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on the phrase " offensive arms ", the result would be a considerable reduction in the level of
armaments and military expenditure, at any rate in so far as concerned the great Powers which
had developed these weapons more particularly. Such a reduction would lead to different results
for the different great Powers, but they would not differ so much as to preclude the possibility
of deriving from them the basis of a percentage which would be equally applicable to the
other countries.

Plainly, even if it were possible to determine this ratio to be taken as a guide for fixing
the figures to be inserted in the tables, such a guide should not be applied mathematically,
since account must be had, again in conformity with the Covenant, to the special conditions
of each country: geographical and political situation, particular obligations of certain Powers,
recent changes in armaments.

That signified that certain adjustments would have to be allowed, but once a common
basis of reduction had been determined, States desiring to depart from it would inevitably
have to intimate the special reasons which they might have for doing so. It should be added that
the reduction percentage could not apply to countries which were bound by the Peace
Treaties and whose armaments differed in character from those of other States which were
similar in other respects, although both groups would be subject to budgetary limitation.
If military expenditure were limited in accordance with that principle, it would not be easy
to evade the abolition of arms specially suited to aggressive purposes by an abnormal develop-
ment of arms for which there was no prohibition.

In its sixth proposal, the Danish delegation had attempted to give a few detailed
explanations as to the idea of a reduction by stages. That, in the present political situation,
was obviously the only way in which there was any hope of conciliating the divergent points
of view to an extent which would make success possible. It proposed that the Conference should
agree to the principle of reduction by stages until the aim of Article 8 of the Covenant and the
principle of equality of rights had been realised ; that the first reduction of armaments should
be effected during the first three years; that the preparation of the following stages should
be undertaken either by the permanent supervisory commission or by another permanent
commission composed of representatives of each of the signatory States, on the understanding
that these commissions could appoint sub-committees and consult experts; that the interval
between the different stages of progressive reduction should be fixed at five years.

The figures mentioned were, of course, open to discussion.
As regards Points 7, 8 and 9 in the Danish note of February 20th, the proposals contained

in it corresponded very largely to those submitted by the French delegation at the beginning
of the general discussion for the constitution of an international air fleet and the strengthening
of the judicial organisation. The Danish delegation accepted the contention that, in the present
state of world politics, it would be necessary, simultaneously with the reduction of
armaments, to define and strengthen the international organisation which was to guarantee
the security of the peoples.

It hoped that the French delegation, which had taken such an important initiative in this
connection, would formulate detailed proposals whereby it would be possible to reach an
agreement capable of opening the way to the very considerable reduction of armaments, since
that was the other aspect of the Conference's task.

The divergences between the conceptions of the various States had become very clear
during the discussions since the resumption of the Conference. It had already been manifest
in the general discussion. There was nothing new in that, but it must be admitted that it
had become more conspicuous in the last few days and that it was quite obvious that the
Conference was faced with very great difficulties. The need for overcoming them, however,
was even more evident at present than ten weeks earlier, when the Conference had begun its
work. The political, economic and moral situation throughout the world had deteriorated in the
course of the last few weeks. It was absolutely essential to obtain at Geneva results which
would effectively promote the relaxation of the tension, for this was indispensable if there was
to be any prospect of returning to a normal way of life in the civilised world.

The PRESIDENT said that the proposals which had been made during the discussion would
be referred to the Bureau of the Conference.

The general discussion on Article I having come to an end, the Bureau of the Conference
would analyse and co-ordinate the various recommendations and proposals in order to fit
them into the general synoptical tables already adopted.

TWELFTH MEETING

Held on Monday, April I8th, 1932, at Io a. it.

President: The Right Honourable A. HENDERSON.

23. EXAMINATION OF THE MEMORANDA RECEIVED FROM DELEGATIONS AND OF THE PROPOSALS

MADE DURING THE GENERAL DISCUSSION : REPORT BY THE BUREAU.

The PRESIDENT submitted the report by the Bureau (document Conf. D./C.G.I8.) and
pointed out- that the approval of the report by the General Commission would not in any way
modify the agenda adopted on March 8th, as shown in document Conf. D.IO3; the discussion
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would continue along the lines of that agenda. The Bureau accordingly recommended that,
in the event of the report being adopted, the first question to be discussed should be:

Article I.

I. The principle of reduction of armaments:

(a) Definitive reduction under a single convention.
(b) Reduction to the lowest possible level.
(c) Reduction to be brought about by stages.

II. (a) Criteria for limitation or reduction.
(b) Taking into consideration of the particular conditions of the different

countries.
(c) Method of computation of the effectives based on the absolute needs

for internal order and relative needs for national defence.

The report and the recommendation of the Bureau were adopted.

24. ARTICLE I.

I. The Principle of Reduction of Armaments:

(a) Definitive reduction under a single convention;
(b) Reduction to the lowest possible level;
(c) Reduction to be brought about by stages.

The PRESIDENT pointed out that the fundamental principle involved in the three sub-heads
of this item was whether or not the Conference should agree to adopt the principle of definitive
reduction by a single convention.

When that point had been settled, the Commission would hardly need to discuss point (c),
which was a natural corollary of the decision to be taken on point (a), the only question which
might arise being that of the duration of the stages as between the successive conventions.

With regard to point (b), it was clear that, if the Commission accepted reduction to the
lowest possible level, this might imply the necessity of arriving at a definitive result by a single
convention. If, on the other hand, the German proposal aimed mainly at expressing a tendency
towards the ultimate goal of the endeavours in favour of disarmament, it was not incompatible
with the method of reduction by successive stages, the latter being as short as possible and as
far-reaching as practicable.

In connection with point I (a, b, c) the following proposals were before the Commission:

The Turkish proposal which implied that the reduction would be effected once and
for all in accordance with the principle covered by I (a): definitive reduction by a
single convention. For the time being the Conference would concern itselfonly with this
aspect of the Turkish proposal, leaving for discussion at a later stage the second principle
arising out of the Turkish and Afghan proposals-i.e. the establishment of an equal level
for all the armaments, and which might be discussed in connection with point II;

The German proposal, which might also imply a reduction by a single convention and
thereforoe could also be taken in connection with point I;

The Soviet proposal, which did not seem to be incompatible with the method of
reduction by stages, in so far as it advocated the principle of a substantial reduction on
the basis of the progressive and proportional method. Here, again, the principles of
substantial reduction and that of proportional reduction could be discussed at a later
stage ;

The Czechoslovak proposal, which raised the principle of reduction by stages;
The Hungarian proposal, which raised the principle of reduction by stages, coupled

with guarantees as regarded the ultimate aim and also the duration of the stages;
Lastly, the Norwegian and Danish proposals which related to the manner in which the

successive stages would have to be prepared.

The President considered that the discussion might usefully be opened on the following
two points:

I. Did the Conference think it possible to achieve the reduction of armaments by
a single convention ?

If the reply to that question were in the negative, the Conference would have decided
to adopt the method of reduction by stages.

2. In the event of its agreeing to the principle of reduction by stages, it would have
to decide the duration of the stages and the manner in which the successive conventions
would have to be prepared.
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The Commission would perhaps consider that at the present stage it was a little premature,
having hardly embarked upon the work of the first Conference, to decide as to the preparation
for a second one. It would be wiser, for the time being, to decide whether or not to adopt
the principle of reduction by stages and, in the affirmative, also to decide that the stages
should be as short as possible.

M. NADOLNY (Germany) noted that item I, sub-heads (a), (b) and (c) of the agenda
were under discussion and that the delegates of Turkey and the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics had already explained their views on sub-head (a). Consequently he thought
the time had come to state the German case.

When the co-ordinating table and the list of questions of principle which the it of etin General
Commission would have to discuss had been prepared, the German delegation had felt that
they should contain the principle of the reduction of armaments to the lowest possible level.
That principle had also been put forward in the German proposals, where the German dele-
gation, taking as a basis the disarmament carried out in Germany, had explained the methods
by which an effective reduction to this lowest possible level could be brought about.

There were two elements in the German case for reduction to that level.
In the first place, in the present situation a really decisive step must be taken in the

reduction of armaments. For some years the German delegates had consistently maintained
before the Assembly and in the Preparatory Commission-and M. Nadolny had done so himself,
only a week ago, when referring to the text of Article i of the draft Convention-that trifling
or merely apparent disarmament, or even the stabilisation of armaments at the present level,
could not be considered as in any way fulfilling the present Conference's task. Such a solution
would be contrary to the spirit and letter of Article 8 of the Covenant. There was no necessity
for M. Nadolny to point out that, at the present moment in particular, this solution would be
contrary to the general conviction that disarmament was indispensable.

In order to remove any misunderstanding and to dispel the anxiety of certain States-such,
for example, as that expressed by the Persian delegate a few days previously-M. Nadolny
would point out that reduction must naturally not be applied mechanically to the States
which for some reason possessed an army smaller than the minimum laid down in Article 8
of the Covenant. That was only logical, and did not affect the principle of reduction. When
the level of armaments for the various States was established, the special situation of those
countries would obviously have to be taken into account. Nevertheless, the principle of
reduction still held good, and the text which M. Nadolny had proposed for Article I seemed
to him to be in harmony with the conditions mentioned in Article 8 of the Covenant. That
text read as follows 

" The High Contracting Parties undertake to reduce and limit their respective
armaments in the manner provided in the present Convention. "

Similarly, it was in accordance with the spirit of the Covenant that armaments should
be reduced considerably. The formidable financial crisis, the effects of which the whole world
was feeling, was in itself a sufficient reason for all the nations to unite in an effort to bring
about as substantial a reduction as possible in the general level of armaments. No State would
be willing to take upon itself the responsibility of placing any obstacle in the way of this
general reduction by endeavouring to keep its own armaments intact.

Several delegations had expressed the view that the aim contemplated in Article 8 could
only be reached by successive stages, and not in one move. In this connection, M. Nadolny
pointed out that, personally, he would prefer that the Conference should be able to agree to
achieve the final aim contemplated n Article 8 in one stage. But if it were unable to accept his
point of view, and on the contrary preferred disarmament by stages, it would be necessary
not only to fix the first stage but also to consider the following stages, as well as the final aim.
In any case, the intervals must be as short as possible, and above all the first stage must
provide for considerable reduction. The greater and more decisive the reduction of armaments
which the present Conference achieved the greater would be the financial relief of which the
world was in such need, and the greater, above all, would be the relaxation of political tension
which the world needed even more than financial relief, since it was necessary to the world's
economic rehabilitation.

The disarmamnent of Germany proved to what extent a country co uld disarm in a very
short time. It was an example which others might follow. M. Nadolny would confine himself
to recalling that in a few years Germany had entirely transformed her military systenm, had
reduced her army to one-eighth and her navy to one-tenth of the pre-war level, and had handed
over or destroyed enormous quantities of material, in particular all her air material and heavy
artillery, all her capital ships and all her submarines. Thus, to give one figure only, the number
of aeroplanes destroyed amounted to I5,700. What had been done in Germany could, of course,
be done everywhere else, given a real desire to do so.

As regards the method of fixing the level of armaments for each State, M. Nadolny
considered-and that was the second element in the German case that it also must conform
to Article 8 of the Covenant. This question of the method of disarmament had already been
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dealt with by the representatives of the Soviet Union and Turkey, either in their proposals
or in their verbal explanations to the Commission. M. Nadolny thought that the general
lines of the two proposals merited the Conference's full sympathy, as they provided for a
considerable reduction of armaments over a certain period. Consequently, the Conference
would do well to keep these proposals in mind and, so far as possible, take them into account
during the discussion on the method of fixing the figures.

M. Nadolny considered that M. Litvinoff had been quite right in referring to a"proportional
principle", and in saying that the more powerfully armed States should make greater reductions
in armaments than the more weakly armed States.

On the other hand, M. Nadolny had already stated that, in the German delegation's view,
Article 8 of the Covenant offered a solid basis for the method of reducing armaments, and the
German delegation was resolved to adhere to that basis. For that reason, Germany was unable
to accept the principle of purely mechanical reduction as provided in the Soviet proposal.

M. Nadolny entirely agreed with M. Litvinoff that the application of the method laid
down in Article 8, the individual method, might possibly involve delay. The establishment
of the figures would perhaps be simplified and speeded up, therefore, if the methods indicated
in the Soviet proposals were employed. These questions should perhaps be examined.

In conclusion, he desired once again to state the German point of view: Germany
considered that the idea of a simple limitation of armaments must be set aside, and that
it was essential energetically to reduce armaments to the lowest possible level. Once such
a reduction had been agreed upon, it must be carried out within a specified period and as soon
as possible.

With regard to the method, the German delegation adopted as a basis Article 8 of the
Covenant, according to which the special circumstances of each State must be taken into
account. The figures must be established in accordance with as simple a method as the
principles of Article 8 permitted.

Only in this way-that was to say, only on the basis of Article 8 of the Covenant-could
the Conference fulfil its task : general disarmament.

The PRESIDENT announced that the Commission had received the following draft resolution
submitted by the Belgian, Danish, Spanish, Estonian, Norwegian, Czechoslovak and Uruguayan
delegations:

" In view of the opinions expressed during the discussion at the Conference for the
Reduction and Limitation of Armaments,

" The General Commission considers that the reduction of armaments, as provided
for in Article 8 of the Covenant of the League of Nations, can be completely achieved
only by stages and by means of successive revisions which should follow each other at
the shortest possible intervals."

M. MOTTA (Switzerland), on behalf of the Swiss delegation, associated himself with the
above draft resolution.

M. FIERLINGER (Czechoslovakia) explained that the proposal was related to the Turkish,
Soviet, German, Norwegian and Czechoslovak proposals, and to some extent to the Hungarian
proposal. It did not, of course, cover all the points contained in these various proposals.
The General Commission would, moreover, have occasion to return to those points which the
resolution did not cover as the other chapters in its programme were discussed.

The draft resolution nevertheless laid down the common and essential principle of the
proposals M. Fierlinger had mentioned that was to say, reduction by stages, or, if the
Commission preferred, the principle of progressive reduction, the principle of continuity,
of progressive effort on the part of the nations in the matter of disarmament. That principle
appeared, moreover, to be in complete harmony with the letter and spirit of the Covenant.

While approving these proposals, which it would be quite possible to realise in practice,
the Conference must always look to the future, to greater and vaster possibilities. As reciprocal
confidence developed, it would be possible to pass more quickly to the successive stages.

All the Commission's discussions, moreover, and all the discussions in plenary session,
had already adequately demonstrated the complexity and extent of the problem before the
Conference. Very optimistic speeches had been heard, but the conclusions to which they led
were fairly divergent. Great difficulties must be expected, and it seemed clear therefore that
it would only be possible to proceed by stages, an effort being made day by day to consolidate
the progress so painfully achieved on the previous day. In his view, it would be better to avoid
too rigid methods, which might be prejudicial to the Conference's future action, and to adopt
the most elastic.

The Turkish proposal, for example, contained a. very interesting formula, but the
mechanism seemed too complicated for practical purposes. The Conference had already had
so mluch difficulty in taking thle first step, that commonsense slhould now lead it to concen-
trate every effort on achieving a first result--tlhat was to say, in establishing a first Convention
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which would doubtless become a juridical instrument of great value and of considerable
import.

i. Iitvinoff's proposal did not seem to exclude progressive action, but it involved an
immediate choice between certain methods to which it would be necessary to return when the
Commission discussed item II of its agenda. For the moment, the proposal M. Fierlinger
had presented on behalf of the delegations he had mentioned took into account the essential
part of the Soviet proposal, that relating to reduction by stages.

The proposal also took up the main idea of the German suggestion and, to meet the often
repeated demands of the German delegation, it was also specified that the various stages
must follow one another as closely as possible. The authors of the proposal were grateful,
moreover, to the German delegate for stressing the principle of progression.

M. Fierlinger desired, in conclusion, to refer to the clauses relating to revision,
which were not quite within the scope of the discussion of the resolution. This was a very
vast and complicated problem, which would be examined later. At the same time, the
Czechoslovak delegate desired to point out that, in the eyes of the framers of the Covenant,
the Convention should be perpetual, in the sense that a State which had signed it could not
waive its obligation. The Convention should naturally be revised from time to time. The
Covenant provided that there should be a revision at least every ten years. It would certainly
be necessary to provide machinery for revision, to set up a body which would be of the
greatest importance. With a view to revision, it would be desirable to consider extending
the competence of the body in question which, according to the Danish proposal, should set
to work immediately.

For the moment, it was sufficient to emphasise the main idea behind the Covenant-
namely, that disarmament must be continuous and uninterrupted. This essential principle
must be affirmed at the very beginning of the work. The resolution submitted by M. Fierlinger
might appear very modest to many of the delegations, but its adoption would provide the
Commission with a very firm basis and a very wide and clear perspective for its subsequent
discussions.

The PRESIDENT said that, as the resolution proposed by the Czechoslovak delegate was
so closely related to sub-heads (a), (b) and (c) of point I, he presumed that the Commission
would wish to discuss it in conjunction with these sub-heads. The Commission would then
have to take a decision as to what was to be done with it at a later stage. Much would depend
on whether amendments were submitted, in which case it might be necessary to send it, together
with any amendments that might be proposed, to a drafting committee for consideration.

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France) said that he desired to follow the example of the President
of the Swiss Confederation and, on behalf of France, to accept the resolution just circulated.
The reasons for the French delegation's decision were the same as those on which it would
invariably act during the discussions, which had now passed from the stage of exchanges of
view to the examination and adoption of texts.

The French delegation accepted the resolution because it related specifically to one of the
texts which determined at one and the same time the direction and limit of the Conference's
work, and because it always appreciated texts which followed on from what had already been
achieved, that was to say, those connected with the texts on which the present discussions
were based.

The French delegation supported the resolution because it related specifically to Article 8,
and because the latter, while contemplating successive reductions, indicated that the League
Covenant contemplated the reduction of armaments by stages.

While relating to Article 8, the resolution was within the letter and spirit of that article
which, while indicating progress by successive stages, also stated that the aim should be the
reduction of armaments to the lowest point consistent with national safety and the enforcement
by common action of international obligations.

On reading the resolution, M. Paul-Boncour had immediately found a new reason for
accepting it in the Czechoslovak representative's commentary on the Danish and Norwegian
proposals, which in themselves were a reminder of Article 4.o0 of the draft Convention. In order
to give greater consistency and even further guarantees to the undertaking to reduce by stages,
those proposals made provision for a permanent body which would be in a position to prepare
these stages, always within the spirit of Article 8, that was to say, in relation to the conditions
of security and the international obligations arising out of the Covenant.

M. NADOLNY (Germany) pointed out that, according to the President's explanations, the
resolution should cover sub-heads (a), (b) and (c) of the agenda. In examining it, however, he
was led to think that it related rather to the method of reduction by stages alone, and that
it dealt only very reservedly with the German thesis. The latter should, in his view, be made more
clear, particularly as he had noticed from the Czechoslovak delegate's speech that there
was a slight misunderstanding. The Czechoslovak delegate had mentioned progressive
reduction, whereas M. Nadolny had emphasised that the first stage must be a decisive stage.

M. Nadolny very willingly accepted the President's proposal to set up a drafting committee
to consider these observations.
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M. BURHARDT-BUKACKI (Poland) said that the Polish delegation supported the draft
resolution submitted by the Belgian, Danish, Spanish, Estonian, Norwegian, Czechoslovak
and Uruguayan delegations.

