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Count APPONYI (Hungary) supported Sir John Simon's text, since he had already decided
to vote for the original resolution.

If the Conference were to be successful, if the delegates desired even approximately
to accomplish the difficult task with which they were entrusted and to maintain the spirit
which should prevail in their midst, it was important that there should be no misunderstanding
as to the intentions expressed and the shades of meaning that could be noted during the
discussions. It was not an attack on what Count Apponyi would call the French proposal
that had been repulsed, but a misunderstanding that had been removed. There had never
been any idea of an offensive.

For his part, he was convinced that the substance of Sir John Simon's original proposal
was identical with that now submitted. The intention was absolutely the same. There was
no real antagonism between the delegations. Nevertheless, some of them had felt that
this identity of views was not sufficiently clearly expressed in Sir John Simon's original text.
That was all that had happened, and Count Apponyi desired to draw attention to it.

M. NADOLNY (Germany) declared, on behalf of the German delegation, that it accepted
the text now proposed by the United Kingdom delegate, just as he had been prepared to accept
the proposal of the previous day.

He must, however, make clear the German delegation's attitude with regard to the
substance of the question. That delegation was of opinion that qualitative disarmament could
not be brought about by internationalisation, but only by the destruction of aggressive weapons
and the absolute prohibition to manufacture or procure them by any means whatsoever.

The question of the weapons which should be prohibited, seemed to be settled in advance,
in the sense that at least the weapons already abolished in Germany and other disarmed
States must be prohibited. The abolition of these weapons in the States mentioned had,
indeed, proved that a measure of disarmament could be brought about. As to the question
of what more could be done, the German delegation was prepared to consider without prejudice
the methods to be adopted.

M. LITVINOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) wished before voting to know the
exact meaning of the resolution, which could apparently be interpreted in several ways. If
it were read without attention to the explanations given during the discussion it would appear
that the Commission had decided to reduce qualitatively certain weapons either by way of
prohibition or by internationalisation. That would mean that it agreed to both methods
-that was to say, that it agreed not only to prohibition, but also to internationalisation. He
did not think that that was the case, but many delegations put a different meaning on the
resolution, to judge from the speeches made that morning, although the exact meaning was,
he took it, the one he had just explained. All the delegations therefore accepted the resolution
with mental reservations. Hence, the real position was that by accepting the resolution the
Commission was only deciding that it would take up the question of certain weapons at a later
date; it was not at the present stage deciding what would happen to those weapons, whether they
were to be reduced or internationalised or whether neither of those courses would be adopted.
In other words, the Commission was not passing a resolution; it was simply adjourning its
decision to a later date.

If that were the real meaning of the resolution on which a vote was about to be taken,
the Soviet delegation would have no difficulty in agreeing to an adjournment of the decision,
but it must be clear that in doing so it did not prejudice its attitude with regard to inter-
nationalisation.

The amended text of the resolution submitted by the United Kingdom delegation was adopted
unanimously in the following form:

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

34. ARTICLE I : SUBSEQUENT PROCEDURE TO BE FOLLOWED WITH REGARD TO POINT III (a)
AND (b).

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

The PRESIDENT recalled that four resolutions had been submitted containing suggestions
with regard to this point:

(i) A resolution by the United States delegation which contained the following sugges-
tion 1 :

" To request the Land Commission to draw up and submit to the General Commission
a plan for scrapping tanks and mobile guns exceeding i55 millimetres in calibre and for
the abolition of the use of gases in war".

1 See record of the eighth meeting.
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(2) A resolution by the Yugoslav delegation which contained the following suggestion : 

" The General Commission invites the competent technical commissions to prepare

and submit to it for this purpose the necessary plans and texts ".

(3) A resolution by the Danish delegation:

" The General Commission requests the special commissions to draw up, in their

respective spheres, plans for the prohibition of arms specially calculated to give the

aggressor a pronounced advantage, at the same time specifying the different categories

of such arms. It is understood that this prohibition should extend to all forms of

manufacture and preparation of the said arms and to all training in their use".

(4) A resolution by the Roumanian and other delegations2 :

" The General Commission.....

" Requests the technical commissions to study:

"(I) 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 ? "

It was, he thought, quite clear that these resolutions proposed: (I) Reference to the technical

commissions of the question : What are the weapons to receive special treatment because they

give predominance to attack ? (2) That the technical commissions should draw up plans

for dealing with the weapons so defined. He would, therefore, open the discussion on these

questions.

