importance of the question.

It might be said that, during the general discussion in February, almost all the delegations

put forward similar proposals. I will not enumerate them, for I do not wat to waste the General

Commission's time. I simply note that, in the proposal handed in on February 5th (document
Conf.D.56), the French delegation gave considerable space to that method.

Leaving aside the qualitative reduction which would certainly result from the inter-

nationalisation of civil aircraft, Chapter I of our proposal applies qualitative reduction to

bombing-aircraft. In another chapter it is applied to certain land and naval material: batteries

of heavy long-range artillery, capital ships carrying guns exceeding 8 inches or of a tonnage

exceeding Io,ooo (Washington) tons, and submarines with a tonnage exceeding a figure to

be fixed by the Conference. The creation of an international force would also result, in practice,

in a reduction of national armaments. With regard to the protection of civil populations,

our proposal contains measures relating both to poison gases and shells. Finally, it provides

sanctions for countries which fail to carry out their engagements.

This, then, is an idea which arises out of our discussions, but in regard to which our own

thoughts should be clarified. We all agree as to the aim. That is something. We do not perhaps

agree--almost certainly we do not agree-on the means, regarding which there are two great
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schools of thought. One is in favour of abolishing certain arms; the other, to which France
belongs, recommends that these arms should be placed at the disposal of the international
authority which would alone be able, in the event of aggression, to intervene on behalf of the
State attacked.

Before I explain further, will you allow me to dwell for a moment on the idea which is
at the heart of our discussions ?

I have read carefully the documents with which the Secretariat has kindly supplied us
from day to day, and, in regard to an idea which in essence seems simple I perceived two things:
in defining it we have all used very different words. Having noted the diversity of terms,
I wondered whther it did not arise from some imprecision of idea. I hope you will forgive
me for this indiscreet inference.

Reference has been made to aggressive arms, defensive arms, arms without which war
would be impossible, arms for sudden attack, essentially offensive arms, the most powerful
arms, the most modern offensive arms, the most cruel arms, the arms most dangerous to civil
populations, the most costly arms, and so on. There, you will agree, you have a great variety
of definitions.

If you consider what these words cover, you will reach this conclusion-I at least reached
it-that those who made these proposals were-how natural that they should be-somewhat
hesitant, undecided as to the direction they should take. An effort has been made on all sides,
and in all good faith, to explain the features by reason of which an arm should be abolished.
In many proposals it was felt that the chief point was their offensive character, many of the
important shades of meaning of which term have still to be defined. Other proposals dwelt
rather on the powerfulnes, the increasing technicality, the qualityo, reand the consequent high
cost of certain arms. In other proposals, what seems to have attracted special notice is the
cruelty of particular arms, as regards either combatants or civilian populations.

It must be recognised that all this is very difficult to define.
May I remind you that the Preparatory Commission, whose conscientious work and

impeccable technique we have occasion every day, in referring to its proceedings, to appreciate,
was only able to register, after several months' study, a unanimous technical expert opinion
which can be summarised as follows : The only way to discover whether arms are intended
for purely defensive purposes or are held in a spirit of aggression is in all cases to enquire into
the intentions of the country concerned.

What does that mean if not that the experts have unanimously recognised that, apart
from fixed arms, such as fortifications, all armaments can be used for the offensive ? Such is
the experts' opinion. Being here as the representatives of Governments, we might not accept
this view, and we can go further than the experts. All the same, it is right to remind you of it.

Here I would ask your permission to analyse the two ideas, " aggression " and
"offensive " " Aggression " is a political idea; offensive " is a method of using arms.
That is a fundamental distinction. It is difficult, I grant you, to conceive of an aggression
which did not involve an offensive, but it is absolutely impossible, when one is attacked, to
defend oneself effectively without being obliged, at a given moment, to pass to a counter-
offensive and to employ, in self-defence, the technical means of the offensive.

In the absence of such means, what would happen ? The aggressor would necessarily
have the advantage, and, having taken the initiative in invading a neighbouring country and
entrenching himself, he would be definitely established there, so that the country attacked
would be unable to make use of the means of counter-attack. That is the first aspect of the
question.

I realise that one objection will be made. I shall be told : The countries which are afraid
of such an attack have only to set up a continuous network of fortifications, wire fences, and
so on, and to occupy those fortifications. If the aggressor country has neither heavy cannon,
nor tanks, nor offensive arms, the country attacked is in no danger. It is in no danger, except
of ruin. For to construct such costly fortifications along the whole of its frontiers and constantly
to occupy them would represent enormous expenditure on material and effectives. We are
not here to organise such expenditure.

The force of these objections has been perceived. A conscientious and honest attempt
has been made to deal withn them in the ext of many proposals. An effort has been made
to explain that not so much aggressive arms as the most offensive arms have been contemplated.
The term " the arms most necessary for aggression " has also been employed, and I admit
frankly that there are arms which serve rather for the offensive than for the defensive, but
almost always thes ae are differences of degree.

The question which the French delegation asked before drawing up its proposal, which,
as I have said, represents many years' work and preparation, is whether the satisfactory
solution for the purpose we have in common consists in depriving both the aggressor and the
defender of the arms in question, and thus run the risk of playing into the hands of the aggressor
or whether, on the other hand, it would not be better to take measures to safeguard the State
attacked and to increase instead of reducing the power of the defence. In putting this question,
I raise the main problem with which the French Government has been faced for four years,
and to which it has given the reply with which you are familiar. We still adhere to that reply,
which we shall frequently have occasion during the discussions to support and defend.

I recognise that the powerfulness, quality, technical perfection of the means must be
taken into consideration. That is important, and it meets the two-fold aim of our Conference.
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financial burden of the various countries. The most powerful armaments are always the most
expensive; consequently, at a time when national budgets are all somewhat inflated, it is
important to abolish the most powerful and most expensive armaments. It will be important,
in this respect, to consider budgetary limitation.

The cruelty of armaments must also be borne in mind. With regard to the combatants,
it is very difficult to decide what arms are the most cruel, but there are also the civil populations,
and the most cruel arms from the aspect of civil populations must be abolished. That is the
object of Chapter III of our proposals.

What is the conclusion of all this ? After this rapid survey of the subject, I reach two
conclusions. The first is that the armaments in respect of which it seems most legitimate
and desirable to take special measures are not those which might, at first sight, seem to be
specifically offensive or aggressive, but the most powerful armaments, the most perfect, the
most capable of permitting rapid and decisive action, and at the same time-this is nearly
always the case-the most dangerous to civil populations.

My second conclusion is that, putting aside chemical and bacteriological arms, which
I think we all agree should be absolutely prohibited, the armaments we have to consider are
those which, while making possible rapid and powerful aggression, may also, at a given
moment, if that aggression is successful, be indispensable to the defence.

That is why the problem is so difficult. It is essentially complicated, and I believe that,
instead of confining ourselves to putting forward justifiable desires and turning them into
rules acceptable to everybody, we should go into the substance of 'the question, call things
by their real names, see what is possible and what is not possible, see whether what in one
sense is excellent may not, in the converse sense, become extremely disquieting.

I must repeat what I said yesterday in my short speech. If in 1932 we set out to regulate
war, we are returning to the same point as that at which the Powers found themselves at
The Hague in 1897. The regulation of war was the basis of two conferences held at The Hague
before the war. Events have proved the inefficacy of this regulation.

At that time, it was hardly possible to do anything else. But to-day circumstances have
changed. Since I9I 9 , the League of Nations has been set up, and my reply to anyone who
proposes to regulate war is: How are you going to use the League of Nations for that ? Are
you sure you are right when you propose to regulate war apart from it and outside it ?

Moreover, for other reasons, regulation leaves me sceptical. Of course, if it is a question
of arms which cannot easily be hidden and which require a long time to construct-battleships,
for example-there is no objection ; there is no risk of deception. But for all other arms we
know very well that there is a risk. We know very well that all arms can be hidden.

But there is something more. All the Powers represented here are signatories of the Pact
of Paris. That Pact constitutes a general undertaking to renounce war as an instrument of
national policy. You claim, then, that a State which is guilty of this terrible breach which,
by resorting to war as an instrument of national policy has torn up the Pact of Paris, may be
hampered by the subsidiary prohibition of cannon of a particular calibre, or aircraft of a
particular tonnage ? No; you cannot say that seriously. If a State is capable of violating
the fundamental undertaking, there is all the more likelihood that it would violate the secondary
undertaking, and, then, where is the guarantee ?

With regard to regulation, I pointed out yesterday that supervision is essential, perhaps
not always effective, but still indispensable. The French delegation has also included sanctions
in its proposals, in that it has suggested that the violation of the rules laid down should auto-
matically qualify the State guilty of such a violation as the aggressor, and automatically
bring into action the forces allocated to the international authority. France alone has proposed
that.

These are two provisions which I venture to suggest to you, and to which the French
delegation will return when we discuss the articles.

You will tell me that I am making things easy for myself and that for some minutes I
have been speaking of the regulation of the use of arms, whereas the proposals submitted
to us yesterday were not proposals for the regulation of the use of arms but for the abolition
pure and simple of certain arms.

I come now to this second formula. I referred briefly to the first, in order to remind you
of 1897, and also because some of the arguments which I consider valid against the first
formula appear to me to be valid also in respect of the second.

We can, of course, conceive of an international agreement involving the suppression
of certain arms if we are sure that it will be observed, but I should like someone to prove
to me that it would be impossible to manufacture in secret certain types of cannon and aircraft.
Here arises the question of supervision, the question of sanctions, as I have already said.

I would add that there is one essential principle, at any rate for France and a certain
number of other countries--the interdependence of armaments. It is quite impossible to
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conceive of applying abolition either to land armaments only, naval armaments only or air
armaments only.

If it is desired logically to follow this method, which, I repeat, was brought into relief in our
discussions during the first two months of the Conference and with which we were the first
to associate ourselves, the rule must be applied to all. All armaments are necessary to the
same extent. The same action must be taken with regard to all.

But, when they are abolished, shall we have achieved our aim ? After the sceptical speech
we have just heard from the head of the Soviet delegation, it seems to me that, I do not say
scepticism, but an interrogative reminder is to the point.

At one time, owing to budgetary, military and technical circumstances, there was not
one single battleship of heavy tonnage, not one submarine, no military aircraft, no tanks,
no heavy long-range artillery. We were in precisely that position which inspires some of our
colleagues, and some of the most eminent, with a hope of security. But the year in which the
world was in that position was I905. Do those of us who were alive then remember it as a time
when a feeling of security in European countries was either general or justified ?

That is my first observation. The second is that the abolition of certain material-that
indicated yesterday by the United States delegation and confirmed by the delegation of the
United Kingdom and which doubtless M. Grandi will shortly mention, judging by General
Cavallero's announcement yesterday is, I say, that the abolition of this material, if it merely
leads to the disappearance of certain arms, will perhaps not end the competition in armaments
from the technical and budgetary aspects, and that the chief danger will in no sense be removed.

Let us look at the question a little closer. If there is no organisation of peace, of mutual
assistance and of effective sanctions, all States will, on various grounds, be entitled to demand
the maximum efficiency from the arms still allowed them. There will be competition below
a certain scale. It will not be stopped.

Suppose, for instance, the maximum calibre of field guns is fixed at I05 mm.; everybody
will want to have o05 mm, guns, and there will be more than that. We shall find that the
engineers who, unfortunately, are not our allies in our work of limiting armaments, but who
are always striving to obtain more powerful means of destruction for a smaller expenditure
of money, will cause us some unpleasant surprises.

We have all heard mention-and I fully appreciate the skill of German engineering-
of what is called the pocket battleship. Do you suppose that the engineers will forbid themselves
to devise, after the pocket battleship, the pocket siege-gun or the pocket aeroplane ? Of course
they will not.