Cemal HUSNU Bey (Turkey) said that the Turkish proposal for the reduction of armaments
to an equal level for all countries had been defended on two occasions before the Commission,
in particular by the Turkish Foreign Minister, who had added that he was prepared to
reply to any criticisms that might be made against the Turkish proposals. So far, however,
no criticism had been put forward, except perhaps that of the Czechoslovak delegate, who had
found it too complicated, unfortunately without explaining in what way, so that it
was impossible to reply to that objection.

While, however, no criticisms had been made against the Turkish proposal and while it
had not been rejected, many other proposals had been made for the reduction of armaments
by stages, and he observed that the Commission appeared to prefer reduction by stages.
He would not defend the Turkish proposal at length, as no one had objected to it, but he would
maintain that, in his delegation's opinion, it provided a radical solution for the disarmament
problem. The invitation to all countries to reduce their armed forces to an equal level meant, he
believed, that there could be no possibility of surprise attack. The consideration of a country's
area or population could not be taken into account. A country did not base its defence estimates
on the size of its territory or the number of its inhabitants but mainly on the consideration of
the forces which it might possibly have to meet. Equality of armies would save the small
countries from attack by the great, and the latter would not be menaced by attack from the
smaller by reason of their potential war strength, which would be adequate for their defence, if
need be, against small States. Further, the Turkish proposal ruled out all military alliances.
Hence, there would not be a number of countries uniting against one. Finally, the Turkish
proposal did not exclude reduction by stages; on the contrary, it recognised that system, and
proposed a time-limit of ten years, which could be discussed and either extended or reduced, as
the Commission desired. The time-limit could be considered after the principle had been
adopted.

In conclusion, the Turkish delegation considered that its proposal provided a radical
and rational solution for the disarmament question and for the security question as well,
since all countries, great and small, would find security in the equal level of armaments. If
criticisms were made against the proposal, the Turkish delegation would reply to them, but,
he would repeat, he had heard none formulated up to the present.

M. LITVINOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) confining himself to the draft resolution
moved by M. Fierlinger, took it that the question of the method of reduction was
for the moment left on one side and would be taken up in connection with point II (" criteria ").
He had already explained the Soviet delegation's point of view. His delegation had proposed
total disarmament and, when that had been rejected, had said that it would agree to a reduction
of armaments, to be regarded as a first step towards total disarmament. It followed that the
Soviet delegation was not opposed to reduction by stages. On the contrary, it insisted that
it was impossible to be content with a single reduction, but that reduction should go on
progressively. He had therefore no objection to the substance of the resolution under discussion.

He drew attention, however, to the fact that the resolution referred to Article 8 of the
League Covenant. As all the delegates were aware, the Soviet Government was not a Member of
the League, and the Soviet delegation had not come to Geneva under any obligations devolving
either from the Covenant or from any international treaty. It had come for the purpose of
co-operating with other Governments in the achievement of total disarmament, or at least of
a reduction of armaments. It would therefore be understood that the Soviet delegation could
not subscribe to a resolution which referred to the Covenant, and he would accordingly ask that
the reference to the League should, if possible, be deleted in order to make the resolution
acceptable not only to the Members of the League, but also to non-member States participating
in the Conference.

He assumed that this reference to the Covenant did not prejudice the question of

method, but some people saw in Article 8 certain suggestions with regard to the method
of reduction. If the reference to Article 8 did prejudice the question of method, he would be
obliged to say something further, but for the moment he took it that that was not the case and
that the question of method would come up later.

His objection, therefore, to the reference was for the moment of a more or less formal
nature. What was more important to him was that with this reference to the article it would
hardly be possible to achieve any results, or even to pass any practical resolutions, because,
as delegates knew, Article 8 was not interpreted in the same way even by all the Members of
the League. In fact, he did not think that among the few delegates who had spoken at that
meeting there would be entire agreement upon the meaning of the article. There was a still
larger measure of disagreement with regard to security, which was mentioned in Article 8.
It therefore seemed to him that if the reference to the article were retained, the resolution



would hardly say anything at all, because that article would militate against the very substance
of the resolution. The reference to it would provide a possibility for many delegations to oppose
a reduction of armaments.

It should, further, be pointed out that, while the system of reduction by stages could be
accepted, the Conference should be concerned mostly with the first stage. It was not known
when the following stages would take place. It might not be for two, three or five years, when
the conditions might have altered completely. It was not known what the conditions would be
at that time, nor what Governments the various countries would have, and it was not possible
at the present stage to speak on behalf of future Governments. What, therefore, was of the
greatest importance for the time being was the extent of reduction of the first stage, and M.
Litvinoff thought that that point should be made clear in the resolution which the Commission
was asked to adopt. The Soviet delegation therefore proposed the addition of the following
words at the end of M. Fierlinger's resolution: " and that a substantial reduction of existing
armaments should be effected at the first stage ". By adding these words, the General Com-
mission would know, and, what was more important, the Technical Commissions would
know, on what lines they had to proceed in working out the details of reduction. It seemed
to M. Litvinoff that, unless this amendment were accepted, the resolution would not say
much and would achieve no great result.

Baron RAMEL (Sweden) observed that, during the general discussion, Sweden had proposed
that the convention to be drawn up by the Conference must be essentially a general convention,
and that agreement should be found for the greatest possible reduction of armaments.

After the speeches made during the general debate, and that delivered by M. Fierlinger,
it could not be denied that it seemed impossible at the present stage to accomplish as substantial
a reduction as that recommended by the Swedish delegation. That being so, it was important
to emphasise that the present Conference should arrive not only at a limitation but also at
a real reduction of armaments, inasmuch as that reduction would be followed by others, which
would thus make it possible to attain the goal laid down in Article 8 of the Covenant. For these
reasons Baron Ramel associated himself with the resolution submitted by the Belgian, Danish,
Spanish and other delegations.

Sir John SIMON (United Kingdom) said that his delegation supported the principle of the
proposal contained in the resolution under discussion. In the event of it being decided that
the wording of the resolution would have to be considered by a drafting committee, he would
observe that the concluding phrase might possibly need to be examined. As had already been
said, it was the first stage which counted for the purposes of the work which the Conference
was endeavouring to do. While therefore it was certainly contemplated that there would be
successive revisions, inasmuch as it was impossible to conceive that all could be accomplished
at one blow, and it was right to refer to subsequent reconsideration, he would only point out
that if it were asserted that such revisions should occur at the shortest possible intervals,
there was perhaps a certain danger that less might be achieved at the first and essential stage
than all delegates would hope to see. There was a certain temptation to hesitate to concede
too much if one were assured in advance that the opportunity would almost immediately
arise for doing at a second stage what one ought to be urged to do at the first. The drafting
committee should therefore be asked to consider whether or no it was the happiest phrase to
speak of successive revisions occurring " at the shortest possible intervals". Suitable and not
too long intervals were certainly in the contemplation of all delegates, but a proposal that they
should be in conference practically from summer to summer for that purpose would seem to
have certain anxieties of its own.

M. ALA (Persia) concurred in the draft resolution under consideration, because it was
based on the principles embodied in Article 8 of the Covenant, principles to which he had
referred in his statement on Wednesday last. The Persian delegation assumed, moreover,
that it was understood that the adoption of the resolution would not involve the deletion
of the word " limit " in Article I of the draft Convention.

M. BEELAERTS VAN BLOKLAND (Netherlands) observed that the resolution submitted by
the seven delegations expressed a conception which was shared by the majority of the delegates.
No one imagined that it was possible to achieve a definitive reduction by a single convention.
It was evident that the reduction prescribed in Article 8 of the Covenant could be fully achieved
only by stages. If, therefore, the Netherlands delegation gladly adhered to the principle
expressed in the draft resolution, he would stress what Sir John Simon had said, namely,
that it must be understood that the need for proceeding by stages should not be taken as a
pretext for demanding the postponement or the carrying forward to some future revision of
proposals which could be put into effect in the first convention. An attempt must be made
to accomplish an appreciable reduction in the first convention.

The proposal that the text should state that at each stage the reduction should be as
large as possible received M. Beelaerts van Blokland's entire sympathy. Needless to say,
that idea would only be efficacious if translated into acts.
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M. SATO (Japan) said that his delegation entirely adhered to the draft resolution submitted

by the seven delegations and supported by Switzerland and France. He had already expressed

his delegation's point of view in the Commission. The resolution proposed took full account

of that view. For that reason he supported it in the form and wording in which it was submitted

to -the Commission.

M. GRANDI (Italy) said that his delegation also concurred in the proposal. It considered,

however, that it would be well to take into account the various opinions expressed, and that

with this object a drafting committee should be instructed to prepare a final text on which all

delegations could agree.

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia), Rapporteur, said that he would adhere strictly to the role

of Rapporteur, and endeavour to expedite the discussion and to find all possible means of

reconciling divergences of opinion. He would ask permission to make a few remarks concerning

certain explanations given by some of the delegates who had taken part in the discussion.

The Turkish delegate had complained that no objection had been raised against the

proposals which he had submitted. The chief reason for this, M. Benes thought, was that the

great majority of the General Commission considered it impossible to adopt the suggestions.

All delegates recognised that the Conference had been convened in virtue of Article 8. The

Turkish proposal, however, suggested that armaments should be reduced to an equal level

generally, and was therefore in conflict with the principles of Article 8, which had been accepted

as a basis by sixty-four delegations in advance. How could those sixty-four delegations agree

to such a change in the very basis of the Conference's work ? There was a second difficulty.

The Turkish delegate had said that his proposal was a radical one. The majority of the

delegates would have great difficulty in accepting it precisely because it was too radical. The

Conference consisted of sixty-four countries which were anxious to make a first attempt at

a general convention acceptable to all. It was therefore necessary to secure the adoption by

unanimity of decisions which inevitably represented only compromises. That reason made it

difficult for the delegations to adopt so radical a principle.
Article 8 of the Covenant said that there were to be successive revisions at intervals of

not less than ten years. Logically that did not exclude the Turkish delegation's conception

with regard to the stages, but politically it would make it difficult or impossible to carry out.

Such, without going into the details of the Turkish proposal, were the main reasons which

M. Benes thought it necessary to mention. They were reasons of principle and he would be

averse to its being supposed that the Conference had desired summarily to reject the proposal

of any delegation. There were, however, certain fundamental reasons for seeking a compromise

on a proposal, if it were possible to find a compromise acceptable to all.

M. Litvinoff had proposed the deletion of the reference to Article 8. The reference to

any article in the Covenant did not commit the States Members or non-Members of the League.

The reference to Article 8 signified purely and simply that the Disarmament Conference

was convened in virtue of that article. This was so true that other very important delegations

had made no objection to the reference. Consequently, the Soviet delegation could, without

committing itself in any way, accept that solution as a sort of compromise.

His last observation concerned proposed amendments. He was not qualified to deal with

amendments at the present stage. The drafting committee would consider them and the

Commission would decide. Nevertheless, as Rapporteur, he desired to make an appeal to all

delegates. The Conference was entering upon an important phase in its proceedings. It was

beginning to do concrete work and to take important decisions, although the beginnings

must necessarily be modest. Everyone, moreover, knew that the problem as a whole could not

be solved until the end. The resolution proposed was intended to simplify the discussions. The

idea had been first to lay down the principles which were capable of acceptance by all countries

and to hold over the other questions without prejudging anything. The only aim of the

resolution was to establish at once certain principles acceptable to everybody.

In asking leave to speak, M. Benes had desired to remind the Conference of its general

intentions and to appeal to those delegates who would be appointed to the drafting committee

to discuss the amendments in that spirit so that the Committee could come back to the General

Commission with a text which could be unanimously approved.

On the proposal of the PRESIDENT, it was decided to set up a Drafting Committee to

consider the resolution moved by M. Fierlinger and any amendments submitted to it; the

Drafting Committee would meet under the presidency of M. Politis, Vice-President of the

General Commission, and be attended by the Rapporteur. It was agreed that the following

countries should be represented on the Committee-Belgium, Czechoslovakia, Denmark,

Estonia, France, Germany, United Kingdom, Italy, Japan, Norway, Uruguay, United States

of America, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and Turkey.
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THIRTEENTH MEETING

Held on Tuesday, April Igth, 1932, at io a.m.

President: The Right Honourable A. HENDERSON.

25. MESSAGE OF SYMPATHY TO M. DE VASCONCELLOS.

The PRESIDENT said that, as the members of the General Commission were doubtless aware,
M. de Vasconcellos, first delegate of Portugal and President of the Commission on National
Defence Expenditure, had been ill for some time. He had undergone an operation and was
well on the way to recovery when unhappily a second operation was found to be necessary.
The President felt sure the Commission would wish to join him in sending M. de Vasconcellos
a message of sympathy and encouragement.

M. D'AVILA LIMA (Portugal) thanked the President warmly for what he had said concerning
M. de Vasconcellos and likewise expressed his gratitude to the Conference for associating
itself with the President.

26. ARTICLE I.

I. The Principle of Reduction of Armament:

(a) Definitive reduction under a single convention;

(b) Reduction to the lowest possible level;

(c) Reduction to be brought about by stages.

Draft Resolution prepared by the Drafting Committee.

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia), Rapporteur, said that the Drafting Committee had met
on the afternoon of the previous day and had had before it an amendment by the United
States delegation to the resolution submitted at the Commission's last meeting. During the
ensuing discussion a number of delegations had at once supported the United States proposal,
but the latter had been amended in turn by the delegations of the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics and Germany. In the end the Drafting Committee had agreed on a text which
took account of all these amendments. The new wording which had been adopted unanimously
was as follows

" In view of the opinions expressed during the discussion at the Conference for the
Reduction and Limitation of Armaments,

" The General Commission considers that the reduction of armaments, as provided
for in Article 8 of the Covenant of the League of Nations, shall after this Conference has
taken the first decisive step of general reduction to the lowest possible level, be
progressively achieved by means of successive revisions at appropriate intervals."

M. Litvinoff had concurred in the proposal of the other members after the explanations
given him with regard to Article 8 of the Covenant which was mentioned in the draft resolution
proposed by the Drafting Committee. According to those explanations, the States non-
members of the League assumed no special engagement by reason of the reference to Article 8.

M. TITULESCO (Roumania) congratulated the Drafting Committee on succeeding in
submitting unanimously a single text concerning a very important and controversial question.
The resolution embodied three very happy ideas:

(I) The reduction of armaments was to be achieved progressively, that was to say,
by stages;

(2) Revisions were to succeed one another at suitable intervals;

(3) The present Conference was to take the first decisive step of general reduction
to the lowest possible level.

GENERAL COMMISSION 6
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He was, he thought, correctly expressing the Drafting Committee's views in assuming

that this third idea was to be put into effect within the framework and meaning of Article 8

of the Covenant. To avoid proposing an amendment and to obviate the risk of repe-

tition-seeing that Article 8 of the Covenant was already mentioned in the second paragraph

of the resolution-he would vote for the resolution, but in doing so he regarded it as indivisibly

bound with the resolution which was to follow it and which formed the subject of the proposal

by the Norwegian and other delegations.
He would therefore vote for the resolution but only as forming part and parcel with that

in the following paragraph of the second resolution which the Commission would be asked to
discuss:

" The General Commission decides that, in determining those criteria, the provisions
of Article 8 of the Covenant of the League of Nations shall be applied and that, in conse-
quence, armaments must be reduced to the lowest point consistent with national safety
and the enforcement by common action of international obligations.

" It will be necessary, further, to take account of the geographical situation and
circumstances of each State."

M. ALA (Persia) said that his delegation supported M. Titulesco's declaration and would
vote for the Drafting Committee's resolution with the same reservations.

M. CHOUMENKOVITCH (Yugoslavia) said that his delegation also supported M. Titulesco's

declaration and would vote for the resolution with the same interpretation.

M. LITVINOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that on the previous day he had
objected, in the Commission and in the Drafting Committee, to the insertion of a reference to
Article 8 on formal grounds only. If that reference were to be interpreted in the sense indicated
by the previous speakers, however, he would have also to object to the substance of the
resolution.

M. TITULESCO (Roumania) expressed his satisfaction that his statement had cleared up
the position.

The Members of the League as the servants of the Covenant had an obligation to discharge
under Article 8 of the Covenant. They intented to execute that obligation in its entirety. He
fully realised that M. Litvinoff was opposed to giving Article 8 of the Covenant the impor-
tance attached to it by the Members of the League. Nothing, however, was more dan-

gerous than unanimity based on a misunderstanding.
M. Titulesco could accept the resolution provided it was based on Article 8 of the

Covenant. If that article was to be mentioned purely as a matter of form, if the States were

to submit to disarmament without regard to security and the geographical situation of
the countries, obligations which they had assumed towards the League, the Conference
would be going completely outside the framework of its discussions.

He believed, however, that as the Drafting Committee had agreed that reduction should
be effected in the manner prescribed in Article 8, everything he had said in his interpretation
was covered by the resolution. If that were not the case in M. Litvinoff's opinion, he had only
to draw the consequences. M. Titulesco desired to be quite clear before taking a fresh step.

The draft resolution proposed by the Drafting Committee was adopted unanimously by
a show of hands.

M. TITULESCO (Roumania) thanked M. Litvinoff for having adopted his view.

M. LITVINOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) emphasised the fact that he had voted

for the resolution as submitted by the Drafting Committee, but not for M. Titulesco's inter-

pretation of it.

M. TITULESCO (Roumania) said that he had voted for the resolution with the inter-
pretation which he had stated.

M. BOSCH (Argentina) expressed his appreciation of the Drafting Committee's work.

The Argentine delegation, however, wished to make it clear that, in accepting the Committee's
proposal, it interpreted the term " reduction" as signifying not an absolute conception but
an aim in view that was subject to the particular conditions of the various countries, conditions
to which point II (a) of Section A of the questions submitted to the General Commission
referred.

In other words, his delegation approved M. Titulesco's remarks and would in due course
put forward the point of view expressed in them.

The PRESIDENT, on behalf of the Commission, thanked the Drafting Committee for
producing a resolution that had secured such striking unanimity.
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27, ARTICLE I.

II. (a) Criteria for limitation or reduction.

(b) Taking into consideration of the particular conditions of the different countries.

(c) Method of computation of the effectives based on the absolute needs for internal
order and relative needs for national defence.

The PRESIDENT said that for the reasons stated in connection with item I of the agenda,
he considered that the three sub-heads of item II should be taken together. One of the chief
points arising out of that group of principles was whether, as the Turkish and Afghan
delegations proposed, the Commission should adopt the principle of equal armaments for all,
or whether, conversely, the armaments of different countries should vary in accordance with
special conditions, geographical and other, as stated in Article 8 of the Covenant. Sub-heads
(a) and (b) were therefore closely connected with one another. The Turkish and Afghan
proposals involved the principle of equal armaments. The Soviet proposal, though admitting
that armaments might vary as between one country and another, tended to consider the
countries in groups and to apply a similar method of reduction to each member of the group,
without taking special account of its particular circumstances. The Chinese, Japanese,
Portuguese and Persian proposals implied that the armaments of each country should be based
on its special circumstances. In brief, the Commission had to decide whether the armaments
of the various countries should be fixed in accordance with the principles of Article 8 of the
Covenant.

Sub-head (c) covered two principles: (I) that part of the armaments of a country
was based on its special circumstances and therefore could not be reduced; (2) that the other
part was related to the armaments of one or more neighbouring countries and was liable to
reduction. The Commission would doubtless decide at what moment these points should be
discussed after hearing the views of the United States delegation.

The following resolution had been handed in by the Czechoslovak, Norwegian, Spanish
and Swedish delegations:

" In view of the proposals of the delegations of China, Japan, Persia and Portugal
concerning the criteria for the limitation and reduction of armaments,

"The General Commission decides that, in determining those criteria, the provisions
of Article 8 of the Covenant of the League of Nations shall be applied and that, in
consequence, armaments must be reduced to the lowest 'point consistent with national
safety and the enforcement by common action of international obligations.