Sir John SIMON (United Kingdom) desired to make a few remarks as to the method to

be followed in this matter. There was a natural tendency, after adopting a general resolution

of principle, to suggest that that resolution should be immediately referred to the various

technical commissions. He would venture to express a view, which, he believed, was widely

shared, that it was necessary to go rather further in the general discussion in the General

Commission, and that the latter must adopt a resolution going another step beyond that which

it had just taken, before the subject matter of qualitative disarmament could be regarded as

ready for the technical commissions. He was not for the moment referring to the plans

propounded by the French delegation ; what he was attempting to suggest was that the General

Commission must adopt some further resolution which would indicate by what sort of tests,

by what kind of directing purpose it would wish the technical aspects of this question to be

considered hereafter ?
From an examination of the four draft resolutions to which the President had referred,

Sir John Simon thought he would be right in inferring that all of them were directed to the

purpose of adopting at once something in the nature of a direction which the General Commis-

sion wished to give in defining the principle of qualitative disarmament. There were, as it

seemed to him, two proposals of a general kind which the Commission might now consider:

first, that in applying the principle of qualitative disarmament the Conference must not limit

itself to one branch of warfare only, but must consider what were the weapons to be treated

by the method of qualitative limitation alike in land warfare, in sea warfare and in air warfare.

He mentioned that point because the United States delegation had presented a resolution

-supported by himself-which was limited to certain arms in land warfare. At the same time

Mr. Gibson had made it plain that his delegation would in due course consider the question of

other types of warfare as well. The first principle, therefore, ought to be that, in applying

the principle of qualitative disarmament as it had been defined in the resolution which the

Commission had just passed unanimously, the Conference ought not to be limited to one

particular branch of warfare, but would have to consider and survey the range of land, sea

and air armaments.
The second proposal might be stated as follows : All the members of the Commission

felt that when speaking of qualitative disarmament-whatever be the road by which it was

hoped to bring it about, whether, in the case of some particular arm, it should becompletely

abolished, or whether, in the case of another particular arm, it should be treated by some method

of internationalisation-there was at least strong ground for applying one or two general

tests. There was, for example, the test that certain methods of warfare were in a very special

degree threatening to civilians, and though he was bound to say that if the horror of a future

war came on the world, he did not know exactly where the boundary would be drawn between

the fighting man and the suffering civilian, nevertheless all delegates felt that fundamentally

there was a sentiment, which was at once humane and practical, that in seeking to apply the

principle of qualitative disarmament the Conference ought to bear in mind what a blessing it

would be if it could carry to an effective conclusion the restriction of certain arms which

most specially threatened the innocent civilian population, the children and the aged, as well

as grown men and women.

1 See record of the fourteenth meeting.
2 See record of the fifteenth meeting.
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Another test which had been repeatedly mentioned in the debates was that of deciding
what weapons were of a specifically offensive character. He had heard at an earlier meeting
an argument, the ingenuity and intellectual force of which he had much admired, in which
it had been pointed out with undeniable force that to a certain degree and in a certain sense
various weapons might be regarded as partaking of both characters, and that in these matters
it was very difficult to draw a precise line. That was true, but at the same time all members
were really proceeding, from their different points of view, to a common conviction that there
were certain types of arms of a specifically offensive character. It had been observed by the
Italian delegate in an earlier debate that within the four corners of the Treaty of Versailles
there were indicated certain arms the possession of which was prohibited by a part of that
treaty, and beyond all question those arms had been selected in the treaty because they were
regarded as arms singularly calculated to assist attack against national defence. In the same way,
in the French memorandum, which proposed to deal with certain arms by the method therein
recommended, those arms which it was suggested should not be left at the free use of an individual
State were arms selected on the stated and specific ground that their character was that of
particularly offensive weapons.