We shall have substitutes ; you may be sure of it. As soon as n you have fixed the maximum
limit, you will find that the genius of the engineers is let loose below that limit, and, when
the engineers get busy and compete, they always achieve a result.

Moreover, it is not only in the matter of arms that you will see this occurring. Suppose you
were to apply similar prohibitions in the sphere of effectives. You will see the development
of formations organised on a military basis, police forces, associations. Take the realm of
naval affairs. Certain big cruisers will perhaps be abolished, but we shall see liners, built
for the purpose, rapidly converted into powerful auxiliary cruisers. I will not even mention
aeroplanes, for everyone knows that commercial planes can very promptly be converted
into military planes.

Mention was made yesterday of tanks. The United States delegation referred to tanks in
general, while the delegation of the United Kingdom alluded only to heavy tanks. Do you
imagine that it will be difficult, whenever we want to do so, to improvise tanks from the
agricultural tractors we all possess and which we are all busy developing ?

All this amounts to one thing-namely, that the abolition of certain arms is desirable,
but that we still have to see how they must be abolished. There are certain ways of abolishing
them which would not remove the danger we are all determined to combat. That is the first
object of my observations.

I would only add to the technical considerations, into which I have ventured, a political
and moral consideration. From the standpoint of the organisation of peace, which is the
object of the League Covenant-to achieve which the reduction and limitation of armaments
is only a means-from the standpoint, I say, of the organisation of peace, do you consider
that it is very politic or moral to conceive a system which will indiscriminately deprive of the
most powerful arms a possible aggressor and a country which may be forced to defend itself
from its aggression, and also the international power set up to prevent and arrest war ? That
is the great question.

We are here at the crux of the problem. Abolitions in the form in which they
were suggested yesterday can afford no answer to the question I have put.. They all give rise
to that factitious, and I will even say immoral, equality between the attacker, the defender
and the collective institution which is entrusted with the prevention of attack or its repulsion.
Every arm can be employed offensively or defensively in turn. That is the fact to which
we always come back. If we wish to get the better of this situation, there is a means.
We French have found only one means. That means is to try to prevent war in all cases, and
to that end to endow the international power with more powerful arms than those of other
Powers. That is the very essence of the French proposal, which aims both at prevention and
abolition. Providing, as it does, for an effectively guaranteed means, and loyal as it is to the
spirit of the Covenant, this proposal, which we shall develop in full detail in our subseqluent
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discussions, needed, I think, to be brought to your minds as providing a concrete reply to
a problem which the other solutions recommended yesterday unfortunately leave unanswered.

And now I am going to be guilty of supreme imprudence, for which I apologise. I propose
to consider one by one the different materials to which the solutions proposed yesterday and
that recommended by the French delegation, can be applied. There is, as I have already stated,
no better means of discerning the truth than to call things by their names, and to separate
them from one another.

Let me take first capital ships. I have noticed that they did not appear in the proposal
for abolition submitted by our friend Mr. Gibson, and that the delegation of the United
Kingdom has not, in this matter, suggested an amendment which would extend the American
proposal. It is, indeed, an embarrassing matter. What is a battleship ? Is it a fundamentally
offensive arm ? Is it a fundamentally defensive arm ? Or is it not possibly both at the same
time ? Prima facie, we might be inclined to think that it was rather the battle-cruiser which
was an offensive weapon. Nevertheless-and the essentially naval Powers can correct me if
I am wrong-it is impossible to imagine the defensive engagement of a fleet without its being
at some time forced to rely on these capital ships. From this standpoint, the capital ship
becomes a weapon of defence.

What are you going to do with them ? Abolish them ? You will thus deprive a certain
number of Powers of a legitimate weapon of defence. Will you keep them ? You will maintain
the most powerful arm of offence from the artillery point of view. The French proposal that
these big units should be placed at the disposal of the League affords an outlet from the
preoccupation of which I have indicated the cause.

I will now turn to submarines. We have discussed them at many conferences. That
proves that on this point, too, it has not been easy to find an answer. That must be admitted
frankly. We are faced with a very complex problem, and I think that we should do well to
grapple with it a little closer. Some of our friends consider the submarine an offensive weapon;
but, in its capacity as such, Article 22 of the Treaty of London concluded two years ago-
and which might be generalised and endowed with sanctions-regulated the use of submarines
which have no more rights than surface vessels. For certain countries with modest resources
the submarine is unquestionably a defensive weapon. Are we going to abolish them ? Are
we going to keep them ? Whether we abolish or keep them, are we not likely to prejudice
unfairly one or another category of Powers ? The problem is the same as for battleships.
The difficulty is no less.

For long-range heavy artillery the solution appears, at first sight, easier. It is a weapon
difficult to handle. At first sight, it may appear to be an offensive weapon, but I can cite
you a country which I am well qualified to know, because it is my own, which, in a defensive
war, was forced to transport its naval guns on locomotives in order to use them on land.
In that case, long-range heavy artillery was an instrument of defence.

Heavy field artillery of Ioo to 240 mm. in calibre is necessary for defence. The entire
history of the last war proved that. It cannot be isolated. That is why, in the French scheme,
when, in regard to long-range artillery, capital ships, big planes, big submarines we say " placed
organically at the disposal of the League ", we do not say so for the other weapons. We
say that they will accompany the units and effectives from which they are inseparable.
They will form part of the national contingents placed by each country in the League's service
for the constitution of the international force.

Here, again, our solution is, I think, acceptable and fair to everyone.

I come next to tanks. What is a tank ? It is, in the last analysis, either a field gun or
a machine-gun. No one proposes to abolish these field guns and machine-guns, which in the
case of a tank are differentiated from the rest only by the fact that the tank is armoured.
A tank is a weapon which accompanies the infantry. Is it to be abolished or kept ? How are
we to decide ? The only way is to consider that they form organically part of the units which,
under the French proposals, each country can place at the League's disposal.

I might continue my argument and deal with bombing aircraft. We propose that the
larger planes should be placed organically at the League's disposal, that medium-sized planes
should be placed at its disposal in advance, and that the small planes should be kept to
accompany the units which under Chapter III of the French proposals might form part of
the international force and be placed under the orders of the League.

Consequently, whether considering capital ships, submarines, heavy artillery, tanks
or planes, when envisaging the system of abolition, you are obliged to ask yourself questions
the diversity of the replies to which prove the difficulty of solving them.

By our double system, under which powerful weapons would be placed organically at the
League's service and medium-sized weapons placed under certain circumstances at its service
within the cadre of the national forces, we consider we have given a reply to these questions,
and that is why, having the same object in view as you all, we think that the system we present
to you is better thought out and more effective than the system of abolition pure and simple
which was recommended yesterday.
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Let me sum up. We accept, of course, the idea which we were the first in time to submit
to the Conference-namely, on February 5th last. We entirely agree to the attempt to humanise
or regulate war, but on the condition which it is the French delegation's duty to enunciate,
namely, that on the pretext that we are humanising or regulating war we do not omit to organise
peace. For, after all, we are here first and foremost to organise peace. The crusade against
armaments, reduction, and limitation are only methods prescribed by the Covenant for the
purpose of attaining the goal-the organisation of peace.

My second conclusion is that we must never forget that weare gathered here at the order
of the League. We are its delegates. Those delegates of Powers which do not belong to it but
who joined us on the Preparatory Commission know that at the outset we proposed, with a
view to the organisation and practical application of mutual assistance, an international power,
to be defined and established, which would make it possible for them to continue to afford us
in our work that co-operation which in this and in other matters has always been so invaluable
to us.

We are anxious to minimise as far as possible the chances of a war by confronting aggression
of any kind with the menace of joint action as laid down in Article 8 of the Covenant and the
articles which follow it.

We desire to reduce the burden of armaments, to limit the competition in armaments
between various States, and as all armaments, or almost all, serve a double purpose, as almost
all can be used both for offensive and defensive purposes, we do not wish to deprive of them
the aggressor, the defender and the international power alike. We wish to deprive of them only
the aggressor and to leave the advantage of them to a State on the defensive or to the inter-
national power which is the protector of the weak.

That is our position. You know it already, but as our colleague, M. Litvinoff, has said,
we sometimes have inevitably to repeat ourselves in this discussion. So much the better if by
repeating the right ideas we can make them sink deeper into the brains of the peoples we
represent.

France believes that her solution provides a better method than that recommended
yesterday. We are anxious, as you are, for the abolition of certain arms. To abolish them
we wish to place them at the disposal of the international power. In that way we are sure,
first, of being able to supervise their use; secondly, to apply the sanctions, and, lastly, that
force is in the hands of the law. Our object is to pave the way for the reign of international
law.

In making this proposal, we keep within the Covenant, and we continue along
those lines. If within each of our countries we know, some because they have the
advantage thereof and others because they enjoy its advantages to a less degree,
the enormous value to a country of continuous and stable government, you may rest
assured that these two virtues, stability and continuity, are even more valuable in
the international effort that was begun in I9I 9 and which we are here to serve.

The Covenant requires that we should turn our eyes to the future; but, if we wish to
build up the future on firm foundations, let us rely on the Covenant and let us not allow the
peoples to believe that, after thirteen years' work, after thirteen years' preparation, our
crowning effort is to be the adoption, if not in principle at least in effect, of improvised solutions
which have not once been considered in thirteen years.

Let us keep to the Covenant, to the principles consistently reaffirmed by the Assemblies,
the commissions and the committees since 19I9 . Let us keep to that foundation and build
on it that temple of the peace of the nations which we are all anxious to make as high as possible.
In order that that temple may be a noble one, let us give it the durable foundations essential
to its permanence.

TENTH MEETING

Held on Wednesday, April I3th, I932, at io a.m.

President: The Right Honourable A. HENDERSON.

21. DISCUSSION OF THE GENERAL PRINCIPLES RAISED BY ARTICLE I OF THE DRAFT

CONVENTION (Continuation).

M. GRANDI (Italy) recalled that, in response to the desire expressed by the President at the
meeting on March I6th, the Italian delegation had already sent the Secretariat an explanatory
memorandum containing the proposals for the qualitative limitation of armaments presented
on behalf of his Government during the general discussion. The memorandum had been
distributed to the delegations (document Conf.D.Io6).
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He would, accordingly, confine himself to stating a few considerations with regard to
the criteria on which the Italian proposal was based and the methods which, in the Italian
delegation's opinion, would make it possible to put it into practice.

His task was greatly facilitated by the very important discussions which had taken
place during the last two days and more especially by a statement of Mr. Gibson, who
had advanced in favour of the thesis of qualitative limitation certain ideas and conceptions
which M. Grandi endorsed.

In his speech last February, 1 and in the various documents which the Italian delegation
had communicated to the Conference, special emphasis had been laid on the fact that the
Italian proposals for qualitative limitation formed an organoric plan, the basic object of which
was not the abolition pure and simple of a few unduly expensive or powerful weapons, but the
simultaneous and complete abolition of all arms which determined in a particular manner
the " aggressive capacity of a State. He desired to call attention once again to this conception,
since, in his opinion, it was that most directly and most closely in accord with the ideal and
practical considerations which had resulted in the convening of the Conference.

Qualitative limitation might be conceived either as a means of making war less costly
and less inhuman, or as a means of making it more difficult and more hazardous. The effect
of abolishing a few of the more costly weapons would obviously be an appreciable reduction
in the military expenditure by which State budgets were at present burdened, and, as the
arms in question were also the most murderous, there would perhaps be a further result,
what had been called by the more or less appropriate expression the " humanisation of war
These considerations were of only relative value in the present circumstances, since the
financial situation of the countries might change and the world war had shown that, in the
heat and peril of the fight, the peoples clutched desperately at every and any weapon.