" It will be necessary, further, to take account of the geographical situation and
circumstances of each State.

" The application of these criteria and the methods by which the reduction and
limitation of armaments shall be effected for each respective State will be examined
later. "

M. GRANDI (Italy) said that while agreeing to the general principle underlying the proposed
draft resolution, he could not conceal the existence in his mind of doubts on certain points
which he considered should be cleared up. He therefore would submit certain considerations
which might enable the Commission to make its work more and more practical in character.

He would point out first of all that while the proposals grouped in the synoptic table under
the heading " Criteria ", etc., were those submitted by the Chinese, Japanese, Persian and
Portuguese delegations, there were, nevertheless, under other headings suggestions which
dealt with both criteria and methods, for instance those submitted by several delegations
with regard to qualitative limitation, the Soviet delegation's proposals, that of the Turkish
delegation, and yet others.

This consideration led him to think that it would perhaps be better to alter the first
paragraph in the resolution before the Commission as follows :

" In view of the proposals submitted by various delegations concerning the criteria
for the limitation and reduction of armaments..."

In the second place, certain general measures to be found in the proposals of several
delegations might d la rigtueur be regarded as complementary to the indications contained in
Article 8 of the Covenant and as being intended to make the application of Article 8 easier
and more direct.

There was no question of discussing that article, but in order to obviate certain possible
difficulties, it might, he thought, be well to change the second paragraph of the draft to read:

"The General Commission considers that these criteria, without prejudice to the
carrying out by the States of general measures which may be decided upon, should be
based on Article 8 of the Covenant."



It was, he considered, desirable to omit the word "provisions " in order to obviate

divergent interpretations of Article 8 which did not, in his opinion, contain any real provisions
in regard to the criteria now engaging the Commission's attention but rather what might be
termed indications and principles.

As these indications and principles were clearly expressed in the text of the Covenant and
as they formed an indivisible whole, the Commission's agenda would, he thought, be more
workable if the quotation from Article 8-which in his opinion was superfluous-were
suppressed.

Lastly, it would, he thought, be useful to conclude this agenda with a precise decision based
on the first draft resolution approved at the beginning of the meeting. Such a conclusion
would be more precise than that suggested to the Commission and its underlying motive was
a desire for practical achievement which testified to the Conference's firm resolve not to be
stopped by difficulties which might arise in its path but to overcome them, having always in
mind the need for making this first important step a genuine and decisive one.

If the amendments he proposed were taken into account, the resolution might be worded
as follows

"In view of the proposals submitted by various delegations concerning the criteria
for the limitation and reduction of armaments,

" The General Commission considers that, without prejudice to the carrying out by

the States of general measures which may be decided upon, these criteria should be based
on Article 8 of the Covenant.

"The General Commission decides that the application of these criteria and the
methods by which the reduction and limitation of armaments must be effected, should
be immediately examined from a practical standpoint in order that, without prejudice to
subsequent improvements, a first decisive stage towards a general reduction to the lowest
possible level should be completed as soon as possible."

M. SATO (Japan) recalled that the Japanese delegation had submitted a proposal, with

reference to point II of the agenda, reading :

" Limitation to be effected in such a manner as to leave room for rectification
of apparent defects in elements."

The General Commission had already taken a decision in favour of the principle of the
reduction of armaments by stages and had discarded the idea of a definitive reduction in

a single convention. Hence the Commission was now faced with a second problem, namely,

by what method should the first stage of reduction be accomplished ? In other terms, the

delegations must agree on the criteria or methods to be applied in accomplishing this first
stage.

The Japanese delegation having put forward a proposal on the subject, he would venture
to explain the reasons briefly. They were, moreover, so clear that a long explanation would
not be necessary.

It was hardly necessary to urge that the factors determining a country's armaments
differed according to its geographical situation and the position with regard to the armaments
of the neighbouring countries. That had been recognised in the League Covenant which, in

Article 8, paragraph 2, expressly stated that account was to be taken of the geographical
situation and circumstances of each State. Furthermore, it would not be fair when reducing
armaments to apply to all countries a single rigid criterion which disregarded the important

factor termed " potential war strength ", which differed considerably in the different countries.
Again, various proposals had been submitted recommending the idea of proportional

disarmament. There had already been long and detailed discussions of that idea at the League,
more particularly in the Preparatory Commission. The Japanese delegation, like many others,
had thus had an opportunity of explaining fully its view that this method of proportional
limitation was not in harmony with paragraph 2 of Article 8 of the Covenant. As, however,

the Japanese delegation had invariably held that it was essential for the success of the

Conference to adhere to the basic principles of the Covenant, it did not think there was

any reason to change its previous attitude. The idea of proportional disarmament, while

very simple in appearance, was, in fact, mathematically so rigid that it failed to make
sufficient allowance for the various complex factors in the different situations. If it were

attempted to reduce all countries to equality in armaments, even by groups, the involuntary

but inevitable result would be to place the countries on a footing of flagrant inequality, since
that system failed to take into account the inequalities which were the inevitable result of
the differences in potential war strength.

The limitation and reduction of armaments should further leave room for the rectification
of certain obvious defects. Certain countries had, owing to special circumstances, modernised their

land and air forces, whereas in other countries the same forces had not yet, for different reasons,

been organised on efficient modern lines. In submitting its proposal, the Japanese delegation
was naturally not thinking of special arms, such as big guns or heavy tanks, but merely of

the principle that it should be possible to make good certain gaps existing in certain armies
in the case of arms which formed an organic part of the ordinary equipment strictly
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necessary for all modern armies. In the same connection it should be observed that civil and
military aviation had not developed at the same pace in all countries.

These facts proved clearly, he thought, that it would be irrational and inequitable to
attempt to apply a hard and fast uniform criterion to countries whose circumstances differed
very considerably. At a conference which was making a combined effort to achieve an
agreement on the limitation and reduction of armaments acceptable to all countries, the first
necessity was to take into due consideration the special conditions of the armaments of each.

He hoped he had thus explained briefly and clearly the reasons for which the Japanese
delegation had submitted a proposal to the effect that room should be left for the rectification
of apparent defects in the various elements of armaments. He felt sure that the General Commis-
sion would agree with him that the draft resolution submitted by the Spanish, Norwegian,
Swedish and Czechoslovak delegations embodied, among others, the principle contained in the
Japanese proposal. It was in this sense that his delegation entirely adhered to the draft
resolution.

As he had not had time to study the Italian delegation's amendment to that resolution,
he wished to reserve his opinion on it for the moment.

M. Lo (China) said that in voting for the last resolution, he, like the Roumanian delegate,
had had in mind Article 8 of the Covenant. As M. Titulesco had said, the Members of the
League were the servants of the Covenant, and there was no more faithful servant than China.
In submitting its proposals with regard to criteria, therefore, the Chinese delegation was
endeavouring to act in the spirit of Article 8. The task of establishing criteria was a difficult
one; the difficulties were fully realised when the League Covenant was drawn up. Article 8,
paragraph I, stated that the Members of the League were to reduce national armaments to
the lowest point consistent with national safety and with the enforcement by common action
of international obligations. It was therefore contemplated that most States must still continue to
maintain national armaments for defensive purposes. The armaments so maintained, however,
should be reduced to the lowest point. That lowest point, which the Commission was now
called upon to define and fix, was evidently not zero. The Chinese delegation conceived it to
be a hypothetical datum line which was neither absolute nor universal. It seemed that it
must vary from State to State according to "the geographical situation and circumstances
of each State."

Geographical situation and circumstances were comprehensive terms. The Chinese
delegation was of opinion that the expression at least connoted the following elements, which
it had mentioned in its proposal (document Conf.D.III) : size of the territory, number of
population, length and nature of land frontier and coast-line, facility of communications, degree
of security, and national resources. Any criterion which was reasonable and not arbitrary must
be based upon those factors, though the Chinese delegation admitted that not one of them by
itself was absolute. Ordinarily a State with a large territory and population required a large
force for national defence and for the maintenance of internal order. Similarly, a State that
possessed a long frontier and coast-line was exposed to greater danger of attack. But these
factors might be greatly modified by other considerations. A friendly neighbour might
considerably shorten the frontier, but a sense of general insecurity would call for multiple
lines of defence. Facility of communications would necessitate a smaller number of effectives,
but its absence would involve increased armaments. Obviously, these factors must constitute
for each State the criteria for determining the lowest level of armaments.

The Chinese delegation would like to call the Commission's attention to Article 8, paragraph 3,
of the Covenant : " Such plans shall be subject to reconsideration and revision at least every
ten years". In suggesting the above criteria, the Chinese delegation was fully conscious of the
fact that those and other factors were subject to change. For example, improved means of
communication might materially alter the scale of armaments necessary for national safety.
The perfecting of organs for the settlement of international disputes and an increased sense of
general security would cause some of the factors to lose their present significance.

M. LITVINOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that the Commission was once
again dealing with methods of reduction. The resolution before it, which practically amounted
to a repetition of Article 8, could scarcely mean anything but the pre-determination of the
methods of reduction. He did not think the authors of the resolution had moved it merely
for the sake of calling upon the Members of the League of Nations once again to swear allegiance
to an article of the Covenant. What could be the point of the resolution, at the present stage
of the Commission's work, if it were not intended to settle the methods or to counter the
objective methods which had been proposed by the individual, or subjective, method ? The
last sentence, which referred to the further study of methods of reduction, in no way changed
the meaning. To accept the resolution would undoubtedly be to reject the objective methods
proposed by the Turkish and Soviet delegations.
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M. Litvinoff felt that he had already made an exhaustive analysis of both the objective and
individual methods in his statement of April I2th. On the one hand, there was a fairly exact
formula which would make it possible, without further serious controversy, to lower the level of
armaments in the shortest possible time. On the other hand, no general practical formula
was suggested, but it was proposed to seek an agreement for fixing the level of armaments for
each country separately. It would be difficult, if not impossible, to arrive at such an agreement.
If no agreement could be reached, any hope of reduction became more than doubtful. It would
be difficult, even impossible, to arrive at an agreement as to what security constituted, or
what factors it involved. Only a few such factors were mentioned in the resolution, though
many additional ones were to be found in the memoranda submitted by the delegations. The
memorandum of the Chinese delegation, for instance, required the following factors to be
taken into consideration : size of territory, population, length and nature of land and sea
frontiers, land, marine and air communications, degree of security against external aggression,
and national resources. While size of territory or population might be capable of definition
-no easy matter in many cases-how were criteria to be found for the degree of security
against external aggression ? Among other points, the Commission was asked to consider the
conditions not only of each country, but of its neighbours. So long as the Soviet delegation
was dealing with its own proposals, it did not trouble'about security. If the individual method
were adopted, however, it also would be forced to advance demands for security with reference
to its neighbours. If the present Conference must study these factors and seek agreement
on their basis, there would be no end to it, and, worse still, no beginning to the reduction of
armaments.

So far, very little criticism had been heard of the proportional method of reduction.
No one had suggested that that method would be likely to place any country in a worse position
than at present. The Soviet proposal would not prejudice even the security mentioned in
Article 8, for, after proportional reduction, the security of each State would remain the same
as at present.

M. de Madariaga had objected to the mechanical nature of the proportional method, and
had pointed out that there were cases in which it would be inapplicable. M. Litvinoff had himself
said that certain exceptions would be necessary, for example in countries which had already
reduced their armaments. The Soviet delegation had left States with armies of not more than
30,000 outside its scheme. When the Persian delegate at the Preparatory Commission had drawn
attention to the special position of his country, M. Litvinoff had immediately answered that
the Soviet delegation would have no objection to considering the arguments as to its special
position. As Persia's neighbour, it knew that that country had frequently been attacked, but had
itself committed no act of aggression. There were probably similar cases, and M. Litvinoff
would quite understand M. de Madariaga, if he insisted that exceptions to the general rule were
necessary.

It was quite another matter, however, to recommend, without establishing any rule or
method for reduction, that all countries should be regarded as being in an exceptional position,
and to refer to countries which had not been the subject of aggression for centuries, but had
themselves, by their policy of imperialism and aggression, been sources of uneasiness to the
whole world.

If Japan or any other State demanding special attention could prove the inadequacy of
their power of defence, could show that they had been the victims of invasion, that foreign
navies had been at large in their ports, that military aeroplanes continually dropped bombs
over their towns and fortresses, that their neighbours showed bad faith, had infringed inter-
national covenants and treaties and could hardly be expected to observe a disarmament
convention, the Soviet delegation would be ready, with the rest of the Commission, to pay
special attention to their difficulties and to endeavour to increase their feeling of security
and to allay their fears.

It was difficult, however, to believe that such complaints would arise or that grounds for
alarm existed in all or even in the majority of States. The necessity for exceptions did not prove
that general rules and methods were unnecessary.

M. Litvinoff was far from imagining that it would be easy to arrive at agreement even in
the few cases which might legitimately be brought forward. He was convinced, however,
that it would be absolutely impossibile to reach general agreement, if the uniform method
were abjured and an attempt made to study the conditions of security for each individual
State. After prolonged and uncongenial work along such lines, the General Commission would
be forced to conclude that no reduction was possible, and would have to acknowledge that the
Conference had failed. The Soviet delegation could not accept responsibility for a method
which it was convinced would lead to such unfortunate results. It was unable, therefore,
to vote for the individual, subjective method of reduction.

M. Litvinoff once more proposed that in the interests of success, the Commission should
adopt the uniform, objective method for the reduction of armaments for all States or for groups
of States, in accordance with the Soviet proposal. This did not, of course, exclude possible
isolated exceptions.

M. Grandi's resolution allayed some of the fears aroused by the Spanish resolution. It
would be acceptable if it did not make recognition of Article 8 of the Covenant incumbent
upon the Soviet delegation. The latter could not accept Article 8, especially the interpretation
given to it in the Preparatory Commission and in the General Commission, which suggested
that the sole object of inserting it in the Covenant was to make any reduction of armaments
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impossible. M. Litvinoff did not say that that was the intention of the authors of the Covenant,
but that interpretation had repeatedly been given and could not be ignored. That was why
the Soviet delegation must most decidedly object to the insertion of any reference to Article 8
in the resolution. The rest of the Italian amendment was acceptable to the Soviet delegation.

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) said that the delegations which had associated themselves
with him in submitting the proposal had not spoken in its defence because they were anxious
to economise the Conference's time and also because the proposal was based on a whole
discussion, on a whole series of ideas which had already been contributed to the debates in the
Conference and the General Commission.

Certain ideas should, however, perhaps be explained at the present juncture, since the
debate that had been initiated on the proposal had already developed sufficiently to make that
possible.

He would begin with a brief analysis of the Norwegian, Swedish, Czechoslovak and
Spanish proposal.

The first paragraph referred to the proposals of the Chinese, Japanese, Persian and Portuguese
delegations concerning the reduction and limitation of armaments. Why was there no reference
to other proposals as well, such as the Turkish and Soviet proposals? If he were asked to explain
this in a very few words, he would say, without however associating his colleagues in the
responsibility for his reply, that it was because he had regarded the proposals mentioned in
the resolution as remedies for the armaments evil remedies which were more or less good,
but none the less remedies, whereas the Turkish and Soviet proposals were rather in the
nature of panacaeas. He personally agreed that if the Turkish and Soviet proposals were
practicable they would be far superior to those which the Commission was about to adopt,
but since they were not-as would be shown very shortly-it was completely useless to continue
to waste time debating them.

He would, however, point out that the Turkish suggestion for the equalisation of all
armaments at a specified limit was not so different from the subjective method as it appeared,
since there was no question-at least he failed to see how there could be any question-of
imagining or establishing an absolute numerical limit and adjusting all armaments to it.
To realise this fact it was sufficient to remember that there were some republics with an army
of 500 men. Either such republics would have to be ruined if they were to reach the minimum
that was fixed, or it would have to be decided that a great country like the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics or Turkey would also have to be satisfied with an army of 500 men, which
would be a museum exhibit. The Conference could never depart from the fundamental idea,
which he would apologise for repeating, that armaments were relative conceptions, in connection
with which two ideas must be borne in mind conjointly, the idea of " gross " armaments and
that of the area and obligations of the country maintaining them. If that idea were properly
appreciated, the formula for the reduction of all to a uniform limit was automatically eliminated.

As to the Soviet proposal, M. Litvinoff had replied to part of the arguments which the
Spanish delegate had advanced at a previous meeting with regard to exceptions. He would
like to point out that, if exceptions were allowed, M. Litvinoff would find, at the time when
his formula was examined from the standpoint of practical application, that he and M. de
Madariaga were fundamentally in agreement, because, as he would explain a little later, the
Soviet formula would not, in his opinion, completely disappear from the Conference's horizon
but would have to be at one time or another, if not applied in toto, at any rate taken as a guide
in order to reach practical results. M. de Madariaga would hold over this point for the analysis
of the last paragraph in the joint proposal.

If what he termed very respectfully " panacaeas " were discarded, the only remaining
method was the subjective one. M. Litvinoff had argued against that method, but there were
no others, and he himself had told the Commission that he would never accept any formula
except that of the Soviet delegation. If that was not being subjective, M. de Madariaga would
like to know what was !

In these circumstances, how could the disarmament problem be solved without having
regard to the desiderata and even the caprices or subjective errors of each nation ? Man lived in
a state of subjectivity, he could not escape from it. Objective formulae would never help in
the solution of a problem which depended on sixty-three subjectivities.

The Conference therefore could adopt only the empirical method and deal with the various
questions one by one. This was a difficult method, but it was the only one. It was the method
chosen by human nature. The Conference could only discuss general principles which would
serve as the criteria to be followed.

M. Litvinoff had objected to the second paragraph in the joint proposal; in that paragraph
the method was established on the basis of Article 8 of the Covenant, which recognised that
the maintenance of peace required the reduction of national armaments to the lowest point
consistent with national safety and the enforcement by common action of international
obligations. That was the charter of the League, which was bound thereby. It was moreover
a fairly satisfactory framework, and he hoped he would even be allowed to say that he considered
it a very satisfactory one. It was capable of an infinite number of practical improvements,
the more so if it were found possible to bring within it those nations which were still outside.

He would not deal with the next paragraph which referred likewise to the Covenant,
and would pass to the last, reading: " The application of these criteria and the methods by
which the reduction and limitation of armaments shall be effected for each respective State
will be examined later".
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This was not a proposal to postpone the consideration of these criteria sine die, but to
embark upon it immediately and, for his own part-and he was here anticipating what he
was about to say with regard to M. Grandi's amendment-M. de Madariaga was prepared
to accept the Italian delegation's formula which was more vigorous than that of the joint
proposal. The object of the joint proposal was that the discussion on the application of these
methods and of the criteria for each country in turn should be initiated at once.

Plainly, when the Conference began to examine, country by country, the reduction of
armaments to be introduced, it would have to form some idea, if only a general and very
rough one, of the extent of those reductions. At that moment the suggestion made by the
Soviet delegation would be found very helpful. The delegates would then have to keep in
mind a picture of the extent to be adopted for the reductions of the various countries. Otherwise,
it would never be possible to begin the study of the armaments of the countries represented
since, as all delegates knew, there was a twofold relativity in armaments, relativity in respect
of the countries under consideration and relativity in respect of the armaments of the countries
with which the States under consideration had what he might call close relations.

That being so, he did not consider M. Litvinoff's formula entirely useless; indeed, the
reverse was the case. While he did not think that it could be utilised in toto because it was too
mathematical, precise and rigid, and because it failed to make sufficient allowance for subjec-
tivity, he nevertheless thought that the Conference would have to revert to its general idea,
that of the extent of disarmament, when it came to study, country by country, the solution
to be adopted.