It was a very great mistake, in discussing these matters, to be led away by the argument
that, because no precise and scientific line of division could be drawn, there was, therefore,
never any possibility of saying on which side of that line anything lay. The truth was that
in many departments of thought, the drawing of an exact line of division was an impossible
achievement in the last analysis, because there were always some cases that lay just near the
frontier. But that was no reason for saying that there were not stretches of territory on either
side which all practical men and women knew to be well on this or that side of the line. The,
fact that a frontier between two countries had not been precisely delimited did not mean that
it was impossible to say in which of the two countries the capital city of one or the other was
situated. As had been said by a man in controversy who was faced with the difficulties of
definition, " I admit that there are cases where it is difficult to define with scientific accuracy,
and I cannot define an elephant ; but if you show me an elephant I know it when I see it."
Hence, if Sir John Simon were challenged to present a precise scientific and exhaustive definition
of " offensive armaments ", he would concede that that was beyond his power. But there was
something which he could do and which everyone could do. Everyone knew what he meant
when he said that qualitative disarmament was chiefly needed in the case of those weapons,
whether of the land or of the sea or of the air, which possessed an especially offensive character.
He would not abuse the Commission's indulgence by claiming priority or preference for any
words which he might suggest; indeed, this was, he thought, a case where a drafting committee
might well be ultimately needed. From a desire, however, to concentrate in a simple sentence
the ideas which he had tried to express, the United Kingdom delegation asked leave to submit
the following draft resolution, the terms of which would, he hoped, express what, he believed,
was the Commission's widespread intention :

" In seeking to apply the principle of qualitative disarmament as defined in the
previous resolution, 1 the Conference is of opinion that the range of land, sea and air
armaments should be examined with a view to selecting those weapons whose character
is the most specifically offensive and the most threatening to civilians ".

This resolution appeared to him to be a way of expressing the conceptions he
had expounded-general conceptions it was true, but none the less having value greatly in
excess of a mere platitude. It was useless to refer these questions to technical committees
without giving them some sort of direction as to what the General Commission wanted them
to do. The General Commission must point out the general direction of thought and analysis
which it wished the other commissions to follow, and he hoped that what he had suggested
helped to concentrate that idea.

M. DE SCAVENIUS (Denmark) stated that his delegation accepted Sir John Simon's draft
resolution. He drew attention, in this connection, to the draft resolution submitted to the
Commission by M. Munch on April I3th last, which was as follows:

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

On the basis of that proposal, M. de Scavenius suggested the addition to the draft
resolution proposed by Sir John Simon of the words " by the competent commissions ", to
be inserted in the appropriate place.

1 See page 113.
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Mr. GIBSON (United States of America) was very glad to endorse the suggestion
that the question of method should be left for consideration and study by the technical
commissions. He was also very happy to agree to the text of Sir John Simon's draft
resolution, but would ask if he could accept a slight amendment of wording to bring out the
fact that the Commission was seeking likewise to apply the principle of the resolution it had
just adopted to those weapons which were most efficacious against national defence. In that
case, he would propose that the last phrase in the draft should be amended on the following
lines: " weapons whose character is the most specifically offensive and the most threatening
to civilians and those most efficacious against national defence ".

M. CHOUMENKOVITCH (Yugoslavia) pointed out that the Yugoslav proposal contained
a passage relating to the principle of qualitative reduction; however, it also raised other
questions concerning the description of the weapons to which this should be applied,
the choice of method, the means of chemical warfare, and so on. As, in adopting the United
Kingdom delegation's resolution, the Commission reserved all these questions for subsequent
discussion, M. Choumenkovitch was of opinion that the Yugoslav proposal, apart from the
principle adopted for other questions, should be referred to the technical commissions.

For that reason, he was glad to be able to support Sir John Simon's proposal, with the
addition proposed by the Danish delegation. In the same way, the Yugoslav delegation would
agree to a discussion on principles, with a view to determining which were the aggressive
weapons.

The PRESIDENT suggested that the Bureau should be asked to prepare an agreed text for
the resolution and that for this purpose the Commission should adjourn for twenty minutes.

The President's proposal was adopted.

Upon the resumption of the proceedings, M. BENES (Czechoslovakia), Rapporteur, reported
that the Bureau of the General Commission and the delegations interested in Sir John Simon's
resolution had met together and had agreed on the following text :

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

just read, to consider, in so far as each was concerned, those weapons which, in the terms of the
resolution, were " most specifically offensive or those most efficacious against national defence
or most threatening to civilians".

Doubtless the three commissions, before submitting a report to the General Commission,
would have to form a kind of joint commission to co-ordinate their decisions and to prevent any
misunderstanding or difficulty. If the questions were not too difficult, the bureaux of the
three commissions might meet to co-ordinate the work. If, on the contrary, the questions were
too complicated, the Bureau of the Conference might suggest the setting up of a joint
commission, particularly as the Presidents of the three special commissions were members of
the Bureau of the Conference. The work could thus easily be co-ordinated, and a report would
be submitted to the General Commission, which would take the final decision.