To deprive land armies, fleets and air forces of their most powerful arms was to make
international aggression more difficult, more hazardous and moe uncertain. These were the
ideas on which the Italian proposals were based. M. Grandi would not deal for the moment
with the theoretical question of the relations between armaments and potential war strength,
but would confine himself to a few empirical considerations. A country which was making
preparations for aggression must be able, within a very short time, to concentrate powerful
arms, with a wide radius of action, on a given sector of the enemy front, the principal object
being to break down the defences and open a way for the attacking troops.

The world war had shown that it was very difficult to carry out a offensive against
an enemy which was strongly entrenched and protected by obstacles of every kind, without
using weapons which were capable of seriously undermining systems of defence and causing
grave demoralisation in the enemy army and even in the civil population.

It was in view of these facts that the Treaties of Peace had abolished all arms of an
aggressive character indiscriminately, and Part V of the Treaties was based on that abolition.
To eliminate such arms from the theatre of war was to deprive the offensive of its best
prospects of success and to increase the defender's effective capacity for defence.

To deprive a State of all its offensive military armaments, even if that State possessed
a more or less marked superiority over its neighbours as regarded potential war strength,
was to take from it its initial advantage, which enabled it to use its warlike armaments
for a sudden and aggressive action. What State would blindly embark upon aggressive
operations if it could rely only on arms which it still had to manufacture, whereas its attack
would probably come to grief against the defence system of the invaded country? The
great advantage of the abolition of the most powerful arms for the purposes of the maintenance
of peace was that it would not only radically reduce the States' capacity for aggression, but
would also enhance the value of their defence systems. Whatever the form given to the League's
intervention with the object of arresting a conflict, reliance must always be placed on the
capacity of the invaded country to defend itself, since there must always be a certain interval
of time during which the State awaiting help would have to depend on itself for resistance.
It could not do so if it had to cope with armaments which, quite apart from the question
of quantity, were qualitatively superior to its own.

Armaments must be dealt with, not only quantitatively, but qualitatively as well, and
M. Grandi would even say that qualitative considerations came first and quantitative second.
It was this principle that had guided the Italian delegation in the proposal it had submitted
to the effect that the abolition of aggressive armaments should be considered from the organic
standpoint of the interdependence of armaments. It had taken as a basis the fact that each
class of armaments taken alone had a certain value for a sudden and violent attack, but it
was the capacity of such arms to support and combine with one another that raised a country's
capacity for aggression to its maximum limit. Aggressive arms constituted a unit, and this
unit must be entirely broken up. Partial destruction would be useless and practically
meaningless. It would be futile to abolish heavy artillery and to authorise bombing-
planes, since the latter could replace the former, whilst it was manifest, for instance, that the
abolition of aircraft-carriers was necessarily bound up with that of bombing-planes.

1 See records of the sixth plenary meeting of the Conference.
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It was for these reasons that the Italian delegation had submitted its proposals for the
abolition of heavy artillery, tanks, bombing-planes, capital ships, submarines, aircraft carriers
and the chemical and bacteriological weapons.

In his brilliant speech the day before, M. Tardieu had offered many valuable observations,
among them the remark that it was extremely difficult to draw a hard and fast line between
offensive arms and defensive arms. M. Grandi agreed with him that, theoretically, such a
distinction might be-very difficult to make, and that an academic discussion on that point
would lead to no real result. No one, he thought, wished to embark upon a discussion of that
kind. What was necessary was to solve a practical problem in the light of experience
and common sense. Common sense suggested that the arms which were at one and
the same time the most powerful, the most deadly, the most mobile and which had
the widest range of action were those which were particularly suited for offensive
operations. As for experience, that derived from the world war was too recent for
the nations to have forgotten it.

They must at all events remember that to that experience were due the precise and
concrete considerations which had served as a guide in the drawing up of Part V of the Peace
Treaties. As M. Grandi had already said at the beginning of the Conference, it was these
stipulations in the Peace Treaties that the Italian delegation had had in mind in formulating its
proposals for qualitative limitation. It had consequently taken into account the fact that there
was already in existence an agreement whereby certain arms could be regarded as being
particularly suited to purposes of aggression. Nor had it overlooked the fact that, in the
French memorandum of February 5th, there was an enumeration of the weapons of war
which it was proposed to detach from the independent national systems of defence and place
in the service of the League. With the sole exception of tanks, the weapons mentioned in
the FIrench memorandum as the most offensive were identical to those which the Italian
delegation had proposed to abolish. This distinction, therefore, which appeared so difficult
in theory, was quite feasible in practice and had in actual fact already been established.

It had further been pointed out that, unfortunately, an international agreement concerning
qualitative limitation might easily be infringed, since it would always be possible to
manufacture in secret some, at any rate, of the forbidden weapons; but even if that were
true, would it be right to shirk an engagement merely because it might be infringed by bad
faith ? If the Conference were to set out with doubts as to good faith, it would be forced to
abandon a priori all hope of attaining any result whatever. It had been said that a State
which was ready to violate the solemn clauses of the Pact of Paris might a fortiori violate
its commitments in regard to qualitative limitation. But in that case, if such a possibility
were to be admitted, it must also be admitted that such a State would be prepared to violate
any kind of engagement, including that by which it placed its arms at the League's disposal.
It would, indeed, always be easier for a State to break its promise to place its arms at the
service of the common cause than to manufacture them in secret after they had been
abolished. If the Conference were to start from the assumption of bad faith, the entire
structure of security and peace would be shattered, and with it would be destroyed that
mutual confidence which was at the basis, not only of international co-operation, but of the
community of nations itself.

In its memorandum, the Italian delegation had explained in full detail its ideas as to the
technical methods of qualitative limitation. It had given in the memorandum a complete
outline of undertakings for the scrapping and non-renewal of such arms as would be abolished.
He desired to draw attention more particularly to two points in the memorandum and to add a
few details. He referred to those concerning the measures regarding civil aviation and the methods
to be adopted for the scrapping, by instalments, of material which it was agreed to abolish.

He thought that all the delegates were agreed on the first question - namely, that it was
impossible to abolish bombing-planes without introducing effective regulations for the
development of civil aviation and without taking its possibilities into account.

The progress of civil aviation, its characteristic features and means of action, so closely
resembled those of military aviation that any restrictive measure governing the latter would
be ineffective unless the necessary precautions were taken in regard to civil aviation, in
order to prevent its use for military purposes. The Italian delegation had sought to devise
safeguards in the form of a system which, without handicapping the natural development of
a peaceful means of communication, would nevertheless allow of vigilant and effective control.
That system naturally tended to crystallise and amplify the provisions in Articles 28 and 37
of the draft Convention.

The Italian delegation had determined, in close relation with the foregoing observations,
the rules governing the abolition of bombing-planes; those rules were based on the principle that
abolition itself must depend on the fact that it was absolutely indispensable to prevent any
type of machine from being capable of damage beyond a radius of x kilometres, calculated
so as to rule out any possibility of injury even to centres near the frontier. The
Italian delegation had already carried out the preliminary technical studies in this
connection and would communicate them to the Air Commission.

There could be only two methods for the scrapping of material: immediate scrapping, or
scrapping by instalments. Immediate scrapping, although the more desirable method, might
nevertheless present certain drawbacks which the Italian delegation had not overlooked,
and, to avoid them, it was prepared to accept the system of scrapping by instalments and
at specified intervals, by methods appropriate to the special requirements of the various
categories of armaments.
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The Italian proposals in this connection might be summarised as follows:

Artillery. - All guns (together with the necessary material and ammunition) to be

divided into three groups of like numerical value, the division to be made by beginning
with the higher calibres and proceeding gradually to the lower calibres.

Tanks. All tanks (the original material and spare parts) to be divided into three

groups of like numerical value, the division to be made by beginning with the heavier
tanks and proceeding gradually to the lighter tanks.

Capital Ships, Aircraft Carriers and Submarines. - Each country, before December

3Ist of each year, to have disarmed, disposed of and scrapped a percentage of the total

tonnage existing in each of the categories at the time of the coming into force of the

Convention, in accordance with the number of years fixed for completing the scrapping
of the said tonnage.

Bombing-Planes. - To be abolished by imposing on the various countries a reduction

percentage of their air power and requiring them to arrive at fixed limits within a specified
number of years.

Chemical and Bacteriological Weapons. - To be destroyed immediately.

Such were the proposals which the Italian delegation submitted. Italy had been led to study

a system of progressive abolition of aggressive arms instead of their immediate destruction,

pure and simple, because it had been forced to recognise that the weapons of war formed part

of a complex organic whole which could not be upset from one day to another, but which must
be readjusted slowly. Further, much of the material which Italy proposed to abolish had a

short existence, and the undertaking to scrap it was practically tantamount, in many cases,

to an undertaking not to replace it. These ideas could, the Italian delegation thought, secure

the adherence to the Italian view of those States which had difficulty in scrapping such
valuable material abruptly.

Qualitative limitation was of course only one of the methods which might be followed

to achieve the reduction of armaments. It was plain that it must be completed by other
measures.

He thought that all delegations would agree with what M. Litvinoff had said on the

previous day-namely, that the Conference's object was the reduction and not merely the

limitation of armaments. In referring to reduction, M. Grandi naturally meant that the existing
armaments must be cut down until they were reduced to the lowest limits.

If he had dwelt on the abolition of the arms of offence, it was because he was convinced

that that step was capable of producing very valuable results immediately.

(I) It would strengthen the national capacity for defence and security;

(2) It would make aggression more difficult and more hazardous;

(3) It would result in a situation more favourable to the effective application of the

League Covenant and the Pact of Paris;

(4) It would create the best conditions for achieving an effective reduction of

armaments to the lowest limits.

Such, in a few words, were Italy's views as to the way in which it would be possible to

accomplish the first stage in the difficult path before the Conference. It was only a stage,

but its accomplishment would mean that the Conference could make a definite advance

towards the final result awaited by the world.

M. DE MACEDO SOARES (Brazil) said that the United States delegation, echoing as it

were its own words spoken at the Commission's last meeting before the recess, had, immediately

on the resumption of the proceedings, submitted concrete proposals based on opinions which

had been repeatedly expressed during the general discussion.

Mr. Gibson had begun with the problem of land forces, but had reserved his right to submit,

in due course, fresh proposals concerning the other two main categories of arms.

His proposal unquestionably dealt with qualitative limitation, as Sir John Simon had

observed. Certain arms of offence, the abolition of which would be warmly welcomed by

public opinion everywhere, were not mentioned in the proposal, as M. Motta had pointed out.

It was possible, however, to agree that there were sound reasons for simplifying the problem

in that way. The great naval Powers had already achieved real progress in the reduction

and limitation of naval armaments, and the other countries with smaller naval forces had

the prospect of accomplishing more complete results at the present Conference.

No progress, however, had as yet been made in the sphere of land armaments, which were

so far not limited by any treaty. If the agreement which it had been possible to reach as to
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naval armaments could be achieved at once, and on the same scale, for land armaments, there
would be every hope of real success in solving the problems still confronting the Conference.

In view of the divergency of opinions expressed at the Conference, the Brazilian delegate
thought that the American proposal was the simplest means of approaching the solution of
the problem.

The method recommended by the United States delegation tended to establish inter-
national confidence and, consequently, security, by abolishing certain weapons which were
particularly suited for the purpose of strengthening offensive operations. True, it was not
easy to define a weapon of aggression, and it was still more difficult to define, from the military
standpoint, at what time a weapon of defence became one of offence. But it was also true-
and events had shown it and public opinion had entirely realised it-that the armaments
mentioned in the American proposal were those which had a particularly aggressive character.