He would deal next with M. Grandi's amendments. He had not been able to consult the
delegations which had joined him in signing the proposal under discussion. He did not,
however, think that he was departing from the spirit in which that proposal had been submitted
if he said that the movers of the proposal would entirely agree to accept M. Grandi's first
paragraph, although, as regards the second, they might perhaps have wished to have
further explanations concerning the meaning of the phrase " without prejudice to the
carrying out by States of general measures which may be decided upon". Personally,
M. de Madariaga had no objection to that phrase. The third paragraph was, he thought,
admirable so far as its first half was concerned, since, as he had already stated, it was more
vigorous than the joint proposal, and the associated delegations had desired to formulate their
object in vigorous terms. M. Grandi had been more successful in his drafting than they, and
they thanked him.

M. Grandi would perhaps allow him to say, and he believed that the associated delegations
agreed with him, that the last three lines gave him some trouble. They reiterated the desire
for prompt and useful work. That was one of those pious affirmations of which use was too
often made. One had just been included in the proposal voted at the beginning of the meeting.
It was perhaps time to begin to promise less and do more.

M. ALA (Persia) said that he would not weary the Commission by repeating the
arguments he had advanced on February I6th and April I3th concerning the immutable
principles on which Article 8 of the Covenant was based, or insisting on the need for taking
into account the geographical situation and circumstances of each country, in the preparation
of the plans for the limitation of armaments.

He would merely say that the Persian delegation supported the declarations made by the
representatives of Japan, China and Spain. He accepted in its original form the resolution
submitted by the Spanish, Norwegian, Swedish and Czechoslovak delegations.

In conclusion, he would thank M. Litvinoff and M. Nadolny for their observations concer-
ning the necessity of taking Persia's special situation into account.

M. NADOLNY (Germany) said that his delegation had already explained, during the
discussion on point I of the agenda, its view concerning the method to be employed for the
reduction and limitation of armaments. Those explanations applied equally to the questions
raised in the present discussion on the draft resolution submitted by the Czechoslovak,
Norwegian, Spanish and Swedish delegations, and the amended resolution proposed by the
Italian delegation.

The German delegation had no objection to the joint proposal of the four delegations,
inasmuch as it reproduced almost word for word Article 8 of the Covenant, which, as M.
Nadolny had repeatedly said, must be taken as the provision by which the Conference would
be guided in its task.

Further, he considered that, in the present specific discussion, the point was not merely
to confirm Article 8 of the Covenant, but to practise it, that was to say, to apply it in the
discussion and for the solution of the questions raised.

Although the text of the resolution, as amended by the Italian delegation, did not differ
as regards principles from the other resolution submitted, it made allowance for this necessity,
and led the Conference boldly along the road on which it had entered when it had accepted
that morning a resolution which, in M. Nadolny's view, was a very clear demonstration of
the Conference's determination to carry out its task of disarmament. For this reason, the
German delegation preferred the Italian amendment to the first resolution, and urged the
adoption of the Italian text.
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M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France) observed that if the Drafting Committee had succeeded in
proposing a unanimous resolution with regard to the first point on the agenda, that was not
due, as might perhaps be supposed by those whose mood was downcast or pessimistic to the
fact that each delegate placed his own interpretation on the text. For his own part, he was
determined to show himself invincibly optimistic and wished toseti believe that, on the contrary,
unanimity had been achieved because all had been deeply conscious of the need-at the every
moment when, after a long discussion on general points, the Commission was proceeding
to the voting of precise resolutions-for this demonstration of the common will to succeed.

It was plain that the discussion which had just opened on the resolutions-for there were
now several of them-with regard to the second point on the agenda, proved that the delegates
had understood the first resolution in somewhat different ways, not however to such an extent
that they could not, he felt sure, also arrive at a unanimous resolution in regard to point II.

If, as on the previous day he had told the representatives of Roumania, Yugoslavia and
Persia-and others too had repeated the same remark on their own account during the present
meeting-the French delegation had gladly voted the resolution on point I, with the amend-
ments proposed by the United States and later by the German delegates, it was because Article 8
of the Covenant was expressly mentioned in it. It had made no difficulty-on the contrary
-in accepting the formula that the first stage should not only e decisive but should at the same
time entail a reduction of armaments to the lowest possible level. That was because the
French delegation interpreted the words " lowest possible level " in accordance with the actual
wording of Article 8, which referred to the lowest point compatible with national safety and
the enforcement by common action of international obligations.

As the Roumanian delegate had very clearly pointed out, the vote taken on the first
resolution was, in the French delegation's view, inseparable from that which was about to be
passed on the second.

What was the second resolution to be ? Speaking on behalf of the French delegation,
M. Paul-Boncour entirely supported the text proposed by the Spanish, Norwegian, Swedish
and Czechoslovak delegations for the very reason that it expressed in their true meaning the
provisions of Article 8, the fundamental formulae of which were even reproduced in it.

The Italian delegate had proposed another resolution. Before making reservations on
certain points in that proposal, M. Paul-Boncour wished to say that it embodied quite distinctly
the principle of Article 8; and for that reason he f e t saw every prospect of a unanimous resolution.
Similarly, he had been particularly glad to hear the German delegate repeat the affirmation
that Article 8 was the basis of the Conference's work.

The difference between the two texts before the Commission was that the Italian delegate
merely made a reference to Article 8, whereas the Spanish, Norwegian, Swedish and Czecho-
slovak resolution, while referring to it, also explicitly reproduced its fundamental formulae
and in particular prescribed that armaments " must be reduced to the lowest point consistent
with national safety and the enforcement by common action of international obligations."

Someone, of course, might say, " Why reproduce that formula ? It would be
enough to mention Article 8, because plainly, if it is mentioned, the only thing to do is to
refer to the text of the article ". In this connection it would be remembered that, in reply to
a remark that a certain statement was useless because it went without saying, Talleyrand,
that great foreign minister, who was in some measure the common ancestor of all diplomats,
had observed: " Then so much the better if we say it ".

All the members of the Commission were convinced-with the exception, it must be
admitted, of the representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, who appeared
to have a special dislike for Article 8-that whatever their differences as to the methods and
figures for the reduction of armaments, the Conference's subsequent work must be based
on the criteria provided in Article 8.

The difficulty, therefore, did not reside either in the reference to Article 8, or-as M.
Paul-Boncour personally would prefer-in the quotation contained in the first proposal before
the Commission. The difficulty which the Conference encountered at each stage and on which
complete frankness was desirable, resided in a fact which M. Litvinoff had brought out, and
which certain other delegates, with a discretion for which they were deserving of thanks, had
not brought out, but which they were nevertheless entitled to bear in mind, the fact that
among the Powers represented at the Conference there were certain great countries which were
not members of the League, and that hence there was need for great circumspection in adopting
texts referring to the Covenant of the League to which they did not belong-and he would
venture to add, with the same discretion, " so far ".

It was not, of course, to be denied that all the work to which the reduction of armaments
had given rise had been based on certain provisions in the Covenant, and that the States
Members of the League, at any rate, could not contemplate the possibility of a reduction of
armaments apart from the guarantees as to security which the existence and operation of the
Covenant represented for them. The Covenant constituted a whole. It was a coherent collection
of texts which it was impossible to disregard.

Needless to say, however, if during the Conference's work, one institution or another, or one
precise scheme or another was brought forward, in connection with which States non-members
had difficulty in giving their adherence, means would have to be found, as had been done in the
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Preparatory Commission, of discovering the formula which would allow the States non-
members the freedom which they were forced to reserve to themselves from an elementary
desire to preserve their independence.

But for the moment the question was to fix the criteria, not yet to set up institutions, a
question which would certainly arise at a later stage in the proceedings, in connection, for
example, with the Permanent Commission contemplated in the proposals of certain delegations
with regard to Article 40 of the draft Convention.

In fixing the criteria, it would be impossible-and this was the reply M. Paul-Boncour
ventured to make to the Soviet representative-to do so except on the basis of the articles of
the Covenant in which the disarmament work and the present Conference itself had their
origin.

It was important, therefore, to overcome that initial difficulty, and if his colleagues
was prepared to do so, M. Paul-Boncour would ask the Commission to consider the possibility
of making that clear, as was done in the first of the resolutions before the Commission. Once
these criteria were agreed upon, these special conditions, varying from State to State, which
together with the idea of successive stages were the real basis of Article 8, he himself would see
no difficulty in supporting the last paragraph of the Italian draft.

Nor would he have any objection to a combination of the two texts, provided the essential
condition to which he had called attention on the previous day, when the Commission was
approaching the stage of adopting definite resolutions, were respected, and that specific mention
were made not only of the number but also of the text of Article 8 of the Covenant.

On the proposal of the PRESIDENT it was agreed to appoint a drafting committee, composed
of the representatives of Spain, Sweden, Italy, France, United Kingdom, Germany, Japan,
the United States of America, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Roumania, China,
Poland, Argentine and South Africa, which would meet under the presidency of the Vice-
President, M. Politis, with M. Benes as Rapporteur, to consider the draft resolution and the
proposed amendments.

28. MEMORANDA RECEIVED FROM DELEGATIONS AND PROPOSALS MADE DURING THE GENERAL

DISCUSSION: REPORT BY THE BUREAU (continuation).

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia), Rapporteur, said that the Danish delegation had asked for
the deletion of the following passage from the report by the Bureau which the General Commis-
sion had adopted on the previous day: ". . . a prioi it would seem unnecessary to ask the special
commissions to undertake this study before knowing whether the method of qualitative
limitation and the method of budgetary limitation are going to be studied in detail " (docu-
ment Conf.D./C.G.i8, "Memorandum by the Danish Delegation ", section (3). It would,
indeed, be preferable not to prejudge the General Commission's decision on this point before
the discussions which would take place the next day or the day after.

M. Benes' proposal was adopted. _____

FOURTEENTH MEETING

Held on Wednesday, April 20th, 1932, at io a.m.

President: The Right Honourable A. HENDERSON.

29. ARTICLE I.

II. (a) Criteria for limitation or reduction.

Draft Resolution prepared by the Drafting Committee.

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia), Rapporteur, summarised the discussion which had taken
place in the Drafting Committee on the previous day.

M. Politis had stated briefly the views which had been expressed in the General
Commission, and the discussion had then begun. As the Commission would remember,
M. Grandi had suggested certain amendments to the Spanish, Swedish, Norwegian and Czecho-
slovak proposal, and had submitted a text, part of which immediately appeared to be acceptable
to several other delegations.

The Drafting Committee had been requested to examine these amendments with a view
to arriving at a text which would meet with unanimous approval. That object had been
achieved without great difficulty, for the Italian delegation had at once explained that its
amendment to the second paragraph of the draft resolution did not in any way lessen the
scope of the sentence relating to the application of Article 8 of the Covenant. Its object



- 9' 

was simply to make clear that the provisions of that article left the Conference free to examine,
and if necessary to adopt, any method of reduction and limitation, including qualitative
limitation.

The statements and explanations of the Chairman of the Drafting Committee and a
number of other delegates, in particular, M. Titulesco, M. Paul-Boncour and Sir John Simon,
had appeared satisfactory to the Italian delegate, who also had had no difficulty in accepting
the text proposed by M. Politis, which was a combination of the two proposals before the
Committee-namely, the first paragraph of the Italian text, the second and third paragraphs
of the original proposal, and the fourth paragraph of the Italian text.

The Drafting Committee had then discussed M. Litvinoff's two objections.
The Soviet delegate had explained his objection to the substance of the proposal, and stated

that he was unable to accept the reference to Article 8, and particularly the two paragraphs
quoted from that article. He had pointed out that the adoption of the resolution would
amount to a definitive rejection of his proposal for progressive and proportional reduction.

Having been assured by the Chairman and the Rapporteur that, just as the method of
qualitative reduction was not a priori excluded, neither was the method of proportional or
percentage reduction a priori excluded, as all these methods had still to be discussed,
M. Litvinoff withdrew this objection.

M. Litvinoff's second objection which still held good-was that by adopting the resolution
the Soviet delegation might be led to accept the subjective, supplementary method of reduction
which it did not consider effective, and above all that the Soviet Government might be bound
in a manner prejudicial to the interests of the Soviet Union, since Article 8 of the Covenant
was mentioned.

M. Benes then read the following draft resolution, which the Drafting Committee
had adopted unanimously, although M. Litvinoff's last reservation had not been withdrawn:

" In view of the proposals submitted by various delegations concerning the criteria
for the limitation and reduction of armaments:

" The General Commission declares that, in determining those criteria, the provisions
of Article 8 of the Covenant of the League of Nations shall be applied, and that, in conse-
quence, armaments must be reduced to the lowest point consistent with national safety
and the enforcement by common action of international obligations.

" It will be necessary, further, to take account of the geographical situation and special
circumstances of each State.

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

Cemal HtSNt Bey (Turkey) said that, during the discussion in the Drafting Committee
on the previous day, he had stated that the principle of equality of armaments must
also be brought within the category of criteria for the reduction of armaments by successive
stages. That suggestion had been considered, as was apparent from the statements made on the
previous day by the President, and Hiisnii Bey desired to thank the latter and also the
Bureau.

If all the States represented at the Conference recognised that equality of armaments
was a guarantee of national security and that the geographical situation and circumstances
of each State-to quote the words of the Covenant-were not an obstacle to such equality,
it would be difficult to find any inconsistency between that criterion and Article 8.

Obviously, equality of armaments did not remove the existing inequality in war potential.
That inequality was not counteracted, moreover, even at the present time in the armaments
of countries whose war potential was weaker. Equality of armaments served at least to remove
one inequality. The Turkish delegation would be the first to support any proposal setting
up also a criterion-if that were possible-to remedy inequality in war potential.

On analysis, the principle of the Turkish proposal might, of course, be found to contain
a subjective element, as might all the works of man. If, however, in practice the subjective
element in this principle amounted to, say, 2 per cent, it would certainly amount to
Ioo per cent in an undefined method applicable individually to each State.

If the Conference did not apply the criterion of equality of armaments because it was
not only radical, but even very radical, as the Rapporteur, M. Benes, had said, because it
represented not only a satisfactory solution, but the best solution, because, finally, it was a
panacea, as M. de Madariaga, the Spanish delegate had said, that fact could only be regarded
as a sign of the times. Cemal Hiisnui Bey was certain that the speakers who had recognised these
attributes of the Turkish proposal would be the first to regret that, at a time when radical
solutions and panaceas were imperative, they could not be successfully applied.

The Turkish delegation, however, as the Turkish Minister for Foreign Affairs had said,
had come to the Conference to co-operate in positive action. It had already stated, at the
beginning of the proceedings, that it would not insist on its own views in a fanatical spirit,
but would accept any proposal for the reduction of armaments to the lowest possible level.
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In loyalty to that attitude, it had the honour to state that it would have accepted the
draft resolution of the previous day, amended in accordance with M. Grandi's proposal.
With regard to the text now proposed by the Drafting Committee, it noted the Rapporteur's
statement and hoped that in practice the spirit of this resolution would not depart too far
from that of the draft proposed on the previous day.

M. LITVINOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) considered it necessary to define as
precisely as possible the Soviet delegation's attitude toward the resolution. In its present form,
the resolution differed very little from that moved by the four delegations and discussed at the
previous meeting. The Soviet delegation's objections applied both to the formal aspect of
the resolution and to its substance. Its formal objections applied to the almost total
identification of the resolution with Article 8 of the Covenant of the League, of which his
country was not a Member. To judge by some of the speeches made at the last meeting, it
seemed to have been taken for granted that the Conference's work must be based upon Article
8. He was bound to declare that this was news to the Soviet delegation and that his Government
would learn the fact with no small surprise. No reference to that article was to be found in
any of the letters from the League Council or the Secretariat inviting the Soviet Government
to take part in the Preparatory Commission and in the Disarmament Conference. His
Government had never been informed that by taking part in the Conference or in a disarmament
convention it would be obliged to accept Article 8. He had no grounds for thinking that the
initiators of the invitation to the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics had had this point in
mind.

Although he did not feel called upon to interpret the League Covenant, he could not refrain
from remarking that Article 8 had in itself no formal connection whatsoever with the Conference.
If that article were examined carefully, it would be necessary to admit that, when it was drawn
up, there was no idea of convoking a general world conference of Members and non-Members
of the League. That was obvious, if only from paragraph 2 of the article, which read:

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

According to this paragraph, plans for the reduction of armaments were to be drawn up,
not by a conference, but by the League Council. Further, paragraph 4 said:

" After these plans shall have been adopted by the several Governments, the limits of
armaments therein fixed shall not be exceeded without the concurrence of the Council. "

It was therefore plain that the intention had been that everything should be decided and
regulated, not by a conference and the organs created by it, but by the League Council, which
was to be guided by the criteria in paragraph I of Article 8. At that time presumably it had
been supposed that the League would embrace all States. That, however, had not occurred;
several States had remained outside the League. The idea had then been formed of
convoking a conference in which all States, whether Members of the League or not, would
take part. Such a conference, however, could obviously not be ruled by the principles laid
down for an organisation consisting only of League Members, but by its own decisions only.

The General Commission was now confronted by a resolution which would make Article 8
binding upon all taking part in the Conference, including non-Members of the League. That
would mean that the latter were bound to approve of international obligations imposed upon
Members of the League by its Covenant-in other words, of sanctions, which were implicitly
mentioned in the resolution. He did not even feel sure that that did not also mean the admission
of the Council's right to draw up plans for the reduction of armaments and to sanction the
exceeding of the fixed limits for armaments, as provided in Article 8. The Soviet delegation
had a mandate to decide upon methods for the reduction of armaments, but not to accept or
approve this or that article of the Covenant.

Attention had been drawn to other participants in the Conference, not Members of the
League, who did not seem to object to the acceptance of Article 8. If this were so, it must
mean that they had the necessary mandate. The Soviet delegation could be guided only by
its own mandate. Such was the formal aspect of the matter.

As for the substance, Article 8 could not be accepted by the Soviet delegation as a guiding
principle for the reduction of armaments, since it was interpreted in the Commission as a
recommendation of the individual, subjective method of reduction. Moreover, any proposal
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made to the Preparatory Commission for radical reduction had invariably been confronted
with references to Article 8 as an obstacle to such reduction. One delegation, it was true, had
always based its demands for the utmost possible reduction on this very article, but that only
showed that an article capable of being interpreted in such conflicting senses was useless as
a guiding principle.

The resolution before the Commission not only failed to bring any clarity into the question
of methods of reduction or to represent an advance in its proceedings, but, on the contrary, it
actually created fresh ambiguities and confusion, which could only impede the Conference's
future work. In these circumstances, the Soviet delegation could not take any responsibility
for the resolution and was therefore unable to vote for it. It could only wait and see what
effect the passing of the resolution would have upon the practical work of the Conference.

In conclusion, M. Litvinoff regretted deeply the lack of unanimity on this first important
point; that, however, was inevitable and might have been foreseen by the authors of the
resolution. Nevertheless, when the General Commission proceeded to real work on reduction,
it would find the Soviet delegation as ready to collaborate as ever.

M. D'AVILA LIMA (Portugal) approved the Drafting Committee's draft resolution. The
Portuguese delegation considered that it gave full satisfaction to respect for obligations
de jure constituto, to which Portugal was faithful (and in his view this was not a mistake or
a proof of intolerance) and for reasons arising out of the draft Convention. The problem to be
solved was of an eminently concrete nature, and the object could not be achieved either by
doctrinaire considerations or by a kind of pacifist chauvinism.