The draft resolution, in the amended form proposed by the Bureau, was adopted.

SEVENTEENTH MEETING

Held on Tuesday. April 26th, I932, at IO a.m.

President: The Right Honourable A. HENDERSON.

35. ADJOURNMENT OF THE WORK OF THE CONFERENCE DURING WHITSUNTIDE : PROPOSAL

OF THE BUREAU.

The PRESIDENT informed the Commission that the Bureau of the Conference had met
on the previous morning to consider the General Commission's future work and certain
administrative questions connected with the time-table of its meetings.

The Bureau had decided to recommend that the General Commission should hold no
meetings between Friday, May I3th, and Monday, May I6th, inclusive on account of the
Whitsuntide holidays. No doubt if that recommendation were adopted, it should apply also
to the other commissions.

The Bureau's recommendation was adopted.

1 See page 113.
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36. PROGRAMME OF WORK OF THE LAND, NAVAL AND AIR COMMISSIONS IN VIRTUE OF THE
RESOLUTIONS ADOPTED BY THE GENERAL COMMISSION ON APRIL 22ND, I932: PROPOSALS

OF THE BUREAU.

The PRESIDENT reported that in pursuance of a suggestion approved by the Commission,
the three presidents of the special Commissions had held a meeting on April 23rd which was
also attended by the Bureau of the General Commission. It was presided over by M. Politis.
The purpose of the meeting was to examine the procedure to be followed by the Land, Naval
and Air Commissions in discharging the duties entrusted to them by the General Commission
in the resolution on qualitative disarmament adopted on April 22nd.

It had been unanimously agreed at the meeting that the three Commissions would not have
to deal with the principle of qualitative reduction, since that principle had already been
settled by the resolutions presented by Sir John Simon and adopted by the General Commission.
Their task, therefore, was simply that defined in the second of those resolutions-namely, to
determine, each of them in its own sphere, " those armaments whose character is the most
specifically offensive or those most efficacious against national defence or most threatening
to civilians".

As regarded procedure, the Commission considered--and the Bureau of the Conference
agreed-that the Commissions should first discuss the text of the resolutions adopted by the
General commission in order to form a clear conception of their mandate. No doubt their
Presidents would guide them as to what the General Commission expected of them.

The Commissions would doubtless maintain the necessary contact with each other through
their respective bureaux. Such contact would certainly be needed to secure a coherent and
homogeneous report concerning all the armaments to be examined.

When the General Commission had received the reports of the three special Commissions,
it would itself have to consider them and to decide whether or not the weapons named in
them, or part of those weapons, fell under the categories described in the resolution.

The Bureau of the Conference further agreed that should any difficulties arise, it might
be necessary for the Bureau to constitute a mixed committee composed of delegates belonging
to the three Commissions. The size and character of such a committee would also, no doubt,
have to be determined by the Bureau. The mixed committee, if constituted, might also have
to consider a special category of armaments-chemical and bacteriological weapons-which,
since they were not exclusively within the scope of the three commissions, might usefully be
examined by all three.

The Bureau of the Conference had then considered the Commission's work and agenda.
It was unanimously of opinion that the task conferred upon the special Commissions by the
above-mentioned resolutions was of the highest importance. Indeed, it must be recognised
that the General Commission's decisions had brought the Conference to one of the decisive
stages in its work. There was no part of the whole range of subjects before it which would not
be intimately affected by the reports of the special Commissions on qualitative disarmament.
This was particularly true of Chapter B, sections 2 to 6, and of much else besides. The prepara-
tion of the reports of the special Commissions would require careful consideration and probably
a good deal of work.

In view of these facts, the Bureau felt that the special Commissions should be left free
to meet without interruption, and accordingly recommended that the General Commission
should suspend its meetings until such time as their reports on qualitative reduction were
ready.

In the interval, the leaders of the delegations could do most useful work by means of
private conversations on questions which for the moment seemed to present special difficulty.
It was the Bureau's express desire that the interval should be so used as there would then be
grounds for expecting that, on the resumption of its meetings, the General Commission would
not only have before it three important reports on qualitative reduction, which would be
helpful in the solution of many questions arising out of Chapter B, but would find that it
would be easier to deal with the questions of principle raised by Article I.