The American method, applied to each of the main categories of arms-land, naval and
air-would reduce the weapons of offence to a capacity below that of the weapons of defence,
which, in the case of war, would thereby have better prospects of victory. A feeling of security,
therefore, would be the outcome of the certainty that defensive weapons were superior to the
weapons of attack.

This method of solving the grave problem of the reduction and limitation of armaments
was fundamentally based on the certainty that it would be an efficacious method to scrap certain
armaments, the possession of which had a profound psychological influence.

The American method, which, starting at the circumference, went to the centre, might
be defined as a method leading to security by the elimination of the causes of distrust created
by the existence of particularly aggressive weapons. It had the advantage of facilitating the
Conference's work by enabling the many delegations gathered at Geneva to make up their
minds without difficulty on each aspect of the problem.

Once the proposals which, like that of the United States, had in view immediate reductions
and limitations in each of the three main categories of arms had been adopted, the Conference
would be in a position, when it came to discuss the French proposals, to decide on the political
and legal solutions of the problem and so finally establish a draft Convention which would
represent the concrete result of the Conference's work.

For the various reasons and considerations explained above, the Brazilian delegation
entirely concurred in the proposal submitted by the United States delegation.

Tevfik RUsTu Bey (Turkey) said that his delegation had placed on the table of the
Conference a memorandum (document Conf.D.II3) explaining the proposal for the reduction
and equalisation of armaments which it had submitted to the Conference. The explanations
contained in the memorandum were, he thought, sufficiently clear, and there was no need
for him to deal in detail with the application of the system of reduction proposed by Turkey.

He wished merely to define the fundamental idea underlying the proposal and
to demonstrate that his Government had invariably followed a policy in complete harmony
with the principles it recommended with regard to disarmament.

The system of equalisation could not give its full results or be effective in practice unless
the Pact of Paris was strictly observed in its spirit, as clearly defined in the letters
exchanged between its two distinguished authors and communicated to all the signatory
States.

As he had explained in his speech last February, 1 and as had been admirably brought out
by M. Litvinoff in his comments on the Turkish suggestion at the previous meeting, the
prohibition of alliances was a logical and inevitable outcome of the very character of the
Turkish proposal. Only a policy of peace and neutrality pursued with loyalty and sincerity
by all countries could assure security and bring about moral disarmament, inseparable in its
effects from the material conditions of real and effective disarmament. It would, he thought,
be by no means a waste of time to explain briefly the objective factors on which the Turkish
proposal was based.

As the delegates were aware, Turkey had signed at Lausanne a treaty ensuring freedom
of navigation through the Straits for the vessels of all countries and imposing a system of
demilitarisation on certain frontier zones and other Turkish territories.

Furthermore, Turkey had concluded, with the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and with
Persia, Italy, Greece, Bulgaria, Hungary, France and Spain, pacts which varied in scope
between strict neutrality in war and abstention from combinations of all kinds and which were
conceived in accordance with a right understanding of the spirit of the Pact of Paris,
to which Turkey had been one of the first to accede. Turkey was loyal to all these international
undertakings, as indeed to all those to which her delegates had affixed their signature. Was
it necessary to add that she, like other countries, had signed treaties of arbitration and
conciliation with the majority of the States ?

In order to understand the young Turkish Republic, account must be taken of her military
situation, of the agreements for neutrality and peace which she had concluded, and of her
geographical position.

As Turkish Minister for Foreign Affairs, he could solemnly declare before the Conference,
and through it to the entire world, that, outside the acts, treaties, and agreements published
and known to all, Turkey had undertaken no secret commitment of any kind whatever.

1 See records of the tenth plenary meeting of the Conference..
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HIe had thus explained the general outline of Turkish policy, which he believed was entirely
in accord with the ideal of peace and general understanding. If he was not misunderstood,
and if Turkey's policy, as he had just described it, was in conformity with the League spirit,
he could give an assurance that the Turkish Republic would have no difficulty in joining the
common cause.

In making the above observations, Tevfik Rustu Bey had, he thought, replied to the
kindly invitation which M. de Madariaga, delegate of the Spanish Republic, had made a month
ago, and in which the Turkish delegate had noticed a sincere and cordial personal allusion
to a very friendly conversation which he had had with the Spanish representative the day
before the latter had delivered his speech. He thought, too, that what he had said was
sufficiently explicit and constituted a reply to the very friendly words, shot through with
subtle distinctions, which M. Tardieu had uttered at earlier meetings.

On returning recently to Ankara from Geneva, he had explained in detail, to the qualified
representatives of the Turkish people, how much he had been impressed by the keen desire
shown in all parts of the world for the effective -abolition of war by means of general
disarmament.

Turkey, like other countries, was in the throes of an economic and financial crisis. The
budgetary retrenchments which had been found necessary had, thanks to the feeling
of reassurance which had spread from Geneva, been largely carried out at the expense of the
national defence budget, which had been further reduced by one-third, over and above the
previous reductions to which he had referred in his speech two months previously.

A nation that was resolved to live would always, and notwithstanding every obstacle,
find the means of defending itself against an unjustified attack on the part of an aggressor.
What was wanted was to diminish, and even remove altogether, the inclination and the
capacity of States to commit aggression. The Turkish nation, which through many centuries
had, like many other peoples, often had to give proof of its vitality and its unshakable
will to defend its existence, felt no undue misgivings as to the risk of an unheeded attack.

Everything that was calculated to enhance and strengthen security could, of course, only
be welcomed with satisfaction by all countries. Nevertheless, the security which all countries
cherished and the right of legitimate defence could not be regarded as obstacles to
the reduction of armaments and so to the improvement of the present position. Moreover, was
it not the existing position of armaments, which was the subject of present.anxieties, that
made national defence more difficult and more costly, and security less certain ?

The Turkish delegate wished next to underline the two following points, which brought
out, among other things, certain characteristic advantages of the Turkish thesis:

I. The acceptance of that thesis led automatically to the solution of all the problems
raised by the disarmament question, such as stocks, reserves, equal rights. Further, it
accomplished a progressive and continuous reduction in the capacity for aggression, and so
increased security.

2. All delegates had had opportunities of observing, both at Geneva and during their
travels across other countries, the existence of a complaint, and even a general accusation
which it was difficult to allay, with regard to the present system of manufacture of war
material. If his colleagues would study the Turkish delegation's memorandum to the General
Commission, they would see that it recommended certain radical solutions for the manufacture
of war material in the shape of the internationalisation of such manufacture, combined with
a judicious and reassuring distribution of the centres of manufacture.

During the Easter recess, every member had had an opportunity of observing once again
that, faced with the constant expansion of the world crisis, the peoples were anxiously and
impatiently awaiting concrete results from the Conference. Such results, which everyone
was sincerely anxious to achieve, could not be obtained either by resolutions which did not
lead to an effective and real reduction of armaments, or by hasty decisions which failed to
satisfy all countries alike, and would therefore not be ratified by all the participating States,
and would, in the last analysis, only engender disappointment which would be very detrimental
to the cause of disarmament. The Turkish delegation believed that its proposal, which was
based on a principle the ultimate goal of which was the equalisation of all forces by an elastic
and gradual reduction of armaments, was capable of satisfying everybody from this point of
view. Needless to say, the Turkish delegation would always be ready to give the Conference
explanations in reply to any criticisms which might be made in that connection.

Tevfik Rustu Bey wished to make a few comments on some of the proposals which had the
reduction of armaments for their direct object and which had been developed in the General
Commission. He welcomed with satisfaction the very clear and precise proposal of the leader
of the United States delegation. That proposal, submitted on the resumption of the
Commission's work, represented a real advance towards qualitative disarmament and the
abolition of instruments of aggression. He had already associated himself with the President's
proposal that the Bureau should be asked to determine the procedure to be followed for the
consideration of Mr. Gibson's proposal. He hoped that the Bureau would adopt a procedure
consonant with its importance, and thus assure its success.

The Turkish delegation warmly sympathised also with the argument advanced by M.
Litvinoff. In the speech made in February, Tevfik Rustu Bey had stated that his delegation



was prepared to accept any system of disarmament aiming at an effective reduction of
armaments and a real improvement in the existing position with regard to armed forces.

In accordance with its previous declarations, the Turkish delegation affirmed that, if
the Conference could not unanimously adopt its proposal, which, he repeated, was the most
elastic and went the furthest and which affected all categories of armaments simultaneously,
it would be prepared, for the cause of disarmament, which it was so anxious 'to promote, to
concur in the proposal for the proportional system put forward by the Soviet delegation.

In that connection, it also welcomed with sympathy the proposals as to the suppression
and modes of abolition of certain categories of weapons, which the Italian Foreign Minister
had put forward at the present meeting. Those proposals were, he thought, wider than any
other so far as the qualitative aspect of disarmament was concerned.

In conclusion, he placed on the table of the General Commission the following draft
resolution on the lines of the Turkish proposal with regard to Article I:

" The High Contracting Parties undertake to effect, on the progressive principle,
a substantial reduction in their existing armaments directed towards the equalisation
of forces as provided in the present Convention."

M. CosIo (Uruguay) observed that the United States delegation's proposal had been
extremely successful in the effect it had had on the minds of the delegates who had been anxious
to mark the resumption of the Conference's work by some positive act which would satisfy
the expectations of public opinion.

The United States delegate had said that, in the interests of simplicity and rapidity, it
would be better to examine part of the problem first with a view to dealing with the whole
matter later. His remarks had, however, naturally provoked a general discussion, as, indeed,
was shown by the speeches which had followed his proposal, in particular that of M. Tardieu,
who had stated the case in a speech the clarity, strict logic and eloquence of which redounded
to the honour of the Conference. M. Tardieu had defended his own proposal, which he regarded
as a complete and constructive formula deserving of immediate and fearless consideration.
Mr. Gibson, however, had been careful to say that his proposal for the abolition of weapons
of offence did not in any way affect any other plan devised to achieve security.

The delegates, therefore, could choose between the proposal made by M. Litvinoff,
which went too far, and the more modest proposal of Mr. Gibson, which made no very great
demands. The time had come for delegates to make up their minds. The delegation of Uruguay
had considered the French proposal with the careful attention which it merited by reason of
its paramount importance for everything connected with the organisation of peace.

The French delegation's plan might possibly cause some perplexity in many minds which
had been struck by the magnitude of the proposal for an international force, a proposal which
would profoundly change the whole aspect of the League. Such surprise was, indeed, only
natural and difficult to counteract unless the origins of the institution of Geneva were called to
mind. During the period when President Wilson's scheme was still in embryo, when public
opinion was discussing the plan that had been conceived with a view to setting up a supreme
international authority capable of preventing war, no one had imagined that an institution
of that kind could be effective unless it possessed appropriate means of coercion for ensuring
peace.

M. Cosio fully realised that the delegates would feel many misgivings in this matter. There
were many reasons why they should be influenced by pessimistic suggestions. Considerations
of a practical character were particularly embarrassing. Real and imaginary difficulties
would present themselves. The more or less measurable streak of distaste for innovation
which all men had in reserve when they wished to oppose the accomplishment of certain
things without which the world had succeeded in living so far would, perhaps, exercise strong
pressure before the French delegation's proposal could be accepted as workable.

Nevertheless, after carefully examining this serious problem, M. Cosio thought he could
affirm that the only conception capable of affording some enlightenment in the search for a
sure means of conscientiously adopting final resolutions was one defining the League as an
institution endowed with adequate means to guarantee peace.