The resolution submitted by the Drafting Committee was adopted by a show of hands,
the delegation of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics voting against.

30. ARTICLE I.

II. (c) Method of computation of the effectives based on the absolute needs for internal
order and relative needs for national defence.

Adjournment of the Discussion.

Mr. GIBSON (United States of America) reminded his colleagues that, when in his opening
speech in February he had made the proposal, listed there as No. 7,1 containing the computation
of armed forces on the basis of those necessary for police purposes and those for defence, he
had added that, when the time came for a more detailed discussion of this idea, the Conference
would have arrived at a point where further analysis on this subject would be useful. However,
as the studies which his delegation had undertaken had not been completed, and as there had
therefore been no opportunity for the necessary friendly discussions with other delegations
to learn their point of view on particular problems, it seemed wiser to postpone the discussion
for the moment. Since this type of analysis of armed forces was germane to any discussion
of the problem of effectives, he trusted that the Conference would be glad to hear the United
States delegation's views when they had been perfected by an appropriate consideration of
the special circumstances and obligations which affected many of the States represented in
the relations which their armed forces bore to one another. Therefore, in yielding the place
on the agenda occupied by the American proposal, No. 7, he felt that he was acting in accor-
dance with the spirit which should animate all members, a spirit compounded of a desire
to make every suggestion helpful at the time and a desire that its introduction should be
worked out on the broadest possible basis.

In accordance with the request of the United States delegation, the Commission agreed to
postpone the discussion on sub-head (c).

31. ARTICLE I.

III. (a) Simultaneous application of a quantitative and qualitative limitation by the
prohibition of certain material or of certain categories of armaments;

(b) Prohibition of certain material except under certain conditions.

The PRESIDENT observed that the resolution adopted that morning made it necessary
for the Commission to start at once on the study of the methods of reduction and limitation
of armaments. These methods bore on the following two points: (I) Qualitative limitation,
(2) Quantitative limitation.

It would seem logical to begin with the study of qualitative reductions or limitations
as the application of the qualitative method would have an immediate bearing on quantitative

1 See record of the fifth plenary meeting.
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reduction; thus, it would be futile to study the reduction of the number and tonnage of capital
ships if the latter were to be suppressed. He therefore suggested that the Commission should
start with the consideration of the methods of reduction in quality, in other words, embark
on the study of point III of its agenda.

The proposals coming under the principle stated in point III were very numerous. Besides
those submitted by the Italian and French delegations and which appeared in document
Conf. D.o02 (Article i, Section IV), there were all the proposals covered by the chapter relating
to the material of the three categories of armaments, and contemplating abolition of certain
armaments, or the prohibition of their use (document Conf. D.Io2, Part II, General and
Chapters A, B and C).

On the other hand, certain parts of the proposals figuring under point IV of the agenda
(document Conf. D.Io3-for instance, part (a) "Placing at the disposal of the League of Nations
of certain material ", and part (b) " Creation of an international force "-might have to be
discussed under point III, and before the Commission actually passed on to point IV.

An enquiry as to the aim of these various proposals would readily show that they corre-
sponded to the following preoccupations, and that they differed only as to the means advocated
in each particular case:

(i) To secure a constant superiority of means of defence as against means of aggression;

(2) To render armaments less onerous for the States;

(3) To reduce, as far as possible in time of war, the damages inflicted upon persons
and property, and in particular on the civil population.

All these points had already been touched upon during the general discussion on the

whole of the chapter devoted to Article i instituted the previous week. He did not think,

however, that the discussion had then exhausted all the points on the agenda, and he therefore

proposed to open the discussion on all the questions raised by point III.

The proposal of the President was adopted.

Sir John SIMON (United Kingdom) said that, following the conception of the debate now
opening as it had been laid before the Commission by the President, it had appeared to the
United Kingdom delegation that it would be well in the first instance to consider a resolution
which endeavoured to embody the principle of qualitative disarmament, but which at the
same time was so worded as to safeguard the various most important suggestions which had
been made and which would have to be considered in due course.

There was no necessary contradiction between adopting the principle of qualitative
disarmament and the adoption, if found practicable and useful, of the idea of an international
force, or between the adoption of the principle of qualitative disarmament and the conception,
if found practicable and useful, of the internationalisation of a given service. In this very
important branch of the discussion it seemed to him very desirable that the Commission should

begin by considering whether it was not prepared to declare in favour of the principle of

qualitative disarmament itself. He would seek to define that principle by saying that it involved
the selection of certain classes or descriptions of weapons with a view to prohibiting, by
international convention, their possession or use by any State. In this connection Sir John
Simon would submit the following draft resolution:

" Without prejudice to other proposals which fall to be discussed under later heads

of the agenda, the Conference declares its approval of the principle of qualitative

disarmament-i.e., the selection of certain classes or descriptions of weapons with a view

to prohibiting, by international convention, their possession or use by any State. "

He noticed that the French translation of the draft resolution did not perhaps bring out
quite so clearly as the English text the conception that, for the present purpose, his delegation
was concerned only to register its view that the arms so selected should not be possessed or used

by any State. The resolution was not intended to prejudge one way or the other the question
of the internationalisation of certain weapons. The introductory words of the resolution,
" Without prejudice to other proposals which fall to be discussed under later heads of the
agenda", were intended to make this point of view the more clear. The resolution in the form
in which it was submitted was therefore designed to gather together-he trusted by general
assent-the views which the various delegations entertained in favour of the principle of
qualitative disarmament.

He would point out in the first instance, as indeed had been observed by M. Paul-Boncour
on another occasion, that the draft Disarmament Convention itself already afforded one
example of the adoption of the principle of qualitative disarmament. Part V of the draft
Convention proposed the prohibition of the use of noxious gases or bacteriological warfare.
That, it would be agreed, would be an example, although only an example, of what might be
called the principle of qualitative disarmament.

It was true that the conception of qualitative disarmament, in the sense of a definite
prohibition of the possession by any individual State of particular weapons, had not come
forward very prominently during the long discussions leading up to the Conference. At the
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same time he was not aware that there was anything in those discussions in the least opposed
to that idea. Now, however, that the subject had been so maturely considered by so many
States, there had been a very striking demonstration from many quarters of adhesion to that
principle during the Conference's debates.

He would venture to quote a limited number of extracts from the general discussion in
plenary session purely for the purpose of reminding his colleagues how widespread was the
view that the principle of qualitative disarmament should be proclaimed and adopted.

M. Grandi, during the general debate, had said:

" I entirely agree with Sir John Simon that we can achieve our aim by the twofold
system of quantitative limitation and qualitative limitation "; I

and a very elaborate document had subsequently been presented by Italy carrying out in
some detail its suggestions as regarded qualitative limitation. M. Grandi had gone on to
say :

" I do not need to draw your attention to the fact that, once we have e agreed to abolish
the most powerful and deadly weapons, not only shall we have made a great step towards
disarmament, but we shall more easily and speedily reach agre aement upon the reduction
and quantitative limitation of other armaments." 1

During the same discussion, M. Hymans had approved of the conception of the
" prohibition of the most powerful and deadly offensive weapons ". 2

Other extracts from the general discussion were as follows

Baron Ramel: " . in this connection, I should like to point out that my
Government would heartily welcome the total prohibition of the use of certain arms. .2

M. Benes: " The Czechoslovak Government would like a more complete system of
prohibition against chemi and bacteriologicald warfare to be established, and is prepared
to extend that prohibition to other forms of offensive warfare". 3

M. de Zulueta: " We also share the opinion of those delegations which have proposed
the abolition of arms that are obviously of an aggressive character ". 

M. Munch: " Important progress towards equality would be achieved if we applied
the idea proposed by many speakers, including Sir John Simon, Mr. Gibson, M. Grandi
and M. Litvinoff-namely, the prohibition of certain arms peculiarly adapted to offensive
use ". 

M. Beelaerts van Blokland: " The Conference should, in my view, consider carefully
what arms shall be not merely reduced in number but absolutely prohibited ". 4

M. Branco: "As regards the abolition of so-called aggressive arms, we are in full
sympathy with the proposals which have been made, provided that they contain genuine
guarantees of general application ".

M. Colban: " We welcome with keen satisfaction the suggestion of several delegations
to prohibit arms of a particularly offensive character." 4

M. Motta, after dealing with various categories of arms, had said: " Morally speaking,
prohibition or stringent limitation in all these spheres is involved in the pact for the
renunciation of war itself." 5

He need not refer to the observations on the same subject made by other most important
delegations-for example, those made by Mr. Gibson.

It appeared therefore to Sir John Simon that, if the resolution were framed with due
regard and respect for other propositions which would be put before the Commission in due
course, it ought to be possible to carry a unanimous declaration in favour of the principle of
qualitative disarmament which nevertheless would really safeguard those other very important
discussions which he had not the slightest desire to obstruct or sidetrack in any way whatever.

In formulating such a declaration, the Commission was faced with the difficulty of arriving
at a form of words which would express clearly and succinctly one particular idea and at
the same time safeguard other subsequent and possibly related conceptions. There was, for
example, the very interesting resolution submitted by the Yugoslav delegation. 6 He did
not propose to criticise that resolution in any way, except to say that it was framed

1 See record of the sixth plenary meeting.
2 See record of the seventh plenary meeting.
3 See record of the eighth plenary meeting.
4 See record of the tenth plenary meeting.
" See record of the eleventh plenary meeting.

See page 97.
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with another conception of procedure. It was an attempt to include on the same piece of
paper four or five different proposals to be adopted at the same time. He was prepared
to see every one of those proposals discussed, and was anxious for a full exchange of views,
not only on those suggestions but on others as well, and he entirely agreed that the
Conference could not be regarded as having reached a final conclusion until each and every
one of these aspects of the matter had been debated and reflected upon. He would, however,
ask most respectfully whether it was possible to proceed by the method of endeavouring to
drive all the different horses and carriages assembled at Geneva through a particular portal
at the same moment. The only result would be a jam or a block and, what would be worse,
possibly a collision, or even an upset. None of the delegations desired a collision or wished to
do injury to other proposals which would have to be discussed in due course.

There was another, and, he ventured to think, the only practical way-namely, to declare
by the terms of the resolution that what was being asserted in that resolution was said without
the smallest prejudice to any other proposals. In the name of simplicity and orderly progress
he would urge the Commission to see whether it did not agree on a common principle which
was perfectly consistent with the inclusion of other subsequent proposals.

He felt most deeply, and indeed he believed many other delegations shared his opinion,
that unless the Conference showed its belief in the principle of qualitative limitation it would
run a very grave risk of ultimately reaching a position in which quantitative limitation would
not produce all the results which were desired. Quantitative limitation was, of course, an
essential conception, but it was, none the less, according to the draft Disarmament Convention,
to be brought about by the insertion of figures and totals in the blanks in the draft.
Who was to insert those totals ? Who was to decide on the figure which was to be inserted as
the maximum for State X ? Not the Conference, but State X itself. While the delegates might
hope to do a great deal by negotiation, by friendly discussion, by representation to one another
and by the invaluable co-operation of a common goodwill, they must face the fact that, if
they were simply to put their trust in quantitative limitation alone, they must, as practical
men and women, see that they at least ran a great danger that the effective results of the
reduction of armaments might fall far short of what they would like to see.

If, on the other hand, with quantitative limitation there was combined the conception
and the principle of qualitative limitation, the immediate and direct result would be that
a second and most fruitful influence would be at work, an influence which was the more effective
because, unlike quantitative limitation, it no longer depended upon the individual judgment
of the State concerned, but upon a general agreement for applying some common rule to all
States alike.

That, in Sir John Simon's opinion, was the real virtue which lay behind the principle of
qualitative limitation, and while he was deeply conscious of the fact that the resolution he
proposed was a mere preliminary, and that the Conference's difficulties lay ahead, he would
most strongly urge that the Commission should continue the good work which it had already
registered under points I and II.

M. NADOLNY (Germany), referring to the observations he had made a few days previously
during the discussion of Mr. Gibson's proposal, desired now to submit other observations with
regard to all the proposals for the abolition of certain categories of armaments.

All these proposals were directed towards the same end as the German proposals. It was
hardly necessary, therefore, for M. Nadolny to say that he maintained in their entirety
the proposals his delegation had submitted to the Conference, and now renewed them in the
General Commission, in so far as they concerned the abolition of arms.

With regard to the proposals of other delegations to which Sir John Simon had just
referred, he could only welcome them very sincerely; but he must point out that they covered
only part of the measures included in the German proposals with regard to aggressive arms.

There were certain categories of armaments in regard to which there had recently been
special technical progress and which were only partially invented at the time of the world
war. These were the very armaments which, on account of their offensive or destructive
power, had been prohibited for certain States in the peace treaties. It was particularly
important to note that these were precisely the arms which other States had developed most
after the war. M. Nadolny had in mind tanks, heavy artillery, trench-mortars, military and
naval aircraft, capital ships exceeding Io,ooo tons, aircraft-carriers and submarines. With
regard to heavy artillery in fortresses, its offensive character depended upon the situation of the
fortress in relation to a country's frontier, that was to say, to the question whether the
fortress was a menace to other States. With regard to gas and bacteriological weapons, the
delegations appeared to be in complete agreement that they should be prohibited.

In stating the grounds of the American plan, the United States delegate had drawn special
attention to the favourable effect its realisation would produce. He had shown very clearly that
nothing would be more calculated to increase the security of the States and to permit of
extensive measures of disarmament than the abolition of aggressive arms. He had also drawn
attention to the great saving which could thus be effected.

All these arguments applied, of course, to an even greater extent to the German proposals,
which went farther than the American proposals. Nothing would be more calculated to
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prevent aggression than the prohibition of the aggressive arms M. Nadolny had just mentioned.
In view of the development of modern defensive weapons-the machine-gun in the first
place-such a prohibition would mean that in the absence of heavy arms there could be no
hope of success for an attack. In addition, an important step would be taken towards
humanising war, particularly in the protection of civil populations, for whom long-range
artillery and bombing-aircraft were a menace which might perhaps be eliminated theoretically
by stipulations limiting their use but which could not be eliminated in practice.

M. Nadolny did not desire, for the moment, to enter into the details of the proposals
for the partial or complete abolition of offensive arms. He wished only to draw attention to
the importance of prohibiting military and naval aviation, as Germany had proposed. The
arguments he had just brought forward were specially applicable in that connection. The
air arm was one of the gravest menaces to civil populations; it was the most direct
offensive arm, and the increased air force budgets of certain States after the war were a sign
of widespread competition in armaments. That was why, in his view, the argument as to
security on which Mr. Gibson had recently laid emphasis was an argument in support of the
complete abolition of the air arm.

M. Nadolny did not desire to go more deeply into this question at present. He wished,
however, to point out that the unilateral prohibition of these arms, and in particular of the
air arm, had placed the disarmed countries in a position of insecurity which was incompatible
with the requirements of national safety as contemplated in Article 8 of the Covenant.

The proposal relating to the prohibiton of offensive arms showed how this impossible
situation could be be ended. M. Nadolny added that the German delegation was fully prepared
to support proposals for the prohibition of other armaments which went beyond its own propo-
sals, on condition that it applied to all States.

Certain delegations had proposed to do away with the use of offensive arms, or at any
rate certain categories, for national purposes by internationalising them, that was to say,
by placing them at the League's disposal. M. Nadolny did not consider that this was the time
to deal with that question, particularly as the possibility of internationalisation was not yet
sufficiently clear, and because, on the other hand, he was not sure whether it was really an
alternative or whether the two ideas might not be compatible. For the moment, he was under
the impression that internationalisation could hardly be considered as a real measure of
disarmament.

With regard to the British proposal, he pointed out that in his opinion it would be difficult
to consider the mere prohibition of the use of aggressive arms as a measure of disarmament.
However, subject to this reservation, he was able to accept the proposal of the United Kingdom
delegation.

The Conference was now taking the first really decisive step. M. Nadolny therefore felt
he must speak frankly. Germany had abolished all aggressive arms. She had already taken that
important step towards disarmament which the Conference must now take. She had proved that
it was possible to take such a step, and she had given an example of how it could be done. The
Commission was now considering a general measure which did not call for the individual
treatment referred to in Article 8 of the Covenant, treatment which, as the Commission was
aware, Germany was prepared to allow.

The German delegation had always been desirous of contributing to the harmonious
discussion of the problems before the Conference, and M. Nadolny believed his country had
given abundant proof of this. The Commission would therefore understand him when he said,
on behalf of Germany, that in the interests of as substantial a measure of disarmament as
possible-which, in Germany's view, was indispensable-it considered the prohibition of
offensive arms as an essential part of the common task. Germany as well as other States had
proved that such a step towards disarmament was possible. In view of Article 8 of the Covenant
which called for effective disarmament, and of the insistent demands of public opinion for
rapid and substantial disarmament, Germany could hardly accept responsibility for a measure
which was less fundamental in character.

The Commission was called upon to decide whether or not it desired to take that decisive
step towards disarmament. M. Nadolny was sure that in the present circumstances it would
unreservedly take it.

M. CHOUMENKOVITCH (Yugoslavia) said he desired to explain the Yugoslav proposal, the
text of which was as follows, and to indicate the reasons for it:

" In view of the discussion on the qualitative limitation of armaments;

" Seeing that the immediate abolition of certain categories of armaments would be
likely to exert an influence on general security and the security of each State;

" Seeing that the mere abolition of certain other categories of armaments might
create inequality as between States possessing heavy industries and those which do not
possess such industries;

" Seeing that it would not be sufficient to abolish certain means of warfare or merely
to prohibit their use, but that it is absolutely essential to possess effective sanctions in
this respect,
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" The General Commission adopts a resolution embodying the following principles:

" . The abolition of all warships of all categories including submarines having
a large range of action. Vessels required for defending the coasts of the home country
or colonies and to ensure the policing of the seas shall be excepted.

" 2. The obligation for all signatory States to limit at their present level

(I) Heavy artillery;
(2) Tanks.

"These implements of war should be under the permanent and direct control
of the League of Nations. If hostilities break out between two signatory States, the
Council of the League should be entitled to requisition from all the signatory States
a proportion of these implements of war to be specified in the Convention, and to place
them at the disposal of the State recognised as being the victim of aggression.

" 3. The prohibition of aerial bombardment and chemical and bacteriological
warfare and preparation for the same, even in the case of legitimate defence. If, in
the case of hostilities, any one party ignores this obligation, the Council of the League
of Nations shall be bound to outlaw it from the community of civilised nations. In
such case, all the signatory States shall be bound to afford military aid to the State
victim of aggression.

"The General Commission invites the competent technical commissions to prepare
and submit to it for this purpose the necessary plans and texts."

The substance of the proposal was identical with that submitted to the General Commission
at a previous meeting by M. Marinkovitch, the Yugoslav Prime Minister. 1 It differed only in
form, the new text conforming more closely to the usual practice of the League.
M. Marinkovitch's speech at the time the original resolution was presented contained the
grounds for the Yugoslav proposal and the arguments in support of it. M. Choumenkovitch
would therefore confine himself to making a systematic statement, in order that the General
Commission might once again take account of its scope and more rapidly appreciate its
significance.

The Yugoslav proposal related to the so-called aggressive arms, and was intended to
bring about what had been called their qualitative limitation and reduction. In addition, however,
it took into account the existing differences between the arms which it was proposed to limit
and abolish, and it discriminated between these means of warfare. He would immediately
point out that this discrimination was made on the basis of the nature of each armament and
in accordance with the three following principles: the real efficacy of suppression control
and the equality of States, with or without heavy industries, in respect of the obligations
they would assume under these international undertakings and of the sanctions to be provided.