Summarising his observations, the President said that the Bureau recommended (I) that
the General Commission should suspend its meetings pending the reports on qualitative
disarmament from the special Commissions; (2) that the delegations should endeavour, in the
meantime, to reach a preliminary agreement concerning some of the questions of principle raised
by Article I which had not yet been discussed in the General Commission.

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France) said that he had no comments to offer on the Bureau's
proposals concerning procedure.

Nevertheless, in the President's observations accompanying the proposals there was one
passage on which M. Paul-Boncour would be glad to have an explanation, in order to prevent
any misunderstanding.



In speaking of the programme of the special Commissions and of the work they would
have to undertake, the President had remarked that the Commissions should limit themselves
to making a selection of the arms possessing the characteristics referred to in the second of the
resolutions adopted by the General Commission, the question of qualitative limitation having
been settled. Under the terms, however, of the resolution unanimously adopted by the
Commission, the question of qualitative limitation had only been settled in the sense that
such a course would be desirable and that the possible limitations or reductions which might
result from the conventions should be contemplated from the qualitative, and not only from the
quantitative angle; the question whether this might be brought about by internationalisation
or by prohibition remained entirely open.

M. Paul-Boncour thought he was right in inferring from the President's words that at
the resent stage otheent sir work, at any rate, the special Commissions would not be required to
consider this matter. Although, in his opinion, they would be compelled by the force of
circumstances, during the study they are about to undertake to furnish the General Commission
with certain data of a technical character which were indispensable in taking a decision
regarding the alternative proposals, he accepted the Bureau's decision that for the moment they
were not required to consider that point. That being so, it must be made clearly understood
that this question would be settled by the General Commission, for he believed he was placing
the right construction on the resolution voted by the Commission if he said that, far from
settling the matter, it left the discussion open.

M. Paul-Boncour added that, in his view, the question could not be settled until the General
Commission itself had made up its mind upon the French proposals taken s a whole, since
otherwise it would be impossible to form a correct judgment of internationalisation as the
French delegation understood it, and more especially of its possible value.

The PRESIDENT explained that when the three Presidents of the special Commissions
had met the Bureau, it had been pointed out that the special Commissions need not discuss the
principle of qualitative disarmament, as the General Commission's resolution already affirmed
that " . . . the Conference declares it approval of the principle of qualitative disarmament
-i.e., the selection of certain classes or descriptions of weapons the possession or use of which
should be absolutely prohibited to all States or internationalised by means of a general
convention "

It was felt that the special Commissions should not re-open the General Commission's
discussions, but should take for granted that the principle had been accepted and that they
were required to examine the whole range of armaments, land, sea, or air, in order to find out
what weapons were specially covered by the General Commission's resolution.

The recommendations of the Bureau zwere adopted.

EIGH TEENTHI MEETING

Held on Tuesday, May ioth, I932, at 5 P. m.

President: The Right Honourable A. HENDERSON.

37. TRIBUTE TO THE MEMORY OF M. PAUL DOUMER, PRESIDENT OF THE FRENCH REPUBLIC,

AND OF M. ALBERT THOMAS, DIRECTOR OF THE INTERNATIONAL LABOUR OFFICE.

The PRESIDENT said that, during the past few days, two tragic events had occurred,
robbing one of the great countries represented at the Conference of its President and one of
its best citizens. Immediately he had heard what had taken place, he had sent the following
telegram, in the name of the delegations at the Conference, to M. Tardieu, President of the
French Council:

" Deeply moved by news of terrible outrage which caused death of the President
of the Republic. On behalf of all delegations at the Disarmament Conference and on my
own behalf I express profound sympathy with the French Government and people."

M. Tardieu had replied as follows:

" The Government and the French people have been extremely touched by the
sympathy which your Excellency has been good enough to express on the occasion of
the attempt upon the life of the President of the Republic, to which he has succumbed.
I beg you also to express my gratitude to all the delegations at the Disarmament Conference
which have associated themselves with the grief of France, and thank you sincerely for
having acted as their interpreter."
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Most delegates would be aware that, at the meeting of the Council held on the previous
day, very touching tributes had been paid to the memory of the President of the Republic.
It was unnecessary for Mr. Henderson to go over the same ground, but he thought the Commis-
sion would desire to subscribe in every possible way to the tributes paid by the Council. In
speaking of such a tragedy, it was impossible not to express a tremendous amount of emotion.
When M. Doumer's long life of public service was remembered-how he had honoured every
branch of citizenship with which he had been associated-when his early beginning was
recalled, and when his great age was borne in mind, it might have been thought that the fates
would have been more kind to him and that he might have been permitted to end his days
in a more natural way by bringing to a close the period for which he had been elected as the
head of the French people.