Moreover, the spirit and letter of the Covenant must be borne in mind. The provisions
relating to the prevention of war occurred in the articles relating to compulsory arbitration.
Next came Article 16, which made provision for the extreme case, that in which a Member
of the League resorted to war in violation of his undertakings under Articles 12, 13 or 15.In that article the Members of the League agreed immediately to break off all commercial or
financial relations and to forbid all relations between their nationals and those of the Covenant-
breaking State.

Next, paragraph 2 of Article 16 prescribed military measures in the following terms:

" It shall be the duty of the Council in such case to recommend to the several
Governments concerned what effective military, naval or air force the Members of the
League shall severally contribute to the armed forces to be used to protect the Covenants
of the League."

That stipulation was completed by paragraphs 3 and 4 of the same article.
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It was easy to see that such provisions left things in a state of very dangerous

uncertainty. These military, naval or air forces which the Council might recommend to the

various Governments at the eleventh hour of the dispute afforded a somewhat vague idea of

the actual possibilities on which the League would be able, if need be, to count in the case

contemplated in Article I6.
There was a considerable difference between the power to recommend to the various

Governments concerned the several military forces to be contributed for the protection of

the Covenant of the League and the fact of the Council of the League having a specified force

effectively at its disposal at all times.
The French delegation's proposal was in fact, inspired by the spirit of the Covenant as,

indeed, was any formula which aimed at securing the loyal observance of engagements. With

an army at its disposal, the League would assume its true character, and respect for its physical

force would be the complement of its moral force. All countries would possess the reciprocal

security defined and assured in the League, and they would be able to limit and reduce their

armaments without misgiving as to the more or less warlike intentions of other States.

The Uruguayan delegation was convinced that nothing was solved by the limitation of

armaments unaccompanied by mutual security. Supposing that armaments were really reduced

in a fair and carefully thought out ratio, the only outcome would be a new equation with the

same result. At all events, there would still be the question of potential war strength, which

was indefinable and which would not always be advantageous to those countries which were

the most pacific and most observant of international law.
Hence, the conception of total disarmament was a puerile illusion which apparently

ignored the dangers to civilisation in the unloosening of the lowest instincts of the human

beast, which was what happened as soon as the material factors underlying public order

were weakened or disorganised.
Therefore, if it were desired to have means for defending the law and a guarantee against

unjustified aggression-aggression, indeed, could not be explained in any circumstances-

it was necessary that, to a certain extent and for the defence of just causes, the authority

entrusted with the enforcement of justice should have certain weapons at its disposal.

The French delegation was now proposing what ought to have been proposed long ago when

the League was founded. It was this long delay that was the cause of the surprise engendered

by the proposal made to the Conference; but, in actual fact, this was the only formula that

would give the League its true character.
It was not enough to condemn war; every method of abolishing it must be sought in

good faith with the object of organising a strong and respected League which would be the

symbol of true international justice.
When the League had thus been perfected as an institution and endowed with all the means

for achieving its ends, the world would begin to feel once more that atmosphere of confidence

which was the most powerful lever for controlling economic life. The argument had often

been put forward that the reduction of armaments would mean an economy and thus alleviate

the national budgets and taxpayers' burdens. While M. Cosio did not underestimate that

argument, he would add that, for the sake of the world's economic revival, great material

importance must be attached to the factor represented by public confidence, which was

inseparable from the security that ensued from peace.
For the foregoing reasons the Uruguyan delegation would vote for the principle

on which the French proposal was based and would be prepared to co-operate in examining

the methods by which it might be applied. If all the delegations would co-operate in the same

manner, with the object of adding to or modifying the proposal in detail and with the firm

and honest resolve to achieve a practical result, they would save the League, and the problem

of disarmament would be solved in so far as that was a material possibility.

M. ALA (Persia) said that, during the meetings held that day and the previous day,

the discussion of the general principles raised by Article I of the draft Convention had drawn

attention to two points to which the Persian delegation attached great importance. There

was, first, the admirable concrete proposal of the United States of America which no one

could refuse to accept. During the general discussion on February I6th 1, the Persian delegate

had expressed his satisfaction at the unanimous agreement already reached as to the need for

protecting civilian populations and the prohibition of the use of the more aggressive categories

of arms.
He had added that, to emphasise this resolve to put an end to aggression and to recognise

none but legitimate defence, it would be possible to contemplate, simultaneously with the

abolition of weapons of offence, the strengthening of the means of defence of the less protected

countries which did not possess fortifications or were inadequately equipped from the industrial

standpoint. The only flaw in Mr. Gibson's resolution was that it did not go far enough and

that it made no provision for supervision or sanctions. It must not be forgotten that some

countries did not manufacture arms and that it would be only fair to protect them by

supervising those which possessed armament factories. It might be objected that such

supervision would never be effective and that an industrial country with an aggressive policy

could always camouflage its clandestine armaments. To meet that objection the Persian

delegation suggested, and in doing so it was glad to find itself in agreement with the proposal

1 See the records of the eleventh plenary meeting of the Conference.
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of the Turkish Foreign Minister, that it would be desirable to instruct the competent commis-
sions to consider the internationalisation of both private and Government arms factories and
that, as regarded the future, the Permanent Disarmament Commission to be set up should
be empowered to authorise the manufacture of the defensive weapons recognised by the
Convention, in accordance with the limits fixed for each State.

If a suggestion of that sort could be carried into effect, the Persian delegation felt certain
that a great step would have been made towards disarmament. Not only would manufacturing
and non-manufacturing countries be placed on a footing of equality, but the latter would
be reassured as to the clandestine manufacture of arms and would refrain to a certain extent
from developing their own war industries.

It was, indeed, this tendency which had very largely contributed, in the present
circumstances, to increasing the expenditure of States and to the erection of Customs barriers
to afford undue protection to national industries. It was the same tendency that had
engendered in a very great measure the economic slump from which all countries were
suffering.

His delegation was very anxious that this suggestion might be taken into consideration
and that, when the question of the internationalisation of civil flying was under consideration,
there would be no objection to studying at the same time the possibility of internationalising
factories manufacturing arms, munitions and war material.

The successful solution of this very important problem would inevitably facilitate the
solution of the thorny questions of supervision and of the trade in arms and ammunition
for which previous Conferences had so far found no satisfactory settlement.

With this object, he submitted the following draft resolution:
" Considering that abolition of aggressive arms could not be carried out without an

effective control of the whole armaments industry;
" Considering that the efforts made to establish genuine supervision over the private

and Government manufacture of arms and the clandestine traffic have not, so far, had
any appreciable results;

" Considering that the indirect limitation of material by budgetary means can never
be effective as long as there is no supervision of the manufacture of arms and munitions
of war;

" Considering that the legitimate desire of countries not producers of arms to create
and develop a war industry in order to meet their defensive requirements in case of aggres-
sion has led them, at the cost of great sacrifices, to encourage all kinds of national
industries;

" Considering that this state of affairs has led to the raising of Customs barriers and
has consequently contributed to the present crisis of over-production

"The General Commission considers that the internationalisation of all factories
of arms and munitions and war material would be desirable.

" It requests the Land, Naval and Air Commissions to study the means of carrying
the present resolution into effect and to submit to the General Commission a practical
proposal giving due consideration to the legitimate interests of producing and non-producing
countries.
The second point to which the Persian delegation wished to draw the General Commission's

attention was connected with the remarks made by certain delegations with regard to the word
" limit " in Article I of the draft Convention. These observations raised certain very important
questions of principle on which he would not like any doubt to subsist owing to silence on his part.

He would venture to recall the very valuable statement made on this subject by the
Chilian delegate in the Preparatory Commission. In their capacity as representatives of States
Members of the League, the great majority of the delegations present could not depart from
the principles of the Covenant and from the Assembly's instructions which, between them,
were the constitution and law of the present Conference. By making a reduction of armaments
contingent on four conditions: compatibility with national safety, enforcement of international
obligations, geographical situation and circumstances of each State, Article 8 of the Covenant
recognised, in fact, simple limitation-that was to say, the determination of a maximum figure
for those countries whose armaments were too weak in relation to the circumstances mentioned.
Article I of the Convention therefore, should, in the Persian delegation's opinion, be retained
as it stood and the word "limit" should be interpreted so as to allow the unarmed or insuffi-
ciently armed countries, whose geographical situation and special circumstances necessitated
the creation and maintenance of armaments adequate for their needs, to organise such forces
as were strictly necessary for national defence and the maintenance of internal order. Those
countries could undertake not to exceed, for the duration of the Convention, the maximum
limit of the forces so determined.

In making these remarks, the Persian delegation was departing neither from the principles
of the Covenant nor from the general direction of the discussions in the Preparatory Commission.
Reference to the Minutes of the Preparatory Commission's sixth session (Part I, pages 127
and 128) would show that the Chairman of the Commission himself and the Chilian delegate
had given lucid expositions of this view. The Persian delegation was quite prepared to explain
in due course the special position of Persia, whose army had been disorganised before the great
war and dispersed owing to untoward circumstances over which she had no command.

The Persian delegation had supplied the Secretariat, in the document Conf.D./R.C.5, of
November Ist, 1931, with particulars concerning Persia's needs for the maintenance of internal
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security and in regard to frontier guards. It would, if need be, explain her requirements in the
sphere of national defence.

By completing in instalments the organisation of her internal and external security,
Persia felt that she was contributing to the consolidation of peace in the Middle East. When
the minimum figure of the effectives requisite for national defence and the policing of the
country had been reached, the Persian Government would be prepared to consider reductions
in the light of any additional guarantees of international security which might have been
obtained in the meanwhile.

M. MARINKOVITCH (Yugoslavia) wished merely to submit a few comments regarding the
agenda and the proposals made since the resumption of the Conference.

The agenda consisted of the following item: Discussion of the general principles raised
by Article I of the draft Convention. The Secretariat had distributed a fairly lengthy list of
questions of principle raised by the various delegations in connection with Article I. If all
these questions were to be discussed at once, the result would merely be a repetition of the
general discussion, and that, to say the least of it, was useless.

He would therefore confine himself to the first three questions, since they had been dealt
with more particularly in the recent debates. There was, first, the question of the principle of the
reduction of armaments; next, the criteria for limitation or reduction; and, thirdly,
the simultaneous enforcement of quantitative and qualitative limitation by the absolute
prohibition of certain material, or certain categories of armaments, as Mr. Gibson had envisaged
in his proposal.

The Yugoslav delegation's view on the first question was that the reduction of armaments
must be in accord with Article 8 of the League Covenant. Armaments must be reduced to the
lowest limits consistent with national safety and each State's special circumstances. That was
the reply to the second question as well; that should be the criterion for limitation
and reduction.

With regard to the third question, the President had announced that the American
proposal had been referred to the Bureau, but he had added that all the other proposals on
the same subject would also be referred to the Bureau and considered simultaneously.

In the first place, M. Marinkovitch was not sure what proposals the President had in
mind. Certain formal proposals had been presented, but during the general discussion certain
suggestions had also been put forward, which the Secretariat had, so to speak, converted into
proposals. M. Marinkovitch was anxious that the Yugoslav proposal should be examined by the
Bureau along with the others, and, accordingly, at the end of his remarks, he would submit a
formal proposal which he would request the President to convey to the Bureau.

He felt obliged to renew a reservation which he had made a month ago regarding the
Bureau's work. The Bureau did not consist of representatives of all countries, and its decisions
therefore could not be regarded as final until they had been approved by the General
Commission. He might be told that this was only a matter of procedure, but often, when
procedure was under discussion, the substance became engaged. On behalf of the Yugoslav
delegation and of Yugoslavia, M. Marinkovitch would say that he could not accept the
decision of a body on which Yugoslavia was not represented, unless that decision was sanctioned
by the General Commission, which consisted of representatives of all the countries taking
part in the Conference.

Secondly, he hoped that the Commission would take into account the differences
between the arms it was proposed to abolish.