There were aggressive arms, the immediate abolition of which might be effective
from the moment at which it occurred. Among these were, for example, warships having a
large range of action, mentioned in the first paragraph of the Yugoslav proposal, and
which were very costly to manufacture. In addition-and this argument was of capital
importance-they took a long time to construct. For that reason their abolition might be
considered, for the purposes which the Conference had in view, as being immediate and really
effective. The abolition of these vessels was easy to control by reason of their size. Indeed,
it was simple to ascertain at any moment whether they existed or not, whether they had been
abolished or not. Thus, the principle of effective control would be fully applicable in that case.

Finally, for the reasons M. Choumenkovitch had just given, once these armaments had
actually been abolished, all the States would be in a position of equality. Indeed, in view of
the difficulties of reconstruction, the States which were equipped to manufacture these vessels
would find themselves, after their abolition, in the same position for a reasonable period
as the States not so equipped. For all these reasons, M. Marinkovitch had felt able to propose
the abolition, pure and simple, of all warships, including submarines, having a large range
of action, except the vessels required for defending the coasts of the home country or colonies
and for policing the seas.

The position was not the same as regards the other category of armaments mentioned
in the second paragraph of the Yugoslav resolution, namely, heavy artillery and tanks. There
were no serious difficulties in the way of reconstructing these means of war, for reasons which
could easily be comprehended. Consequently, their abolition could not be considered as
efficacious. Moreover, in view of their small size, they might easily escape control. In the
last resort, since these means of war could be rapidly reconstructed, to abolish them might
create inequality between the States having the necessary industry and those which had not.

As it was desirable to achieve, by some means or other, the abolition of heavy artillery
and tanks, a way out of these difficulties must be found. The Yugoslav delegation considered
that the remedy was the following. These implements of war should not actually be abolished,

1 See the record of the tenth meeting,
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but simply limited and held in reserve. They should only be employed with the authorisation
of the League. If the necessary steps were taken in this respect, the States having no heavy
industry would run no risk, even should hostilities break out between States.

The third category of means of warfare, weapons used for chemical and bacteriological
war and the bombardment of civil populations, possessed, in the first place, all the disadvan-
tages encountered in regard to the first and second categories. They could be reconstructed
rapidly. They could easily escape control, and their abolition would place the various countries
in a position of inequality. But in this case a new consideration arose. These implements of
war and their use aroused feelings of revolt throughout the civilised world. They were so cruel
that the human conscience was horrified at the mere idea that they might be used. Their direct
object was the extermination of the human race.

In this connection M. Choumenkovitch recalled the masterly speech of the delegate
of the United States on April iith, to which he paid a tribute. Mr. Gibson had referred to
the possible objection to his proposal, namely, that the undertakings he had suggested were
not accompanied by sanctions and could therefore easily be violated. Mr. Gibson had replied,
in the first place, that the violation of undertakings of this kind cost the offender very dearly;
secondly it must confidenly be expected that treaties would be respected; and, thirdly, that
the risk of a possible violation was smaller than the risk at present incurred, and must be
accepted in the interests of peace.

M. Choumenkovitch pointed out that these considerations were not such as to allay the
general anxiety. In the case with which the Commission was concerned, sanctions appeared to
be particularly necessary. The violation of an undertaking not to employ certain means of
warfare certainly cost the offender dearly, but how much more dearly it cost the innocent,
the victims, the women and children brutally exterminated ! It was of course often necessary
to accept certain risks, but there was one risk which mankind categorically refused to accept ;
it was precisely this risk of chemical and bacteriological warfare. And if, in all other cases,
sanctions were required, they were particularly necessary in the present case.

Consequently, if the Conference really felt that it was of importance to mankind to put
an end, once and for all, to this danger aisnd these barbarous methods, it had no choice but to
declare that if, in the event of hostilities, one of the parties violated the undertaking not to
resort to this means of warfare, the League Council would be compelled to banish that party
from the civilised world, and in that event all the States signatories of the undertaking would
be obliged to give military aid to the State victim of the transgression.

In conclusion, the Yugoslav delegate added that it was always the question of security,
as provided in Article 8 of the Covenant, and the organisation of that security, which governed
the Yugoslav Government's attitude towards the problems the Conference was discussing.
In addition, he pointed out that certain armaments referred to in the Yugoslav resolution
could not simply be abolished. There must also be special guarantees.

M. Choumenkovitch hoped that his explanations would to some extent supplement the
Yugoslav proposal, and that the General Commission would give them friendly consideration. In
his view, they constituted a reply to the observation of the delegate of the United Kingdom with
regard to the intentions of the author of the Yugoslav draft resolution, and the effect of that
proposal on the progress of the Conference's work. The proposal in question must not hamper
that progress, which the Yugoslav delegation hoped would be as rapid as possible.

If the proposal seemed complicated, it was because the facts with which it dealt were
complicated. If it raised several problems, that was because several difficulties had to be solved.

M. GRANDI (Italy) thought it hardly necessary for him to say that he fully supported the
draft resolution proposed by the United Kingdom delegation.

In the plenary meetings of the Conference and, in the Commission itself he had already
explained the Italian delegation's point of view with regard to qualitative disarmament, and he
believed he had shown what importance it attached to this method of reduction and limitation.
Once again on the previous day, in his brief observations during the discussion on the draft
resolution approved by the Commission that morning, M. Grandi had had particularlyin mind
the importance of facilitating the study of the question of qualitative disarmament by
developing it as fully as it deserved.

While he would not repeat the arguments he had already submitted, he believed that
qualitative limitation was a method, both simple and effective, of applying a general measure
which, once adopted, could be applied uniformly to all countries. The Italian delegation
believed that qualitative limitation was a measure which might facilitate, in a really decisive
manner, the solution of the problem of quantitative limitation, and which would enable the
problem of disarmament to be approached from the aspect which, in his opinion, offered the
greatest possibility of practical and immediate success.



- 0o -

He therefore strongly supported the draft resolution submitted by the delegation of the
United Kingdom and the ideas which Sir John Simon had explained that morning. For the
moment, the Commission had to decide upon a principle, and not upon the methods of applying
it. After adopting the principle, it could discuss at length the different methods proposed.
M. Grandi thought that it should be easy to reach unanimous agreement in the General
Commission with regard to the principle itself. He hoped that Sir John Simon's very convincing
arguments would meet with general approval.

Sir Thomas WILFORD (New Zealand) said that his delegation supported Sir John Simon's
resolution. He believed that the adoption of that resolution would be a milestone on the road
to the accomplishment of the Conference's purpose. He hoped that the resolution would be
agreed to unanimously.

The discussion was adjourned to the next meeting.

FIFTEENTH MEETING

Held on Thursday, April 2ist, I932, at io a.m.

President: The Right Honourable A. HENDERSON.

32. ARTICLE I.

III. (a) Simultaneous application of quantitative and qualitative limitation by the
prohibition of certa aea in material or of certain categories of armaments.

(b) Prohibition of certain material except under certain conditions.

Sir George PERLEY (Canada) said that the Canadian delegation wished to support the
resolution proposed by the United Kingdom delegation at the last meeting. That resolution
embodied a principle, that of qualitative disarmament, which his delegation had, for a long
time thought most useful and valuable. This principle had been actively supported by a large
number of States in the speeches made in the Conference, and had not been opposed by any
State. The Conference had been in session for some three months, and this, the Canadian
delegation felt, was the first concrete proposal that hat d been submitted for decision. As a
step in the limitation and reduction of armaments it represented a definite advance. It
embodied a principle which could hardly fail to commend itself to all-namely, that to increase
the ability of a State to defend itself against attack was to make it possible for that State to
decrease its armaments. The Canadian delegation believed that any general reduction of
armaments would mean a general increase of that confidence which was the true basis of
disarmament and the best guarantee of peace. But when that reduction took the form of the
abolition of classes of weapons which were primarily offensive in character, then the increase
of confidence resulting from it should be especially marked.

The Canadian delegation realised, of course, that it was never easy to draw an exact line
between offensive and defensive weapons. Could not such a line be drawn, however, for all
practical purposes ? No one would deny that there were certain weapons designed primarily
for offensive use. The Conference's technical advisers could surely make a list of them.
The first delegate of France, speaking in the past week on the practicability and desirability
of qualitative disarmament, suggested as a possible difficulty that the abolition of such
weapons as tanks and heavy artillery might make it impossible to drive out an invader
who had once established himself on foreign soil. Did that not demonstrate that if the invader
could not be driven out without such weapons, he would probably never have been able to
break through the defence if he had not possessed them in the first place ? Did it not show that
the abolition of such weapons would greatly increase the power of defence over offence ?

Qualitative disarmament had a further value. Article I2 of the Covenant and similar
articles in scores of arbitration treaties provided for what had been called a " cooling off "
period. Qualitative disarmament, by reducing the immediate aggressive power of States,
would greatly strengthen such provisions. In fact, it would accomplish in the material sphere
what these provisions were intended to accomplish in the moral sphere. If the more aggressive
weapons were abolished, a State which, in a great emergency, might be tempted to resort
to war would be restrained not only by its treaty obligations but also by its lack of striking
power.
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It had been suggested that the undertaking envisaged in this, and indeed in other proposals,
might not be observed by all States, that evasion of an agreement to prohibit certain weapons
would not be difficult and that therefore that undertaking would be valueless unless accom-
panied by a complete system of supervision and sanctions. Possibility of evasion and difficulty
of enforcement were arguments that could be urged against any measure of disarmament,
whether abolition of certain weapons, or a system by which certain arms in the actual possession
of a State would, during a crisis, be handed over to an international authority.

The Canadian delegation deprecated any suggestion that agreements reached at the
Conference would not be respected in letter and in spirit, and took it for granted that any such
agreement would be observed loyally and faithfully by every signatory State. Surely if the
work of the Conference were carried on with any doubt as to the determination of every
country represented to respect its international engagements, that work would be worse than
futile.

It was recognised that there might be difficulties in the way of the practical application
of the principle of qualitative disarmament. But the Canadian delegation felt that with goodwill
they could be overcome. They need not prevent the realisation of a valuable idea.

The Canadian delegation gave the resolution its strongest support, as a practical proposal
which would make wars of aggression more difficult. The passing of the resolution would be
an important step forward and would bring the Conference nearer to its objective. It would
help the Conference to realise the end for which it was called-namely, the limitation and
reduction of armaments.

M. COLBAN (Norway) said that in accordance with the statement he had made during the
general discussion at the beginning of February, the Norwegian delegation supported the
principle of qualitative disarmament, but the extent and methods of its application would,
of course, have to be discussed later. He noted that the draft resolution before the Commission
expressly stated that all questions on the Commission's agenda were reserved.

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France) desired first to thank Sir John Simon most sincerely for the
very objective and straightforward speech which he had made on the previous day, and in
which he had taken such care to respect the French delegation's position. Sir John Simon had
in the most definite terms reserved the French delegation's right to develop at a later stage its
views in connection with the very interesting and important question raised in the draft
resolution proposed by the delegation of the United Kingdom.

While he fully accepted Sir John Simon's remarks, he would nevertheless venture to say
that it would not appear possible for the French delegation to support his motion, at any rate
in its present form. That was more especially the case with the French translation, although,
so far as M. Paul-Boncour could judge, even the English text did not exactly represent the
conclusion to be drawn from the words that had been used.

What did the motion contain ? First a declaration in which the French delegation gladly
concurred; an act of adhesion to the principle of the qualitative limitation of armaments.
It expressed very clearly and succinctly that important and new conception which had
undoubtedly emerged from the general discussion and from the Conference's first exchange
of views. As the French Prime Minister had said a few days earlier, it would be most inappro-
priate for the French delegation to question the value of limitation considered in relation
not only to the number but also to the nature of certain arms or certain categories of arms.
The conception was new in the sense that it had emerged mainly during the initial proceedings
of the Conference. It had never been seriously taken up during the work of the Preparatory
Commission-to which the French delegation felt it necessary constantly to refer as to a
guiding line from which it would be unwise to depart. The only allusion to it in the Preparatory
Commission had in fact been one made by the French delegate. Although the Preparatory
Commission had not followed his suggestion, it was the French delegate who had at least
sketched out the idea that not everything had been said and that even to a certain extent the
discussion had only been superficial if, in the matter of disarmament, it was confined to
a comparison of figures, and if quantitative limitation were not completed by a closer and
more exhaustive analysis of the nature of certain arms, certain effectives or certain types of
armies. He had expressed that idea precisely in connection with the defensive organisations
to which, as he had been glad to notice, the American proposal and the Italian delegate, in
his observations, had expressly linked up the considerations of qualitative limitation to which
the abolition of certain weapons was intended-but he would return to that point later-
to lend greater efficacy-the recognition of the pacific policy which was the basic conception
of these defensive organisations. M. Paul-Boncour had gone even further-but that was a
conception to which he would revert when the Conference came to what was, in the last
analysis, its final goal and even its justification-namely, when it came to insert figures in
the tables. For it must not be forgotten that if, the Conference was at the present stage voting
upon very important resolutions as to principles, these resolutions could not become fully
effective except at the time of the final act, when the delegations proceeded to fill in the blanks
in the draft Convention, to which Sir John Simon had alluded on the previous day.



--- 102 -

As M. Paul-Boncour had repeatedly said during the Preparatory Commission's work, the
draft Convention, which the delegations had 'agreed to accept as the framework or basis of
their proceedings, resembled in some ways a draft marriage contract in which the amount
of the dowry had been left blank. It often happened that the question of the amount of the
dowry was the cause of broken engagements. He hoped that that would not be the case in
the present instance.

At that time, the French delegation would have occasion to return to the idea of qualitative
limitation. For it was certain that there were fundamental differences in the capacity for
aggression according to whether one type of army or another was in question, and according
to whether, in any particular type of army, if had been possible to observe that, during the
preceding years, its development had been on lines which testified to a country's pacific
intentions and to its resolve, as witnessed by the steady merging of the army in the nation,
to make it a purely defensive instrument which could not give rise to irritation or awaken
misgivings in any quarter.

There was therefore no room for misunderstanding. The French delegation was in complete
sympathy with the principle of qualitative limitation, and it did not even claim any right
of priority. The French delegation was perhaps not altogether dissociated from the great
movement towards qualitative limitation that had become apparent during the Conference's
first discussions, since in the French proposals, tabled at the very opening of the Conference,
the international force which the French delegation had proposed and which it would, in still
more precise terms when point IV was under discussion, propose should be placed at the
League's disposal, was after all based precisely on the allocation to the international body
of certain weapons or categories of weapons which by their character were a factor of superior
power, and which it was for the great nations to hand over to the international organisation
entrusted with the maintenance of security in Europe.

Having pointed out, however, every possibility of agreement, it was no less necessary
for him to indicate the divergencies ; and he stressed the divergencies with the same firmness,
not because he desired to raise an insuperable barrier to the necessary conciliation of views-it
would always be fundamentally necessary to end with a conciliation of views-but because
he wished to give a straightforward description of the divergencies, so that, having been
defined, they might be overcome.

There were certain undeniable divergencies with regard to the special system to be
established for these arms or categories of arms. Whereas some favoured prohibition pure and
simple and he assumed this meant destruction, since the prohibition of existing arms could
only signify their material destruction-others, on the other hand-and amongst them
the French delegation-considered that the object in view and the measure of security
expressly aimed at in the United States' proposal and by the Italian delegate could be
better attained by placing such arms and categories of arms at the service of the international
organisation whose duty it would be to assure the observance of that minimum of legal
prescriptions which, apart from the League Covenant itself, were those that should govern
relations between States.

Did the terms of the resolution before the Commission leave the possibility of that
alternative intact, as Sir John Simon had done so clearly in his speech ? After the General
Commission had adopted the resolution in its present form-no matter what assurances
were given to the French delegation, assurances as to which it had no doubts-would French
public opinion have the impression that France's right to argue her preference for the placing
of these arms and categories of arms at the League's disposal, instead of their prohibition pure
and simple, still remain intact ? M. Paul-Boncour did not think so.

Why was the French delegation, whose object was exactly the same as that of the other
delegations and who gave its adhesion frankly and entirely to the principle of qualitative
limitation, so definite in its preference for placing these special arms at the disposal of the
international organisation instead of their prohibition pure and simple, and consequently
their destruction ?

The first reason was one which he would term a reason of general policy - that was to say,
of League policy. It lay at the very centre of the position which the French delegation had
taken up during the discussion and which was only the continuation of the position it had
adopted in the Preparatory Commission and in all the debates at the League.

He would not conceal the facts. The French delegation's preference was guided mainly
by the fact that it regarded its proposals as a means of strengthening the League, of endowing
the international organisation with force and power, with means to put an end to the paradox
that of all institutions the worst equipped should be that which was entrusted with the duty
of assuring order and good understanding among the peoples.

On the threshold of the present discussion, or, to be more exact, at the moment when the
Commission was passing from a general exchange of views to the voting of precise resolutions
which would later serve as a guide for the figures to be inserted by the Conference for effectives
or material, he had stated the position which the French delegation would uniformly maintain ;
it would endeavour invariably to bring the proposals which might be made into line with the
decisions that had been taken and with the texts by virtue of which the Conference had met.
It had willingly accepted the amendment proposed by the German delegation to the motion
relating to point I-namely, that the first step should be decisive and that armaments should
be reduced to the lowest possible level-because it ardently desired that that level should
be as low as possible, and therefore could not conceive of it except in relation to the conditions
prescribed in Article 8 to which there was an explicit reference in the resolution. That meant
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that it would appraise the reductions feasible at present in relation to existing or future
guarantees of security. Consequently, it was endeavouring and would always endeavour
to enhance these guarantees of general or international security-for, it was essential to note
once and for all, it was not a question of individual security-so that it might be able to
make more substantial reductions when the Conference proceeded to its final act.

He must confess he would have considerable misgiving if the General Commission were
to adopt a motion which settled so grave a matter in advance and as it were by preterition,
a motion signifying that its adoption excluded ipso facto the possibility of placing at the
disposal of the international organisation those arms or categories of arms which were to be
examined. He would feel misgiving because he would consider that the Conference would
in that case have missed a unique opportunity of endowing the international organisation
with a force which it at present lacked. The delegations agreed in saying that there was a
series of arms and categories of arms which, by their very nature, constituted a special superiority,
a superiority such that those who proposed to prohibit them believed that by abolishing
them they would enhance the guarantees of general security. The nations therefore all recognised
that superiority; would they refuse to confer on the international organisation that superior
power at the time when it was in existence ? They would destroy-for, he would repeat,
prohibition was meaningless when applied to existing armaments unless it was followed by
destruction-they would destroy what existed instead of endowing the international
organisation with the possibility of using those armaments, or at least of lending them, as an
existing and substantial advantage over the aggressor, to the State which, having exhausted
every peaceful procedure and complied with all the international prescriptions, was nevertheless
attacked in its own territory and invaded.

One of the results of the League's previous work was the preparation of very important
rules for the financial assistance of a State which was unjustly attacked. That was an idea in
which the Finnish delegation had taken particular interest. The French delegation with many
others and, in particular, the United Kingdom delegation, had given its full assent to that
idea. It had voted for financial assistance. Why ? Probably in order to buy material, since
the State to be assisted was one that had been attacked. That material existed. It was on the
spot. Would they refuse to give it to the League so that it should be at its disposal ? Was
not the Conference shocked by an inconsistency such as that ?