The second tragedy to which Mr. Henderson wished to refer was the sudden passing of
the first Director of the International Labour Office. Here, again, he had immediately sent a
telegram to Mme. Thomas. He was not going to treat this matter on an official basis. Albert
Thomas had been more than a colleague to Mr. Henderson, who had been closely associated
with him in different ways for nearly twenty years. During the war, they had worked in very
close collaboration on either side of the Channel, and also during a visit which both had made
to Russia in I917.

Mr. Henderson would venture to say that, whether as head of the Ministry of Munitions
or as first Director of the International Labour Office, no official could have been more devoted
to his duty, his ideals or his convictions than Albert Thomas had proved himself to be through-
out the whole of his public career.

Both these events had taken place with tragic suddenness, and the delegations associated
themselves to the very full with all that had been said on behalf of the League of Nations by
the President of the Council and by the Secretary-General, for it represented, he believed,
the views of every member of the Disarmament Conference.

M. DE MACEDO SOARES (Brazil) said that the Brazilian delegation was deeply moved
at the sudden passing of M. Albert Thomas and associated itself with the sentiments of grief
expressed by the President.

There was no need to enumerate the rare qualities to which Albert Thomas had owed his
appointment to the highest post in the International Labour Organisation, which for close
on fifteen years he had directed with the greatest energy, with an inspired vision and with keen
intelligence. The cause of social justice lost in him its most vigorous worker and its most
ardent apostle, and, at the moment when the storm was at its height, the good ship of Ariana
had been robbed of its bold and skilful helmsman, who had inspired such great confidence in
everyone.

The Director of the International Labour Organisation had laid a solid foundation for
social legislation in every country, and it was owing to his efforts that it had been possible to
contemplate the unification of international labour legislation. Guided by his ardent tem-
perament and by his deep Socialist convictions, Albert Thomas, who was a self-made man
had not failed to seek for the solution of the unemployment problem. He had understood
that the unemployed must be given, not the dole, but work, and not relief work, but work on
productive undertakings, the completion of which demanded time. That was the origin of
his idea for big international public works. In his last report, which was an admirable statement
of the work already done and contained most valuable suggestions for that still to be done,
Albert Thomas had, in the most hopeful terms, dealt with this grave and pressing matter
on broad lines. In its solution, he glimpsed the possibility of the world's economic revival.

M. de Macedo Soares had repeatedly talked with Albert Thomas of a scheme which the
latter regarded as a corollary to that for international public works-namely, the utilisation
in what he was wont to call "his South America " of the capital, technical experts and labour
that were available in Europe.

It would be difficult to replace, in the complex sphere of organised economic life, an official
with so broad an outlook and so vast a store of energy, and his passing left a void which it
would be very hard to fill.

It must be hoped that the living flame of Albert Thomas' brilliant spirit would ever
illuminate the working life of the International Labour Office, for which he had so vigorously
fought until his last breath.

M. MASSIGLI (France) expressed France's deep appreciation of the tributes paid by the
President of the League Council and the Secretary-General to the memory of the President
of the French Republic and of M. Albert Thomas.

France would be equally moved by the tribute of the President of the Conference to the
head of the State and to its illustrious citizen. No one was better qualified than the President
to speak of a long and steadfast life of hard work and devotion to the public good-a life which
the test of the war years had endowed with that which Abraham Lincoln had called the
" solemn pride which is his who makes so costly a sacrifice on the altar of freedom ".

A great lesson was to be learned from the vast wave of sympathy which had flowed over
France in its time of trial. Whatever disputes might divide the nations, whatever the conflict-
ing interests between them, the deeper feelings were common to all. Though they might be
divided, the were united too. The Conference should profit by this lesson, which might later
help it in the fulfilment of its task.
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Deeply moved by the words which the President had spoken in the Conference's name,
M. Massigli offered the thanks of his Government, to 'which he would convey what had
been said.

The French delegation was also profoundly touched by the way in which the President
had spoken of Albert Thomas. It was a great international figure and, indeed, a great French-
man who had just disappeared. In referring to him, the President had called to mind the
years during which he and Albert Thomas had worked together. M. Massigli, too, had had
the privilege of knowing Albert Thomas, and that in his early days, when, during a short
period as a young professor at the University, he was giving his first lectures. He had not
changed since then; he had ever been the inspiring personality whom the President had
described.