There were arms which could be abolished at once-subject to consideration of technical
difficulties in other commissions-and the abolition of which could only have a favourable
effect on general security and on the security of each State. This was the case as regards,
for example, all warships with a wide radius of action which the Yugoslav delegation had
proposed to abolish. It was easy to verify the existence or otherwise of such vessels and to
ascertain whether they had been abolished or no. As it took a fairly long time to rebuild
them, their abolition would be effective and would certainly increase security.

In the sphere of land armaments and, in particular, of heavy artillery and tanks, it must
be remembered-and the Yugoslav delegation in particular was forced to remember-that
a country with a highly developed heavy industry could manufacture the guns it did not
possess, and that, consequently, the abolition pure and simple of heavy artillery would give
rise to an inequality between countries with a heavy industry and those without one. The
paradoxical result might be to force countries without a heavy industry to create one following
on the abolition of heavy artillery. It must likewise be remembered that some countries were
poor, but they clung none the less to their freedom and independence. The poor countries,
however, had not the means to create a heavy industry and would therefore be defenceless
against those which had one.

It' was nevertheless desirable that heavy artillery and tanks should be abolished. Some
system, therefore, must be found by which they would not be actually scrapped but kept in
reserve, with the proviso that they could only be used with the authorisation of the League.
Given a little honesty, the countries without a heavy industry would run no risk, even

supposing there was an unfortunate outbreak of hostilities between States, and no delegate
would dare to maintain that that was a possibility which could be ruled out entirely.



There was a third category of means for war which it would not be enough to abolish,
or whose use could not be simply prohibited:; for this category effective sanctions were an
absolute necessity. He referred to the bombing of the civilian population from the air and
chemical and bacteriological warfare.

He fully realised that the present attitude of all the delegates was such that it would be the
easiest thing in the world to vote a complete prohibition of the use of chemical and
bacteriological weapons. So long as there was peace, such a prohibition would undoubtedly
be respected. But an eminent lawyer belonging to the League had put the following question
to him. If a responsible statesman thought that the existence of his country was at
stake, would he hesitate to authorise the use of such means for war if his experts assured
him that the national safety depended on it ? He would frankly confess that his reply had
been that very probably a statesman would not hesitate to authorise the use of those means,
and that, should he hesitate, he would very soon be replaced.

For that reason it was essential to have a provision whereby the use of this prohibited
arm would be detrimental to the country using it. If that were done, there would be no
hesitation in complying with the prohibition. To achieve this end there was only one instrument,
a powerful one which many Members of the Conference would be averse from using. If, however,
it was really held that it was very important for mankind to do away with these barbarous
methods once and for all, the only possible method was to decree that the transgressor
country would be excommunicated by the League Council from the civilised world and
that all the countries which had signed the Convention would be required to proceed against
it. That was the only way in which the hesitation of statesmen could be prevented.

All delegates would recollect the events of the last war. There had been mutual recrimi-
nations about the use of certain weapons which had been prohibited both by international
conventions and by the conscience of mankind. But it must not be supposed that the people
who had authorised or employed such weapons were any worse than the present generation,
or than that which would follow.

What was necessary, then, was to change the circumstances in which a statesman had to
decide on the use of such weapons if they were forbidden by the World Disarmament Conference.
The only effective sanction was a guarantee that a country which used such methods would
lose the war and would not attain its object by using them.

It would be an imperative obligation for the States to take into account the differences
between the various means for war which it was desired to abolish, and to effect a qualitative
reduction which was an essential measure and which would inevitably entail a quantitative
reduction. A distinction must be drawn between these measures in conformity with the prin-
ciples he had just set forth.

For these reasons, he had the honour to hand the following proposal to the President
of the Conference with the request that it be communicated to the Bureau:

" The Yugoslav delegation proposes:

" (I) Abolition of all warships of all categories, including submarines with a wide
radius of action. The only exceptions are vessels necessary for the coast defence of the
mother country or the colonies and for maritime police.

" (2) Obligation of all the signatory States not to increase beyond their present
strength:

" (a) Heavy artillery;
" (b) Tanks.

"These instruments of war to be under the permanent and direct control of the
League of Nations. Should hostilities arise between two signatory States, the Council
of the League of Nations would have the right to requisition from all the signatory States
a proportion of these instruments of war to be determined by the Convention and to place
them at the disposal of the State recognised to be the victim of aggression.

" (3) Prohibition of the use and preparation of air bombardment and chemical
and bacteriological warfare, even in case of legitimate defence. If, in case of hostilities
one of the parties transgressed this obligation, the Council of the League of Nations would
have to pronounce its outlawry from the civilised world. In such case all the signatory
States would be obliged to render military assistance to the State victim of the
transgression."

The PRESIDENT said that MI. Marinkovitch's draft resolution, together with the other
proposals made at the present meeting, would be sent to the Bureau under the same conditions
as those applying to proposals made at previous meetings.

In reply to MI. Marinkovitch's doubt as to the procedure followed, the President
would point out that it had been inevitable in view of the new memoranda presented
by the delegations to the General Commission. Further, he would like to observe that it hlad
already been agreed upon by the Commission that an opportunity should be given for a general
discussion on Article i of the draft Convention. He could reassure M. Marinkovitch that the
good example he had given of treating the various questions under Article i would be followed
as soon as it was possible to place the various points of the proposal on the agenda. He trusted
that there would be little delay, as he hoped to call the Bureau together in the course of the
next two days.
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ELEVENTH MEETING

Held on Wednesday, April 13th, I932, at 3.30 p.m.

President: The Right Honourable A. HENDERSON.

22. DISCUSSION OF THE GENERAL PRINCIPLES RAISED BY ARTICLE I OF THE DRAFT

CONVENTION (continuation).

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) said he would deal that afternoon with two questions which,

moreover, were obviously connected and to which the previous discussions had related:

the quantitative and qualitative reduction of armaments.

He did not intend to employ oratorical strategy, and his hearers need not, therefore,

expect any attempt whatever, to seek out his opponents' weak points, more particularly

as Spain was fortunate in having no opponents. Nor would he present his observations in such a

manner that it could be inferred from them that universal happiness would depend upon the

attainment of the very results desired by Spain. Like general laws, disarmament could never

conform closely to special desires. Still further, M. de Madariaga intended to prove how

seriously he approached his subject by showing that Spain, though there was little ground for

suspecting her of any want of sympathy towards disarmament, especially during the past

twelve months, had in some respects taken up a position which the devotees of disarmament

would perhaps consider heretical.
M. de Madariaga proposed to deal first with quantitative reduction. In this connection,

the first delegate of Turkey, whom he thanked for his courteous allusion to a previous meeting,

would perhaps allow him to leave aside the discussion of his proposal. Moreover,

Tevfik Rustu Bey himself appeared to contemplate the possibility that the practical application

of his proposal would raise difficulties and to support M. Litvinoff 's proposal. M. de Madariaga

would begin by making certain observations with regard to the Soviet delegation's proposal

for proportional and, so to speak, automatic reduction.
Obviously, in the first place, this proposal was a proof of the constructive spirit and

goodwill which the Soviet delegation had already shown in not allowing itself to be discouraged

by the rejection of its first proposal for total disarmament. M. de Madariaga regarded it as

a really remarkable and ingenious attempt to bring about, with the least possible discussion,

a reduction, automatic so to speak, and which might be-and which the Soviet delegation

desired to see-as fair and equitable as practical possibilities permitted. M. Litvinoff had been

somewhat sceptical on the previous day as to the possibility of achieving results by the other

method, the method of empirical, direct disarmament, by countries. While he was hardly

less pessimistic than M. Litvinoff, M. de Madariaga believed that in the end, in spite of all

the difficulties, it was an empirical study, country by country, which would have to be made,

since one difficulty arose from the fact that, in disarmament, absolute figures were of secondary

importance. Quantitative disarmament was complicated considerably by three facts. The

first was that figures for armaments had no meaning except in comparison with one another.

That was to say, the figures relating to a country's armaments had no value except in relation

to the figures of the States which were of particular importance to that country. Indeed, there

existed between the figures for the armaments of country A and country B a technical and

political relationship, and it was this relationship which must be taken into account, and not

the absolute figures for the armaments of country A or country B. Again, there was a second

relationship, that between the absolute figures for the armaments of a country and the various

requirements for which that country must provide.
Here, M. de Madariaga would turn aside for a moment to justify what he had said about

the disadvantageous position of his own country. He would first ask his hearers to consider

carefully Spain's geographical and political situation, its land forces- which did not even

amount to eight divisions, having recently been reduced from sixteen to eight owing to an

historic event not arising out of the Disarmament Conference-and finally, its naval forces,

the figures for which were out of all proportion to those of the neighbouring countries.

He did not suggest that Spain would oppose a non possumus to M. Litvinoff's proposal.

It would not accept the responsibility of saying that to the Conference. With goodwill, indeed,

nothing was impossible. But he desired to point out how difficult it would be for his country

to contemplate an automatic, mathematical reduction of armaments without regard to new

and exceptional events, such as the fact that immediately before the Conference the Spanish

Republic had reduced the number of its divisions by half and of its officers by two-thirds.

But all countries could no doubt claim that they also were in an exceptional situation, and

while the Soviet proposal was a noteworthy and constructive effort to solve the problem of
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the reduction of armaments, it would necessitate an individual study of each case. In each
case, the Conference would be forced to admit that it was faced with exceptional situation
and it would have no right to doubt the sincerity of the country which urged it.

M. de Madariaga would close this parenthesis, however, and would come to the third
reason why this so-called automatic reduction of armaments seemed difficult; he referred
to the organic character of armaments.

Armaments were organic units, not abstract entities like, for example, cubic metres of
wheat, which could be divided by three, four or five without their nature being changed.
Comparison for comparison, armaments rather resembled a statue or a house, the dimensions
of which could only be reduced on the basis of technical knowledge, owing to the special
difficulties involved in the operation. The conclusion had been drawn long ago.

M. de Madariaga was inclined to think that the proposal of the Norwegian delegation
was the one which most closely resembled that which he himself had to submit to the Conference,
namely, that the solution was to seek the progressive reduction of armaments by means of a
permanent disarmament commission which would deal with the matter continuously.

At this point in his statement, M. de Madariaga wished to point out that the question
of international institutions was already involved. International problems called for inters
national institutions and could only be solved by means of them. These problems, moreover,
could not be settled immediately, but only gradually, continuously, methodically, patiently,
and, above all, with goodwill. That was the conclusion to which the first part of
M. de Madariaga's speech had led him, and it was also the conclusion of the second part.

With regard to qualitative disarmament, everything had been said, and admirably said.
M. de Madariaga would only ask permission, as the representative of Spain, to thank Mr. Gibson
and M. Grandi for having unfolded so clearly and completely before the Conference an idea
which the Spanish delegation had put forward in a much more elementary form in plenary
session the abolition of aggressive weapons, which other delegations had also suggested.

But while the Spanish delegation had submitted proposals for the abolition of aggressive
weapons, it would like to have presented proposals similar to those of the French delegation
for the creation of an international institution in which would be vested the possession of
certain categories of armaments. M. de Madariaga did not consider that the Conference had
as yet attached sufficient importance to this really historic fact, which would give rise to
some astonishment in the future. That a small country should come to Geneva to place at
the League's disposal the arms over which it had full sovereignty would be a good thing,
but that a great country, one of the greatest countries, perhaps the very greatest from the
point of view of land forces, should come to Geneva to make that proposal, was obviously
better. For his part, M. de Madariaga would like to see at the Disarmament Conference a
kind of August 4th night, when all the great Powers, and then the medium and smaller Powers,
would place at the feet of the international institution the forces which hitherto had been
considered the exclusive privilege of national sovereignty.