Such was the first of the general reasons for which the French delegation would have the
greatest difficulty in accepting a resolution of that kind-great as was its desire for unanimity
and especially anxious as it was to welcome warmly a proposal from the United Kingdom-if it
seemed-as it did seem to M. Paul-Boncour-to settle in advance the alternative which was
before the Conference and which could only be decided in subsequent discussion-namely,
whether these arms were to be placed at the League's disposal or purely and simply prohibited
and, consequently, destroyed.

But there were other reasons, reasons derived from an analysis of these arms or special
categories of arms. Why was it proposed to set up a special system for them ? Was the real
object to humanise war ? Unfortunately, war was not humanised; it was forestalled if it
could be, it was repressed, if it broke out, by crushing the State responsible for it. If the
Conference entertained considerations such as the humanisation of war, he had difficulty in
seeing why the poor human body that was smashed by the bursting of a heavy shell was more
to be pitied than one that was torn to pieces by the bursting of a grenade, which was one of the
most primitive of arms, or pierced by a trench dagger, a still more primitive weapon.

War was not humanised, it was forestalled or repressed. Hence the unanimous acceptance
of qualitative limitation, which was plain from the speeches that had been delivered, was
based on other and entirely legitimate grounds. It was considered in the first place that, owing
to their very power, their destructive power, these arms and categories of arms gave the
superiority to those who possessed them. Secondly, it was held, and not without reason,
that they were, owing to that very fact, the most costly weapons. There could be no doubt
that, if it was not the Conference's noblest and finest object, it was nevertheless one of its
essential objects to alleviate, if it could, the burden of the nations crushed by the weight
of their military expenditure.

That showed that a very clear line must be drawn between the various arms and categories
of arms which were referred to in very general terms in the British proposal, only part of which
had been referred to in the United States proposal and all of which were referred to and
enumerated in the Italian proposal. The reasons by which the French delegation was guided
applied in varying degrees to these various weapons. They undoubtedly applied, first of all
-and this was the point that most impressed public opinion-to bombing-planes whose range
was so wide that they could reach not only the field of battle and its vicinity, but the whole of
a territory, and whose mobility was so great that-in accordance with the ideas which were
uppermost in the minds of the French delegation and of many other delegations-they were
more easily placed at the League's disposal.

The reasons were more complex, but they applied in the case of guns according to their
calibre-namely, according to whether the range of a gun was or was not such that it could
reach beyond the furthest limits of the battlefield and drop shells on the civilian population.

On the other hand, notwithstanding the effort he invariably made to put himself in the
place of those from whom he dissented, M. Paul-Boncour did not see how tanks could be
brought within this category of special arms. He must confess that, subject to further and
more detailed explanations which might be given, he regarded the tank as a weapon that
accompanied and protected the infantry, rather than as a weapon of destruction affecting



o4 -

the civilian population, as was the case with bombing-planes, or, as was the case with long-
range weapons, affecting both the troops on the field of battle and the civilian population.

The Commission's resolution-and he had termed it the Commission's, because
he was so anxious that it should be modified in such a way as to permit of the
unanimity which the Commission had already succeeded in achieving in two earlier motions
-would be valueless and would have no practical meaning until the technical commissions
had given a very precise definition of the arms to which a special system should apply and of
the system which was most appropriate for each. Perhaps even this unavoidable diversity
might be found to provide the possibility for the ultimate compromise for which he, as every
delegate realised, would work with all his might. He was one of those who would not accept
the failure of the Conference or agree to its reaching other than practical results.

There were two other considerations which had been advanced not only by the French
delegation but by very many others as well.

In the first place, while it was necessary to differentiate between the various arms to
be prohibited purely and simply, as the United Kingdom delegation desired, or placed at
the disposal of an international organisation, as the French delegation preferred, there was
nevertheless a principle which must be paramount because it was the basis of the whole work
of the Conference and formed part of the decisions that had been taken and of the texts in
virtue of which the Conference had assembled. He referred to the interdependence of armaments.
It was inadmissible that one country should be deprived, either on land,for on sea, or in the air,
of weapons the superiority of which was recognised by all, while others were allowed to
preserve intact their superiority in another element.

Next, there was the unavoidable counterpart, control. It was quite certain that if the
Commission succeeded, as M. Paul-Boncour hoped it would, in taking-in either-of the two
forms in regard to which he was anxious to preserve the Conference's freedom of choice at the
present stage in its proceedings, pending, that was to say, the exhaustive discussion of the
whole problem-this step which was a real and important success for the Conference, if it
accepted this principle of qualitative limitation, this special regime for certain arms or
categories of arms, the nations which would accept this sacrifice in the general interest and
in order to ensure the success of the Conference would not be able to do so unless they were
certain that such undertakings would be respected. Unquestionably they could not be so
assured, unless there was effective control.

The Commission therefore would see to how many difficult problems a resolution of that
nature gave rise. But that was not a reason for postponing making the declaration in question.
He entirely appreciated the credit which was due to the United Kingdom delegation for having
desired, at the moment when the Conference was taking up the third point on its agenda and
before it went on to the fourth (the French proposals) that, subject to the enquiry by the
technical commissions and the Political Commission, without which a motion of that kind
would have no practical force, there should nevertheless be a clear demonstration of the
General Commission's wishes. The French delegation was most anxious to be able to associate
itself with that view, which was entirely in agreement with its own deepest conceptions and
even with its own proposals. But it asked that a formula should be found which would not
prevent it from later putting forward the preference which it felt for a certain solution.

Mr. GIBSON (United States of America) said that before addressing himself specifically
to the texts under consideration, he desired to review very shortly the discussion on the proposal
he himself had submitted on April IIth.

Briefly, the arguments advanced against that proposal were as follows. Aggressive or
offensive weapons could not be abolished (I) because they could not be defined; (2) because
all weapons were interdependent; (3) because lack of good faith in the execution of treaties
would nullify the effects of abolition; and (4) because those weapons might be easily manu-
factured, thus giving the advantage to industrial States.

He was happy to find, however, that these were not considered insurmountable obstacles,
even by those who raised them, for in their speeches they had said that gas should be abolished
regardless of whether a precise definition of its lethal qualities would be made to the complete
satisfaction of all, of the interdependence of gas and other forms of warfare, of the possibility
that a treaty for the abolition of gas might be disregarded, and of the fact that lethal gas was
regularly manufactured in the commercial chemical industry.

In any event, Mr. Gibson's suggestion embodied those items on which there had been
the largest amount of agreement among all the delegations up to the present, and when he
had placed his Government in line with the opinion of so many other Governments as to the
abolition of heavy mobile guns, tanks and gas, he had felt that the concessions to general
opinion indicated by that enlargement of his previous position should serve as an incentive
for similar liberalisation in the attitude of other nations. Thus his proposal was not a startling
innovation, nor was it intended to be claimed as an exclusively American plan, but rather as
a 'resume and crystallisation of many similar proposals evolved from the discussions of the
Conference.

When his Government stated that its purpose was to strengthen defence by weakening
the possibilities of aggression-in other words, to add to the sense of security of every nation
be enabling it to feel itself safe from the possibility of sudden successful attack-it had no
intention of precluding thereby any other means that would add to this sense of security
or any arrangements between States in given regions that would further strengthen their
feeling of mutual safety.
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Nor did his Government feel that the thesis of those who stressed the interdependence of
armaments was prejudged by a proposal to deal immediately with certain land weapons.
It should be remembered that, with respect to navies, the process of limitation and reduction
had been an actuality for ten years, and that the world had reason to be grateful that the naval
Powers did not await the rounding out of a scheme for the limitation of every weapon, from
battleships to bayonets, in order to effect the substantial reduction and limitation of naval
arms which was begun at Washington and completed for three of them at London.

Was it not logical that an endeavour should now be made to bring about the same progress
with respect to the limitation of land armaments as had already been achieved with respect
to naval armaments ?

In this connection, his Government felt that, whether or not the Commission accepted
the first steps for dealing with the problem of aggressive weapons which it had suggested,
the process of seeking a formula for that purpose had been greatly enhanced by the discussion
which had demonstrated that there was full agreement as to purpose, and greater agreement
as to the method of attacking the problem than might have been hoped for before the discussion
began. Any agreements which would make it possible for nearby States to assure one another
of that preponderance against sudden attack that would aid security, if accompanied by
genuine reduction all the way round, should meet with no opposition.

The fact that the United States was not among those nations whose chief reliance was
placed on land armaments, although, as he had already stated, his country had a highly
developed equipment of those arms with which it was proposed to deal, seemed to guarantee
the American delegation's impartiality in setting forth, in concrete form, the items on which
there had hitherto been the greatest measure of agreement. Furthermore, the suggestion that
action be taken on these items on which fundamental agreement had already been attained,
was made with the sole purpose of encouraging further agreements and stimulating mutual
concessions which should form the corner-stone of the edifice the Conference was building.

Mr. Gibson desired warmly to support the resolution introduced by Sir John Simon,
which expressed the Conference's approval of the principle of qualitative disarmament, that
was to say, the selection of certain classes or descriptions of weapons, with a view to prohibiting
their possession or use. It would seem that the passing of such a resolution would do much
to quiet the apprehensions aroused during the debate on the two previous resolutions passed by
the Commission, lest the references to Article 8, which contained no specific reference to
qualitative limitation, might have the possible effect of ruling such limitation out of any
projected treaty.

This apprehension had not disturbed Mr. Gibson, because of his experience in the
Preparatory Commission. The very draft Convention, which was one of the bases of the
Conference's work, contained just such a prohibition with reference to gas. However, there
could be little question but that public opinion had been somewhat alarmed by the suggestion
that the Conference might be seeking ways around this question. He was therefore glad to
announce that the American delegation supported the resolution of the United Kingdom
delegation. Mr. Gibson supported that resolution with the understanding, so clearly brought
out on the previous day by Sir John Simon, that it was in no wise exclusive of any other
means of achieving the desired ends. He would like to stress once more that, in offering or
supporting any proposals, it was his purpose at all times to preserve to the Conference the
principle of future liberty of action in the search for solutions. Only in that spirit could the.
Conference hope to achieve generally acceptable results.

It would seem to him that, with that understanding constantly in mind, it was not necessary
in every resolution brought before the Conference to attempt to guard and reserve all points
which might be considered to be related and which might be brought before the Conference
at a given time. The Commission would do far better to adopt the simple form of resolution
proposed by the United Kingdom delegation, in the light of Sir John Simon's explanation
and Mr. Gibson's own understanding of it, rather than the more complex texts which had been
presented.

Mr. LESTER (Irish Free State) said that his Government favoured no principle in
regard to disarmament to the exclusion of others but was awaiting the discussion of questions
not dealt with by Sir John Simon's proposal. He hoped the Conference would be able to accept
not only the reduction of armaments by the abolition of certain arms, but a reduction and
limitation of the remainder. The application of both systems need not exclude the acceptance
of a degree of internationalisation, should the Conference approve that system.

He joined with the previous speakers in thanking Sir John Simon for his proposal, which
would mark a step forward. Mr. Lester was not one of those who despaired because the
ponderous machinery of the Conference moved so slowly; but it was time a stage was reached
when a formal declaration could be made in favour of one principle, its application being left
until other plans had been fully explored in the Commission.
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On the understanding that the, proposal would not prevent the Conference from adopting
thoroughgoing measures of quantitative reduction and limitation or, if it so wished, measures

of internationalisation, he had much pleasure in voting for the United Kingdom delegation's
proposal.

Mr. TE WATER (Union of South Africa) observed that the third month of the Conference
was drawing to an all but unfertile end.

There was not a delegate present who had not pondered on the complexities of the

synoptic programme of work so ably and painstakingly drawn up by M. Benes-and having

pondered, had not stood appalled at its labyrinthine immensity. So that to Mr. te Water, as,

indeed, to those who were happily free to follow their better instinct, the resolution of the United

Kingdom delegation, admirably combining and reviving as it did the simplicity of the American

proposals and the spirit of the Italian suggestions, had come as a new hope that at long last

was the commencement of achievement.

The merits of the resolution had been powerfully, persuasively and exhaustively argued

by Sir John Simon, and Mr. te Water had nothing more to add beyond giving the resolution,

in all its implications, his full support. Yet he would add that those Powers which had spoken

in support of qualitative disarmament had given proof to the world of their pacific intent.

In particular, the great Powers stood proven by their action to be peoples of generosity
and of peace-for theirs was the sacrifice and the risk, and they had shown that they were

prepared to place faith in the good faith of the nations. By their action they stood prepared

to beat the sword into the ploughshare, nor were they deterred by the fear that the plough might
be beaten into an armoured tank.

A courageous lead had been given to the Conference. By concentrating boldly and simply

on that single line of advance, the Conference would be giving the world a sign, a sign that

at last sixty nations had folded their tents and begun their march.

Success at the present criticial stage of the discussions would doubtless revive world

interest, which had begun to flag because of the failure of the Conference's efforts to break

through the complexities of the problem, and would re-create a world opinion which would

deny to the faint-hearted the opportunity of ever retracing their steps, or returning on their
tracks.

When he placed his ear to the ground and listened intently, Mr. te Water seemed to

hear all round him the rustle of the voting paper in the ballot-box. What the Conference

was doing far transcended in real significance the struggles of parties and politicians. Let it

not forget a proper sense of proportion or direction. His country would always be found ready

and prepared to follow along a clear road, for in that fortunate land the horizons were wide,

and the people were accustomed to walk in the light of day.

The AGA KHAN (India) said that, as an Indian, he wished wholeheartedly to support Sir

John Simon's admirable proposal. It was necessary fully to realise that the whole world was

waiting and watching for the results of the Conference. That applied, not only to the nations

near at hand, but also to countries as far away as his own. All classes-men, women and children

-were waiting to see whether the last war was really a war to end war, bringng peace and

liberty in its train, or whether the same process of increased armaments, suspicion, fear and

domination would lead, sooner or later, to still more disastrous horrors. Since the last war,

arms for destruction had become far more powerful, new categories had been perfected, and

the expenses in time of peace had increased beyond man's former conceptions.

Many weeks had passed since the Conference opened in February, and many speeches

expressing in general terms sympathy with its objects had been heard. But so far the method

of general condemnation and general expression of opinion did not promise to take the

Conference beyond the range of ideas and ideals.

From the material point of view, there were two forms of disarmament-qualitative and

quantitative. The Aga Khan knew full well that there was the great human problem of

security, but that question would also arise in the course of the discussion.

Sir John Simon's excellent and practical proposal had the immense virtue that it would

enable the Commission to ask the various technical commissions to bar, there and then, such

implements and forms of war as were overwhelmingly offensive, destructive, inhuman and

violent. That done, it could immediately tackle the problem of reducing to the minimum,

consistent with the present stage of intellectual development, the quantity of armaments
still to be permitted to the various Governments.

Should a super-State organisation then evolve, to trust it, and it alone, with the most

powerful implements of war and destruction would make its domination over individual

recalcitrant States effective and complete. For those reasons, the Aga Khan most heartily

supported Sir John Simon's proposal.
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M. SATO (Japan) thought it hardly necessary to say that the justification of the principle
of qualitative disarmament was beyond question. Nevertheless, it must not be forgotten that,
apart from the difficulty of drawing a distinction between offensive and defensive weapons,
a difficulty to which M. Sato had recently called attention in connection with the American
proposal, it was a fact that, in the present circumstances, there was a diversity of situation
which created, in the very nature of things, a diversity of opinion as to the selection of the
arms to be prohibited.

The Japanese delegate added that it must also be remembered that the prohibition of certain
weapons could not perhaps be settled definitely until its possible effects on the problem of
the quantitative limitation of armaments had been considered.

In these circumstances, M. Sato thought that the General Commission would hardly
be able to arrive at a final solution of the problem of qualitative disarmament until a thorough
discussion had taken place in the various special commissions. Obviously, if the General
Commission was of opinion that the principle of qualitative disarmament should immediately
be accepted, the Japanese delegation, which had itself made various proposals falling within
the scope of that problem, would have no objection to supporting it, on the understanding,
however, that the decision of principle did not prejudice in any way the subsequent examination
of concrete proposals and the fixing of the categories and descriptions of weapons to be covered
by the resolution. The Japanese delegation thought, however, that the acceptance of the
principle of disarmament did not necessarily involve the prohibition, pure and simple, of any
particular weapons. In certain classes of weapons restriction of the use or possession of such
weapons would constitute a practical measure for the realisation of the first stage of disarma-
ment. The words " or restricting " should therefore be added after the word "prohibiting".

M. BEELAERTS VAN BLOKLAND (Netherlands) noted from the discussion that there was
a very strong feeling among the delegations that certain weapons should be considered as
particularly aggressive and thereby a danger to security. At the same time, there was a strong
tendency to avert that danger as far as possible and to reduce it to the smallest proportions.

The actual principle of qualitative limitation had hitherto encountered no opposition.
On the other hand, there was at present no general agreement as to the method of determining
exactly which categories, of armaments should be prohibited. There was still no uniformity in
the definitions suggested.

There were even great divergences of opinion as to the means to be employed, the methods
to be followed in brigiing about qualitative reduction. Thus, several delegations recommended
abolition, pure and simple. Others considered that prohibition without sanctions would not be
effective, and that he prohibited weapons must be internationalised, subject to control. Yet
others seemed to be in favour of handing over these weapons once and for all to the League
of Nations.

The problem was extremely complex, and if the Commission attacked all its aspects at
the same time, there was great risk that it would not be solved. The wise counsels of M. Tardieu
should therefore be borne in mind. He had said that the best way to see clearly was to isolate
the various questions. If the Conference followed that practical advice, it would also
be conforming to its decision to proceed by stages. That, in M. Beelaerts van Blokland's
opinion, was the great advantage of the resolution proposed by the United Kingdom delegation,
which put the problem in its simplest form.

He was far from closing his eyes to M. Paul-Boncour's preoccupations, but saw no essential
difference between the proposed text and Sir John Simon's speech. The resolution related only
to the principle of qualitative disarmament. It did not in anyway prejudge questions affecting
the application of the principle, and, as Sir John n Simon had specifically stated, it reserved the
discussion of all these questions, as of all proposals which had been or might be submitted to
the Conference. For that reason, M. Beelaerts van Blokland fully supported the resolution,
on behalf of the Netherlands delegation.

Mr. SHEDDEN (Australia), on behalf of the Australian delegation, expressed its full support
of Sir John Simon's resolution.

In the absence of the first delegate of Australia, he desired briefly to summarise the
conclusions of the Australian Government. They were as follows. First, the principle,
which was intended to lessen the power of aggression, embodied a wide appeal which should
command general approval. Secondly, the principle, in broad terms, ensured the unrestricted
examination of its possibilities in relation to all classes of armaments. Thirdly, the adoption
of that principle and the subsequent exploration of the extent of its application would appear
to be essential preliminaries to progress in limitation and reduction. The principle therefore
had the general support of the Australian Government.

M. D'AVILA LIMA (Portugal) expressed his delegation's approval of the resolution
submitted by the United Kingdom delegation. He supported it, not only because it was in
line with Portugal's own views, since she had signed and ratified all the international



io8

conventions on the matter, but he supported it enthusiastically on account of the very clear
and persuasive speech of the delegate of the United Kingdom.

The Commission was faced with a possible solution of the principle of the organisation
of peace, and the Portuguese delegate was particularly glad to note that the humanitarian
considerations were not excluded from the legal domain. M. Paul-Boncour had just given
an admirable demonstration of that. Such was indeed the case when it was a question of
abolishing certain aggressive arms, chemical and bacteriological weapons.

It was superfluous, M. d'Avila Lima thought, to recall all the reasons in support of the
proposal made by the United Kingdom delegation. Portugal would accept any contractual
law adopted for this purpose, as it had doine in the past.