Having said that, M. de Madariaga would venture to point out that there was no obvious
contradiction between the arguments put forward by the French Prime Minister and the
Italian Minister for Foreign Affairs. After all, even in the French proposals, one category
of armaments was abolished from the point of view of national sovereignty, since it passed
over to international sovereignty. It was true that this concerned only the air arm, but
there was nothing to prevent the other delegations from hoping that, when the details of this
unusual phenomenon, the cession of national forces to an international body-a new fact
for the Disarmament Conference-were carefully discussed and analysed from the point of
view of guarantees and consequences, a harmonious conclusion would be reached, which would
make it possible to divide armaments not into three but into four categories, namely,
armaments which should be abolished completely, those which must be reserved for the
exclusive use of the League of Nations, those which nations could possess provided they
were handed over to the international authority in time of crisis and, finally, those left entirely
to the nation.

A solution of this kind was the more necessary in that it would be childish to ignore
that, since to govern was to foresee, it must be foreseen that any country, even that in which
was placed most faith, even one's own, might one day fall into error. Reference had been
made to bad faith. M. de Madariaga had never been struck by the frequency of bad faith in
international relations. He thought it was rather that feeling of excitement and error of which
the French poet had spoken, which attacked nations as often as kings, and which was too
often the precursor of their fall, that poisoned international relations. For what was to
prevent a nation from losing its head and, in the greatest good faith, imagining that it was
defending a noble cause when it was doing nothing of the kind ? Since it would be most
childish to overlook this possibility, perhaps even criminal, the conclusion was the same.
M. de Madariaga considered that in regard to this matter an international organisation was
necessary. In the absence of such an organisation to watch over the peace policy, how would
it be possible to deal with events which occurred in time of crisis ?
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M. Tardieu had said that it would be difficult to draw a distinct line between offensive
and defensive arms, and that the distinction must further be drawn between offensive and
aggressive arms. All the delegations were in complete agreement. That idea was expressed
and the truth was demonstrated in the libraries which, so to speak, contained the documentary
precedents for the present Conference.

But as M. Tardieu had also said, the limits were obvious. No one would claim that fixed
fortifications constituted an aggressive weapon for penetration. No one would deny that,
whatever might be the advantage of bombing-aircraft for defence purposes, it constituted
an excellent offensive weapon. In these circumstances, no one could deny that, if a State lost
its senses, it was precisely the most offensive armaments which would most easily become
the most aggressive. That, to M. de Madariaga, was the key to the solution.

With regard to the difference between offensive and defensive arms, and the conversion
of offensive into aggressive arms, the essential point was the intention.

The following conclusion must therefore be drawn : an international institution was
necessary, which in peace time would watch the political movements of all States before they
had time to leave the straight road so far that it was too late to bring them back. Thus, one
returned always to this need for an international institution.

But then why keep to the negative idea that it should serve only to fix the aggressive
character of certain arms, with a view to abolishing. them or doing away with national
sovereignty over them ? Why not entrust to this international institution, not only an enquiry
into what armaments should be abolished, but also into what armaments should be maintained?

In M. de Madariaga's view, the international institution should study the military
programmes of all States Members of the League and of all who had accepted the Pact of
Paris, since all those nations had undertaken, either in virtue of the League Covenant or in virtue
of the Pact of Paris, never to employ their war material for strictly national purposes. That
implied that they had undertaken to employ it only for collective defence, which involved
the system of sanctions. It would be for these States, in virtue of the system of peace which
they had accepted and in relation to that system, to explain to the international institution
why they had retained certain armaments.

That, M. de Madariaga thought, was an additional reason why there could be qualitative
reduction. But then this idea would naturally follow from his first conclusion. Since, as he
had already said, the reduction of armaments to the lowest point consistent with security
could only be studied through a permanent international commission entrusted with the duty
of examining individual cases, it would be seen that the two questions, quantitative reduction
and qualitative reduction, combined harmoniously. To this international institution, then,
should be entrusted the study of the quantity and quality of the armaments which countries
would retain, bearing in mind the purely pacific relations proceeding from the two Covenants,
which they should maintain with their neighbours whether they feared them or not.

That was the conclusion which M. de Madariaga desired to submit to the Commission
in regard to the idea of the reduction of armaments, both quantitative and qualitative. To
summarise his arguments in a few words, he would quote the old and false Latin formula,
translated and transformed as follows: " If you want to avoid war, you must construct peace".

M. ZALESKI (Poland) said that Poland watched with real sympathy every effort to check
the competition in armaments and the development of the more particularly offensive and
cruel means of war. Countries of good faith must not only be safeguarded against unexpected
aggression, a matter with which Mr. Gibson had dealt so competently and capably. They
must also feel sure that, when an act of aggression had been committed in violation of the most
sacred obligations embodied in the League Covenant and the Paris Pact, that act would
not be effective and that the country guilty of violating such solemn international undertakings
would find marshalled against it the whole international community, having at its disposal
the means necessary to punish such offences. Poland's sympathy went out to proposals
likely to bring about a practical solution of this very important problem and thus render
possible a substantial measure of disarmament.

M. Zaleski represented a country which was formerly one of the greatest in Europe, and
which at the end of the eighteenth century, when arms were less highly developed than at the
present time, had suffered from a threefold invasion, and had for a time seen an end to its
independence. Poland was prepared to go very far in the limitation and reduction of armaments
as M. Zaleski intended to show, but she desired to proceed by comprehensive measures,
consistent not only with Article 8 of the Covenant, but also with the numerous resolutions of
successive League Assemblies, at which interpretations of this important article which was the
very foundation of the Conference's work had on several occasions been given. There was no
need to call attention to the text of that article or, for example, to Resolution XIV of the third
Assembly or the resolutions of the eighth Assembly, which had a very important bearing
on the present discussion. M. Zaleski would doubtless return to them during subsequent
discussions.

Reference had been made to quantitative and qualitative disarmament. M. Zaleski
would explain the Polish delegation's point of view with regard to these two aspects pf the
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problem. As to quantitative disarmament, Poland was prepared to reduce her armaments
to the lowest level, provided she was sure that in the area which was of special concern
to her from the point of view of security, no other country would have marked superiority.

On the other hand, in view of the technical development which was at present occurring
in various directions, it was necessary to find, through an international organisation, adequate
methods for preventing, in the first place, what M. Zaleski would call the abuse of technical
progress, which by misuse might facilitate a country's military action, and, in the second place,
for dealing with the various forms of superiority resulting, primarily, from a country's
industrial development.

The Soviet delegation had submitted an important proposal for progressive, proportional
disarmament. In itself, the idea seemed to M. Zaleski quite just. In disarming, the highest
coefficient of reduction must necessarily be applied to the great armed forces. In accepting
the idea, the Polish delegation was compelled to question the arbitrary selection of rates
of reduction, and would return to that point when a special debate was held on this
interesting proposal. It welcomed with real satisfaction the development of the Soviet
delegation's attitude since the Moscow Conference in December 1922, when the Governments of
the Soviet Union, Poland, Estonia, Lithuania, Latvia and Finland met together. At that
Conference, the Soviet delegation had proposed proportional reduction, pure and simple.
On the basis of the figures then suggested, the weaker Powers would have had to make the
greatest sacrifices, the rates of reduction to be applied to their forces being the highest.

The business of the present Conference was not to play complicated mathematical games,
which the peoples would never understand, and which were unlikely to lead to appreciable
progress. Its business was to complete the first stage of the organisation of peace and the
limitation and reduction of armaments. That stage would doubtless be followed by others
which would depend on the progress made in these fields, which were closely connected with
one another. The Conference had agreed to proceed by stages-or rather all the Members
of the League of Nations had already agreed to it in Article 8 of the League Covenant. That
was progressive disarmament, based on past achievements in the realm of security, bearing
in mind the special circumstances of each country.

With regard to the opening stage, M. Zaleski was convinced that, during this first
Disarmament Conference, the delegations would begin by laying down certain conditions
essential to the success of their work. They must necessarily take into consideration
the existence, in certain geographical areas, of armament systems with immense resources
in men and material, for which there was very little publicity as compared with the publicity
in other States which were bound by many international obligations. The Polish delegation
had come to Geneva to co-operate frankly and loyally with all countries, and would really
be able to congratulate itself on the results achieved if this co-operation led, in this sphere, to
the establishment of similar conditions. Under Article 8 of the Covenant, the special position
of certain countries would otherwise involve special solutions within the general framework
of the future Convention.

Mention had been made of the prohibition of certain armaments and of qualitative
disarmament. In this connection, the Italian proposal was an excellent attempt at synthesis.
Poland would not need to make great sacrifices to accept such undertakings. Occupied as
she was with the work of economic restoration on a large scale and with the setting up of all
sections of her defence system, Poland had not at her disposal, at any rate in large quantities,
certain very powerful offensive armaments to which these proposals related. From this point
of view, she was in a much less favourable position than certain Powers in her neighbourhood
which possessed large quantities of these arms and could manufacture more.

Consequently, while M. Zaleski supported the proposals to limit the use of certain
armaments, he wished at the same time for an explanation of certain preliminary questions,
and in particular the following: Would the authors of these proposals accept a system of
control sufficiently effective to guarantee the nations against surprises ? Did they, on the other
hand, agree to the international control of all industries which could be utilised for military
purposes ? Finally, were they providing for effective action against countries guilty of
infringing these prohibitions ? Unless these indispensable conditions were laid down,
advantages would be accorded to the countries of bad faith which, profiting from a mistaken
feeling of security engendered by ineffective prohibitions might one day wish to abuse those
advantages obtained under false pretences, to the detriment of nations which were loyally
observing the new international law.

Poland was one of the Powers which, at the first important post-war disarmament
conference-the Conference on the International Trade in Arms in I925-proposed the
prohibition of chemical and bacteriological warfare. At that Conference, the Polish delegation
was the first to support the- United States' proposal with regard to chemical warfare, and
had completed it with a proposal to prohibit bacteriological warfare.

M. Zaleski further pointed out that Poland had signed and ratified the protocol drawn up
at the Conference without reservation, though unfortunately it had not been fully and
unanimously acceded to by all Powers.

Conscious of her responsibilities and resolutely determined strictly to observe her inter-
national undertakings, Poland was prepared to support any proposal relating to the use of
certain land, air and naval armaments which the Conference might consider particularly
offensive. Doubtless, thie Bureau wouild anialyse all tle p)roposals relating to Article : 1or arisinlg
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out of the principle of the limitation and reduction of armaments. In the absence of some
clearly defined method which took into account the legitimate desires of the countries
represented at the Conference, there was a risk that the discussions would be prolonged or
reduced to mere demonstrations. Comprehensive solutions must be sought for bringing about
the Conference's supreme aim : the organisation of peace.

M. SATO (Japan) said that, during the past three days, the Commission had had the
privilege of hearing several very interesting speeches on the questions arising out of Article i
of the draft Convention. Several delegations had submitted proposals which deserved the
greatest attention. The Japanese delegation would be neglecting its duty of friendly
co-operation if it did not express its frank opinion on this matter.

In the first place, his delegation was of opinion that at the present stage of the discussions
the text of Article I of the draft Convention should not in any way be changed. Everyone
was aware of the conciliatory efforts which had been necessary in the Preparatory Commission
before the present text had been established. For the Japanese delegation, the starting-
point and the very basis of the work of the Conference were still Article 8 of the League Covenant,
which stipulated that the reduction of armaments should be consistent with national safety,
and should take account of the geographical situation and circumstances of each State. That
provision had already raised so much discussion that M. Sato felt he need not again enter
into a detailed examination of it. He would venture to point out in this connection, however,
that Article I of the draft Convention was in complete harmony with Article 8 of the Covenant,
and that Article I laid down a principle for the reduction of armaments which in his view
everyone could accept. This condition was, in M. Sato's opinion, essential if the Conference
was to achieve that measure of success to bring about which all were uniting their efforts.

In addition, the delegates had to attempt to solve for the first time the problem of the
reduction of land and air armaments and it was by stages that they desired to achieve their
final aim. In M. Sato's opinion, Article I, combined with Article 58 of the draft Convention,
which dealt with the periodical revision of the Convention, would cover all proposals for
effectively reducing armaments. That article was, indeed, wide and elastic enough to serve
as a guide for the attainment of all that the Conference desired. For these various reasons,
M. Sato was in favour of maintaining Article I of the draft Convention in its present form.

With regard to qualitative disarmament, which might be combined with quantitative
reduction, he was glad to express his full sympathy with Mr. Gibson's proposal. The Japanese
delegation was prepared to discuss the details in the competent body. In view, however, of
the co-existence of three categories of armaments, it felt that it would perhaps be wiser to
discuss all proposals of the same kind at the same time, those concerning not only land
armaments but also naval and air armaments, such as the Italian proposal which M. Grandi
had placed before the Commission that morning.

In the discussion which might arise in that connection it would first be necessary to
determine clearly to what category of armaments the prohibition should apply. M. Tardieu,
with his customary eloquence, had shown the difficulty, apart from the absolute necessity
for offensive action, even in a defensive battle, of distinguishing between offensive and defensive
arms. Indeed, there might be a good deal of divergence of opinion as to the character of arms.
For example, naval arms might have a widely differing offensive or defensive importance
according to the geographical conditions in which they must be used, and particularly
in view of the existence or absence of naval bases at a distance. Their utilisation as offensive
or defensive armaments also differed in accordance with the distance between the two opponents
and the geographical situation. Further, it should not be forgotten that there were arms which
by their very nature were particularly offensive, such as aeroplanes on board aircraft carriers
or similar vessels.

Mr. Gibson had also expressed the opinion that it was desirable to restore a feeling of
security by making the defensive aspect predominate over the offensive by abolishing certain
weapons of attack. That was a very interesting idea which should be studied carefully, but
as Mr. Gibson himself had mentioned this point, the existence of other factors which influenced
the feeling of real security could not be overlooked. In M. Sato's view, what specially menaced a
country's security was the existence, side by side with a particular kind of armament, of
superior forces or a disturbed situation in neighbouring countries. In other words, the existence
of a powerful offensive force was a much greater danger than the existence of so-called offensive
armaments. Effectively to ensure the predominance of the defensive, it would above all
be necessary to adjust the relations between the forces of the different countries. The Japanese
delegation had also a great sympathy with those who desired to bring about security by means
other than the abolition of certain armaments. For its part, it very much hoped there would
be an opportunity, at a suitable moment, to study carefully the means of ensuring the faithful
execution of future disarmament conventions, a question to which it attached special
importance.
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M. Sato concluded from the speeches he had heard that there was a very sincere desire
to bring about a substantial and appreciable reduction of armaments, and to work towards
the ideal-the consolidation of security and peace. The Japanese delegation paid a tribute
to all these efforts, and was prepared, he need hardly say, to co-operate most sincerely. At
the same time, it could not forget actual facts. It was precisely these facts which put a brake
on the Conference's efforts and counselled it to go carefully and not to overlook international
political circumstances existing throughout the world. Such realities made it necessary for the
Conference to show a certain moderation in its efforts to achieve this first stage of world
disarmament. That was one of the reasons why his delegation proposed that Article I of the
draft Convention should be maintained in its present form. It further considered that it
would be better to deal with qualitative disarmament by considering the various categories
of armaments as a whole.

M. MUNCH (Denmark) said that, in response to the President's request, the Danish
delegation had submitted a memorandum (document Conf.D.II2) explaining and justifying
the proposals contained in its letter of February 20th reproduced in the survey of proposals
(document Conf.D.99) made by various delegations during the general discussion.

He desired at the present meeting to expound in their main lines those of the Danish
proposals which referred to Article I of the draft Convention. The first proposal corresponded
in principle with the very interesting and important proposals of the United States and
Italian delegations. These proposals and the Danish proposal were complementary. The
Danish delegation submitted the following draft resolution to the General Commission:

"The General Commission requests the special commissions to draw up, in their
respective spheres, plans for the prohibition of arms specially calculated to give the
aggressor a pronounced advantage, at the same time specifying the different categories
of such arms. It is understood that this prohibition should extend to all forms of
manufacture and preparation of the said arms and to all training in their use."

The Danish memorandum specified which in the Danish delegation's opinion were the
arms in question. The delegation had taken as a basis the stipulations in the peace treaties,
which stipulations had been drawn up by officers who had had experience of the great war.
Needless to say, however, the Special Commissions would have to study closely a certain
number of details connected with the subject. The Danish delegation was convinced that the
further it was found possible to advance along this path the greater would be the chances
of achieving a durable peace. Accordingly, in its list of the arms in question, the delegation
had perhaps gone somewhat further than the other delegations who had made similar proposals;
but it fully realised that as regards some of these arms it would be difficult to secure general
acceptance, and that more limited prohibitions might also be of considerable value, provided
they were of a substantial character. There was no need to say that in any case the choice
of the arms to be prohibited must not be one that would adversely affect any group of States.

In the Danish delegation's opinion, it would be necessary to prohibit both the use of such
arms and the formation of stocks. It was true that, in the case of a prolonged war, it would
always be possible to manufacture the prohibited arms and also that, among the arms in question,
there were some which could be manufactured fairly speedily. Nevertheless, their manufacture
would always take a certain amount of time and there were other and more important weapons
which it would require a fairly long time to manufacture. The fact that an aggressor State
would not have them available immediately would in any case be a great advantage to the
country that had been attacked and would afford the League organs much better prospects
of successful intervention than would be the case if the aggressor had the more effective
weapons of offence at his disposal from the beginning.

It might be asked whether it would not be better to place at the disposal of the League,
if need be, the existing stocks of these arms instead of abolishing them. There were two
methods of doing so. One would be to create a vast military organisation under the authority
of the League and of the non-Member States signatories to the future Convention and to
transfer the most modern weapons to that organisation. The practical difficulties in
the way of that system were so manifest that no State had proposed it. It would
perhaps be possible to organise an air fleet to be at the disposal of the international authorities,
but such an international fleet would be of no great use unless there was a radical reduction
of national armaments. The Danish delegation had stated that if a satisfactory formula
could be found to carry out this idea, it would be prepared to accept it. In the case of the
other arms, however, it was not clear how it would be possible to organise such international
forces on a permanent basis.

The other method would be to require the States to accept an obligation to place, if need
be, their most powerful weapons at the disposal of the international organisation. The Danish
delegation appreciated the force of the arguments submitted by various delegations in favour
of this method. In the present state of public opinion, however, it would hardly be possible
with this method to bring about the necessary removal of anxiety and the essential increase
in the feeling of security. There was not a sufficient measure of mutual confidence
among the nations to convince the peoples that in the case of a serious conflict
the States would respect the obligation to place their most powerful weapons at the
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international authority's disposal. The present discussions would be superfluous, had
sufficient confidence existed. Unhappily, that was not the case, and that was why
the delegates had met at Geneva.

If, however, the countries did not at present rely on international obligations, it was
hardly probable that they could have absolute confidence in the obligation to hand over, if
necessary, the arms in question to the international authority. The only way of endowing the
international authority with the power which it was desired to confer on it was, in the Danish
delegation's view, to abolish the most powerful weapons in the various States. In that case,
the only effective instruments would be moral intervention, economic sanctions and, ultimately,
coercive police measures by an international fleet. Nevertheless, like M. de Madariaga,
M. Munch hoped that, notwithstanding the divergence of views on this subject, it would be
possible to reach agreement on the problem of the weapons to be abolished or internationalised.

Another condition upon which the international authority's superior power would depend
was the prevention of the use of civil aviation as a powerful arm of aggression. That was the
point referred to in the second proposal in the Danish memorandum. The more or less complete
internationalisation of civil aviation would, in the Danish view, be the best solution.
Fortunately there were already in existence certain important international organisations
occupied with the various interests connected with civil aviation. It would be perfectly natural
to get into touch with these organisations so as to pave the way for a solution of the problem. It
was for that reason that the Danish delegation proposed to instruct a technical committee to
study, in conjunction with the Air Navigation Committee, under the League's authority.
with the International Air Traffic Association, which was the commercial organisation of
the national associations, and with the International League of Aviators, the possibility of
internationalising civil aviation under a rigorous international control with the object of
preventing its use for military purposes.

The fifth Danish proposal recommended a similar procedure for the organisation of a
cartel of manufacturers of chemical and bacteriological weapons. The proposal referred to the
big national cartels belonging to the chemical industry. It suggested that the 1925 Convention
on Chemical and Bacteriological Warfare should be completed by an engagement on the part
of the States not to undertake any preparatory manufacture with a view to the use of such
weapons and to forbid all private manufacture of the same weapons. A technical sub-committee
would be set up to get into touch with the national chemical and bacteriological cartels and
to confer with them on the possibility of organising an international cartel to see thatsuch
private manufacture was not used for the preparation of chemical and bacteriological warfare.

The object of the third Danish proposal was to indicate a method by which it might be
hoped to solve the problem of filling in the blank columns in the Preparatory Commission's
draft with the figures in default of which the Convention was meaningless. The proposal
was based on the proportional system to which M. Litvinoff had referred.

The Danish delegation proposed that the special commissions, that was to say, the Land,
Naval, Air and National Defence Expenditure Commissions, should be instructed to consider
to what degree the prohibition of each of the more particularly offensive weapons would reduce
the armaments level and the military expenditure of the countries where those weapons were
especially developed.

The bodies specially concerned in the work of the League, the Interparliamentary Union,
the Federation of the League of Nations Unions and others had suggested the adoption of a
percentage which might serve as a guide for the reduction of the present level of the
armaments of the countries not at present bound in that respect. The Danish delegation
had put forward this idea in its suggestions of February 2oth, I932, because it felt
that it would be necessary to agree on a few general conceptions if there was to
be any prospect of success. Without such general conceptions it would be very difficult
to agree on the figures to be inserted in the Preparatory Commission's draft.

If the various countries were asked what figures they wished to propose, most of them
would probably reply: " That depends on the figures fixed for the other States whose
armaments are of particular concern to us ", and if some of them were to reply without
knowing the figures of the others they would probably propose figures which in many
cases were very high. It would undoubtedly be extremely advantageous to agree in advance
on a common point of departure and on a principle which could serve as a general basis for
the reduction of armaments. As to the point of departure, it was natural to look for it in the
present level of the armaments of the various States, this level representing normally the
point at which all the various factors that characterised the political, geographical and
economic situation of each country coincided.

True, there were exceptions. In such a case it would be natural to make adjustments if
the States in question themselves desired it, but as a general rule the present level of armaments
could be taken as the point of departure. Once that basis had been adopted, it would be possible
to take a certain percentage of reduction as a general guide. The Interparliamentary Union
and the Federation of League of Nations Unions had proposed 25 per cent, while other bodies
had suggested 15 per cent. Needless to say, these figures were open to discussion, but in any
case it would not be impossible, given goodwill, to find during the Conference a practical
basis for determining the percentage.

The discussions at the Conference provided, he thought, such a point of departure. A
very large number of delegations had proposed the prohibition of arms of a specially offensive
character. If that proposal were accepted and the use of such arms thereby prohibited,
iticluding training and preparation for tlieir use, and if a reasonable construction were placed