M. Lo (China) reaffirmed with all possible emphasis the Chinese delegation's unhesitating
adherence to the principle of qualitative disarmament, in the confident hope that it would lead
to the abolition of aggressive weapons, the most decisive step towards disarmament. In its
proposal, the Chinese delegation had expressed the view that national armaments should be
confined to weapons for defensive measures, and it considered that bombing-aeroplanes,
tanks, heavy artillery of a certain calibre, aircraft-carriers, submarines and capital ships were
aggressive weapons, which should be abolished.

The Chinese delegation was therefore gratified to find that most of the delegations had
taken up a more or less similar position, and that some, notably the United States and Italian
delegations, had put forward proposals of great practical value. The details and methods of
application of such proposals were very important, but it was equally important that the guiding
principle should be recognised and proclaimed at the outset. Therefore, the Chinese delegation
heartily supported the concise statement of principle embodied in Sir John Simon's draft
resolution.

M. Lo said he need scarcely add that in recent months aggressive weapons of every kind
had come to have a terrible-a very terrible-meaning for every member of his Government
and inhabitant of his country. While China would be the first to welcome any proposal
which would strengthen the authority-moral and otherwise-of the League of Nations,
she would consider the Conference an utter failure if it did not declare itself in favour of
the abolition of arms which were instrumental to aggressive warfare, and did not proceed forth-
with to act speedily and seriously upon that principle.

Baron RAMEL (Sweden) reminded the Commission that, during the general discussion, he
had stressed the great importance attached by the Swedish delegation to the application on
as wide a scale as possible of the method of the qualitative reduction of armaments. He had
therefore had the greatest satisfaction in observing during the general discussion that a very
large number of delegations had also recommended qualitative reduction as a valuable method
in the search for effective and practical results in the matter of disarmament. Indeed, it seemed
that the great interest demonstrated by the statements made in this connection during the
general discussion was one of the principal and most satisfactory features of the Conference.

It would therefore, in his view, be very desirable that the Commission should at once
formally express the interest and sympathy with which it regarded the qualitative principle.
In his view the draft resolution submitted by Sir John Simon with so much eloquence on the
previous day afforded the Commission a favourable opportunity for making a declaration
of that kind. The Swedish delegation therefore was glad to accede to the principle contained
in the draft resolution as developed by Sir John Simon during his observations.

Baron Ramel would like to take the present opportunity to stress another aspect of the
problem. The qualitative method obviously could not be applied without adequate technical
preparation. Before abolishing heavy mobile guns or tanks, it was first necessary to know
what was meant by these terms and to establish precise definitions. Those were all
questions which would have to be carefully considered by the technical commissions This
was particularly necessary because the Commission would shortly have to embark upon the
vast problems raised by point IV of Article I in the co-ordinating table. It was, he thought,
quite possible, and indeed even certain, that after the problems'of internationalisation or of the
placing of certain arms at the League's disposal had been discussed in the General Commission,
the latter would have to refer a large number of questions to the technical commissions for
detailed study. It could not, however, be denied that the questions of definition raised by the
proposal for the complete abolition of certain arms were very similar, and, even, in certain
respects identical, to the questions of definition raised by the proposals for internationalisation
or the placing of certain arms at the League's disposal. It would therefore, he considered,
be very useful to link these two series of questions together so as to refer them to the technical
commissions for co-ordinated examination. Such a measure would, he believed, greatly
facilitate future debates and prepare the way for the necessary agreement.

M. MOTTA (Switzerland) said that his only object in speaking was, if he might so express
himself, to explain his vote, but, before doing so, he would like to describe his impressions
of the discussion.
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If it were possible to allay the misgivings of the French delegation and its leader, M. Paul-
Boncour, if it were possible to say that no question was to be regarded as prejudged and that
the Conference was guaranteed complete freedom to examine the French proposals later,
there would, he thought, be no reason to doubt that the Commission would vote unanimously
for the proposal made by the United Kingdom delegation. M. Paul-Boncour himself had in his
eloquent speech expressed his country's sympathy for the idea of qualitative disarmament. He
had even said that the French delegation on the Preparatory Commission had made certain
suggestions which aimed at carrying out that principle, at any rate in part.

If that were so, the only question which, he thought, need be examined at the moment was
whether the very clear proposal submitted by Sir John Simon on the previous day could
be regarded as limiting or prejudicing in any way the propositions of any other
delegation.

To be quite frank, M. Motta would say that he had no doubt as to the real meaning of
Sir John Simon's proposal, which, he thought, did not in any way prejudge the very legitimate
proposals which would be advanced later by the French delegation. In fact, the United
Kingdom's proposal began with the words : " Without prejudice to other proposals which fall
to be discussed under later heads of the agenda, the Conference declares .. . ". Sometimes,
it was true, there was an incompatibility between words and facts and sometimes,
notwithstanding every effort to establish complete harmony between facts and words, it
was impossible to do so by the method of expression. In the present case, however, could it be
said that the position was one in which there was any lack of harmony or partial incompatibility
between facts and words ? That, in M. Motta's opinion, was not the case. The Commission
desired to establish the principle of qualitative disarmament for four main reasons : this
principle strengtheed the defensive power of the armies in all States; it diminished the
aggressive power of armies; its application guaranteed a minimum of success indispensable
to the Disarmament Conference; qualitative disarmament opened the way to quantitative
reductions; lastly, the acceptance and application of that principle tended-it must be
confessed-to restore legal equality between States.

If that were so and if all delegations, whatever the country they came from and whatever
their views, agreed on this principle, was it or was it not desirable that it should be pro-
claimed in clear, definite and solemn terms ? M. Motta had no doubt that it was necessary.

Had Sir John Simon's proposal gone further and prejudged the question of the methods
by which the principle would be applied, M. Motta would have understood the misgivings and
even the objections of certain delegations, but the question of method was completely reserved.
The method by which the principle would be applied was entrusted to the technical commissions.
The proposal made by the United Kingdom delegation explicitly said that an enquiry was
to be made by the technical commissions and that it would have to be decided how far the
possession or use of the arms in question should be prohibited. It was not in any way a question
of the League. M. Motta admitted that it would be perfectly possible for the idea of the
United Kingdom delegation to be carried out even by the methods contemplated and preferred
by the French delegation. He did not say that that would necessarily be the case, but that
door was not closed, that possibility existed, and in those circumstances, was there really
any fundamental reason for not closing the present meeting with a unanimous vote ? He
had listened with the closest attention to M. Paul-Boncour's speech and, more particularly,
to the final passage in which he had alluded to the possibility of a solution by means of a
compromise. M. Motta was most anxious for such a solution. It was not for him to make
proposals, but perhaps the United Kingdom delegation might, after following the debate, come
to the conclusion that it was perhaps possible to make what was perfectly clear even clearer
still. In conclusion, he appealed to the Commission for a unanimous vote.

M. TITULESCO (Roumania) drew three conclusions from the debate. First, the Commission
was unanimous in accepting the principle of qualitative reduction, that was to say, in deciding
on certain categories or certain types of arms which the States would no longer be able to
use freely and individually, and the ultimate fate of which would be settled by the
International Convention of the Disarmament Conference. Secondly, while all were agreed
on the principle, different methods were contemplated for its application. Some considered
prohibition pure and simple the best method. Others held that internationalisation alone
would make it possible to achieve the aim in view. There was no question for the moment of
choosing between these two methods. They must both be discussed from all aspects
at some future time. Any encroachment on the sphere of either of these methods would
unquestionably be a mistake which might lead to serious consequences. For that reason, all
delegations were unanimous on a second conclusion-namely, complete liberty in future
discussions as to the best method to be chosen for putting into practice the principle of
qualitative reduction. Lastly, there was no question of merely giving expression to a platonic
recommendation. The Commission wished, as the Italian delegation had urged in the resolution
voted on the previous day, to embark effectively on the stage of accomplishment. For that
reason, a vote on the theoretical principle alone would not, he thought, suffice. It should be
accompanied by the reference of the problem to the competent commissions.
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To combine these three conclusions in a harmonious whole, fourteen of the delegations,
among them that of Roumania, had drawn up the following resolution which M. Titulesco
submitted in their name:

" The General Commission notes,
" That the Powers represented at the Conference are unanimous in their desire to

determine, under the heading of ' qualitative reduction' of armaments, what methods

can best be employed to eliminate the dangers and heavy burdens involved by certain

modern arms at present in use or which it is proposed to use in the land, naval and air

forces;
" That certain delegations are in favour of prohibition pure and simple; that several

other delegations are of opinion that the prohibition pure and simple of such material
would not achieve the object in view and consider that the only effective measure would
be to place the said material at the disposal and under the control of the League of Nations;

"Requests the technical commissions to study:

" () What are the arms to which the methods referred to in the first paragraph
should be applied?

" (2) What is, for each of those arms, the method best suited to the object laid
down in the aforesaid paragraph ?

" The General Commission holds over, for the discussion on point IV, the examination
of the question whether the problem of security can be settled exclusively by technical
measures."

M. Titulesco was not asking for the resolution to be voted immediately. He too considered
it desirable to seek for the unanimous solution for which previous speakers had pressed. He
therefore suggested that a drafting committee should be set up at once and that the proposal
of the United Kingdom delegation and that of the fourteen States on whose behalf he was

speaking should be referred to it, so that the two resolutions might be amalgamated in a single

text and the unanimous vote for which the Commission was so anxious achieved.

M. LITVINOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) considered that the resolution proposed
by the Roumanian delegate was very simple and would present no great difficulties. It
amounted to stating unanimously that there was no unanimity on certain points of the

discussion. Rather than a resolution, it was a manifestation of irresolution.
The Soviet delegation had, he believed, been the first to propose in the Preparatory

Commission the qualitative reduction of armaments. True, that was not an isolated proposal,
but rather an element in a much wider scheme of reduction to which the Soviet delegation
still adhered. But this did not prevent it from discussing one of the elements of the scheme-
that expressed in the resolution of the United Kingdom delegation. If it confined itself to

adopting a measure for qualitative reduction only, the Conference would, in M. Litvinoff's
view, produce very poor results. Since Sir John Simon's proposal clearly stated that it did not

exclude any other measures of reduction, however, the Soviet delegation was prepared to vote
for it in its present form.

The PRESIDENT said that M. Titulesco's proposal changed the situation entirely. His

draft resolution, which had not been circulated or discussed, was so important that it must be

considered by the full Commission. He therefore suggested that the debate be adjourned.

The President's proposal was adopted.

SIXTEENTH MEETING

Held on Friday, April 22nd, I932, at io a.m.

President: The Right Honourable A. HENDERSON.

33. ARTICLE I.

III. (a) Simultaneous application of quantitative and qualitative limitation by the
prohibition of certain material or of certain categories of armaments;

(b) Prohibition of certain material except under certain conditions.

Adoption of a Draft Resolution proposed by the Delegation of the United Kingdom.

Sir John SIMON (United Kingdom) said that the United Kingdom delegation had carefully
considered the method it would suggest to the Commission for reaching unanimity at

the present stage of the discussion. He would venture to claim that the speech he had made

at the beginning of the discussion on his resolution had been accepted generally as a declaration



which would receive support. M. Paul-Boncour, however; had observed that, although what
Sir John Simon had said in his speech would, he thought, be entirely satisfactory to all the
members of the Conference, he did not himself feel sure that the draft resolution covered
exactly the same ground and purpose as the speech. On the other hand, M. Motta had said
that, in his view, the resolution was exactly to the same effect as the speech. The situation
therefore was that while all the members knew what they wished to say, the only question
in doubt was the best language in which to say it.

Sir John Simon believed that his delegation could give satisfaction, in the quarter where
some doubts had been expressed, by"a very simple change in the terms of the resolution. It was
generally agreed that the Conference should declare its approval of the principle of qualitative
disarmament, but it was at the same time generally agreed that the resolution embodying
that declaration must be so framed as to preserve intact for future consideration and discussion,
amongst other things, the elaborate and carefully formulated scheme put forward by the
French delegation.

It followed that the Commission was not for the moment making any pronouncement as
to the merits or demerits of the plan which it would soon have to consider in detail; and he
must say quite clearly, on behalf of the United Kingdom delegation, that he certainly mustnot
be understood for one moment to give his adhesion at the present stage to plans which had
still to be discussed. The view taken in many quarters in the Conference was that the principle
of qualitative disarmament would more appropriately be carried out by the method of absolute
prohibition, but neither the one solution nor the other was before the Commission at present.
The Commission was trying to begin by a declaration of principle expressed in terms sufficiently
large, wide and simple to secure unanimity and to help it one step on its way, reserving always
for a subsequent stage the examination of the French delegation's plan or of any other.

In this connection, he would ask permission to say that he could not agree with
one expression, which, if he had heard it rightly, had been used by M. Titulesco at the end of
the discussion on the previous day, to the effect that a declaration of principle at the present
stage was not enough. Sir John Simon would suggest that a declaration of principle at the
present stage would be a very important matter, and a declaration of principle adopted una-
nimously would be more important still. It would be a great pity if, after discussing for two
whole days nothing whatever except a resolution on a point of principle, the Commission
were to change its ground and attempt to send to'a drafting committee a number of resolutions
some of which appeared to Sir John Simon to deal with subject matter which would be discussed
subsequently. Indeed, speaking for the United Kingdom delegation, he could not agree that
the Commission should refer a number of resolutions to a drafting committee until he was
satisfied that all those resolutions were an effort to declare in different language the same
principle. While a drafting committee was a most valuable device to determine what was
precisely the best language in which a desire or a purpose aimed at by several different draft
resolutions could be expressed, it was a waste of time to refer to it a number of proposals which
tended rather to challenge than sustain one another.

He thought, therefore, that while reserving for future discussion the merits and
practicability of special plans, it was possible slightly to vary the terms of the resolution he
had proposed in such a way as would, he hoped, remove anxiety in quarters where it was
entertained. The change he proposed was as follows.

In both the English and French texts the early part of the draft resolution would
remain unaltered. The conclusion of the resolution as it stood at present read : " with a view
to prohibiting by international convention their possession or use by any State ". Sir John
Simon had intended those words to imply that the question was still left open whether
their possession or use might nevertheless be tolerated if it were under some system of inter-
nationalisation, and he still thought that the English text at any rate reserved the question
whether a method of internationalisation were possible. In order, however, to meet those
who were doubtful on the point, he would propose, so as to make the position plain, to
substitute for the words in question the words " the possession or use of which should be
absolutely prohibited to all States, or internationalised by means of a General Convention ".

If he might suggest the corresponding alteration in the French text, it would be as follows:
no change as far as the word " serait ", after which there would be inserted the words " soit
interdit a tous les Etats, soit internationalise par la voie d'une convention generale "

He thought that the President would agree that this amendment plainly kept open the
opportunity for discussion at a subsequent stage, and he would be happy to find that it removed
the anxieties that had been expressed, since he considered it of great importance in an
international conference to use not only language which expressed the speaker's true thought,
but language which would satisfy all delegates as to the thought he desired to express. He
trusted that, in these circumstances, the Japanese and Roumanian delegates might feel able,
in the light of his suggestion, to withdraw their alternative proposals, and that it would
consequently be possible for the Commission at the beginning of another day's sitting to show
once more to the world that, in spite of all the difficulties with which it was still faced in its
work, it could arrive at a unanimous resolution.

M. TITULESCO (Roumania) was very glad to hear Sir John Simonh's statement, which
gave him satisfaction. The Roumanian delegation's object was achieved.

The purpose of the resolution submitted by the Roumanian and several other delegations
on the previous day was first solemnly to affirm the Conference's unanimous acceptance of



the principle of qualitative reduction. On this point there was no doubt. Secondly, it was
designed to place on a footing of equality, without prejudging the value of either, the two
methods by which the delegates thought the principle could be put into practice; that was
to say, prohibition pure and simple, or internationalisation.

Now that Sir John Simon had supplemented his text in the sense of his speech, M. Titulesco
was glad to be able to accept it. Indeed, the new text stipulated that the principle of qualitative
disarmament might cover the selection of certain types or categories of arms, the possession
or use of which should be prohibited to all States, or internationalised by means of a Convention.
The two methods were expressly placed on a footing of equality without the value of either
being prejudged for the moment.

There remained a third point. M. Titulesco did not object to discussing later the
application of this principle, because he was sure the Conference would not be content with
a theoretical principle but would study the best method of giving practical effect to the principle
it had solemnly affirmed.

M. Titulesco would therefore vote for Sir John Simon's text with great satisfaction. He
did not think he was mistaken in assuming that the States which had signed the resolution
he had submitted on the previous day would do the same. Thus the text might be accepted
unanimously, and, as the delegate of the United Kingdom had stated, the vote would be of
very great importance to the Conference's work.

M. COSTA DU RELS (Bolivia) thought it superfluous, in view of the present stage of the

discussion, to explain why the Bolivian delegation had signed the draft resolution submitted
by M. Titulesco. He would, however, profit by the opportunity offered him to announce, on
behalf of his Government, its full and complete adhesion to the principle of qualitative
limitation of armaments which Sir John Simon had so loyally and clearly explained.

M. DE AGUERO Y BETHANCOURT (Cuba) supported the Roumanian delegate's state-
ment, and said that a certain number of signatories of M. Titulesco's draft resolution
had requested him to state that they accepted the proposal of the United Kingdom delegation,
as amended by Sir John Simon.

M. TARDIEU (France), having thanked M. Paul-Boncour, M: Titulesco, those delegations
which had supported the Roumanian draft resolution, Sir John Simon and the United Kingdom
delegation, expressed satisfaction at the conclusion to which, thanks to the understanding
reached, the Commission's discussions had led.

That conclusion was satisfactory in itself. As M. Titulesco had just said, it left the Confe-
rence complete freedom in the selection of. the means of achieving results on the basis of the
principle which it was accepting. The principle was that the Conference agreed to bring within
the framework of its proceedings in virtue of a unanimous decision-that was to say, within
the framework of the 1930 draft Convention-the principle of qualitative reduction and
limitation of armaments.

M. Tardieu had already recalled that in the Preparatory Commission the French delegation,
represented by M. Paul-Boncour, had supported that principle, and he would not return to
this point. Such was the aim of the Conference. To achieve this aim there were two possible
courses which, thanks to the discussion, had been brought into clear relief. One was abolition,
the objections to which M. Tardieu himself a week earlier and M. Paul-Boncour on the previous
day had indicated. The other was that proposed by France, that the material in question
should be placed at the disposal of an international force for common action.

The Conference would have to choose between these two methods. The French delegation
asked-and M. Tardieu thanked his colleagues of the United Kingdom for having shown a
friendly understanding of what it asked and why-that no text should be adopted which would
appear to hamper, presuppose or in any way condition the choice of the solution which, in
the coming weeks, the French delegation would have occasion to explain and, M. Tardieu
hoped, justify in all its details.

The principle was therefore accepted; it would shortly be proclaimed unanimously. But
the two paths by which it might be put into practice and between which the Commission
would be called upon to choose were still open.

M. Tardieu then indicated courteously and in a friendly spirit that the Press had perhaps
given too pessimistic an impression of the divergency of certain arguments put forward during
the past two days. It was now clear that there was no ground for pessimism; that the
conceptions of mutual comprehension, mutual concessions and above all mutual equity
necessary to the Conference's success had triumphed; and that this result was perhaps even
more valuable than the particular result which nevertheless M. Tardieu could only welcome
cordially.

M. SATO (Japan) said that the Japanese delegation did not press the amendment it had
proposed on the previous day. Its idea was covered by the present text of the resolution and
it could be applied in practice in the dicussions on this matter in the various competent
commissions. Consequently, the Japanese delegation was glad to be able to accept Sir John
Simon's new text.