The League and the Labour Office had suffered a great loss in the death of Albert Thomas.
The Brazilian delegate had expressed this with an eloquence which the French delegation
appreciated to the full. France had lost one of her best sons. To his friends the loss was
irreparable. The President of the Conference was one of these, and there was no need for
M. Massigli to express the very deep feelings with which he had heard Mr. Henderson's speech.

38. CONSTITUTION OF A SPECIAL COMMITTEE TO CONSIDER CHEMICAL AND BACTERIOLOGICAL
WEAPONS: PROPOSAL OF THE BUREAU.

The PRESIDENT reminded the General Commission that it had, at its last meeting, approved
a recommendation from the Bureau that, if found necessary, a mixed committee of the Land,
Naval and Air Commissions should be constituted to consider chemical and bacteriological
weapons. The question of these weapons would not be discussed separately in each of the
three Commissions, and the Bureau had therefore come to the conclusion that a special ad hoc
committee should be appointed for this purpose. Thus the Bureau had decided to recommend
the constitution of a special committee, to consist of the representatives of the following
delegations, chosen by the Bureau in virtue of the power to set up this committee conferred
upon it by the General Commission: Australia, Brazil, the United Kingdom, Denmark,
France, Germany, Italy, Japan, the Netherlands, Poland, Spain, Switzerland, the United
States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.

The Bureau felt that the task of this committee should be exceedingly light, since almost
every delegation had, during the general discussion, declared itself in favour of taking action
to prevent the use of chemical and bacteriological weapons.

It felt that this committee, though small in numbers, was of such importance that its
meetings should be hd ein public; this formed part of the Bureau's recommendation.

The recommendation of the Bureau was adopted.

39. CONSTITUTION OF A COMMITTEE ON EFFECTIVES : DRAFT RESOLUTION SUBMITTED BY THE
UNITED STATES DELEGATION.

The PRESIDENT recalled that the United States delegation had submitted the following
draft resolution:

" Since the question of ' effectives' is upon the agenda to be considered by the
Conference in the near future, and,

" Since any reasonable, just and acceptable steps for the mutual limitation and
reduction of effectives must be based upon comparable figures, and,

" Since the various countries, in submitting their figures in regard to the strength
of average daily effectives and formations organised on a military basis, have not inter-
preted the terms employed in the same sense; and,

" In consequence, since no figures on a comparable basis are available for the use
of this Conference:

" It is the opinion of the Bureau that there be set up a Technical Committee for the
purpose of studying all pertinent information relating to figures for effectives, with a view
to preparing a report as to the numerical strength, on a comparable basis, of effectives
maintained by each country, for submission to the General Commission. The Committee
will invite representatives of each country concerned to appear before it in connection
with the study of any figures submitted by that country, in order to aid in reaching the
desired conclusion."

The Bureau had accepted that resolution, and recommended the immediate constitution
of a committee of representatives of the following delegations: Argentina, Belgium, the United
Kingdom, France, Germany, Italy, Japan, Poland, Switzerland, the United States of America,
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and Yugoslavia.

The draft resolution and the recormmendation of the Bureau zwere adopted.

40. FURTHER MEETINGS OF THE GENERAL COMMISSION: PROPOSAL OF THE BUREAU.

The PRESIDENT asked the General Commission to make a slight alteration in the decision
taken at its last meeting, that it should suspend its meetings until the Special Commissions
had reported on qualitative disarmament.
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The report of the Committee on Effectives just set up might be ready first. The Bureautherefore asked the Commission to modify its decision in order to empower itself to meetand discuss whichever report was submitted first.

The recommendation of the Bureau was adopted.

41. PUBLICITY OF THE MEETINGS: LETTER FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE INTERNATIONAL
ASSOCIATION OF JOURNALISTS ACCREDITED TO THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS.

The PRESIDENT said that the Bureau had received a letter from the President of theInternational Association of Journalists accredited to the League of Nations on the question
of the publicity of the proceedings of some of the Committees, and protesting in the name ofthe Association against the growing tendency towards secrecy in the Disarmament Conference.The complaint was particularly directed against the privacy in which the Committee of Expertsof the Land Commission had met. The President of the Association found it hard to understand
why the discussions of that Committee, on which all the delegations were represented,were not open to the Press; he had illustrated his point of view by quoting the precedentestablished by the Naval Sub-Committee set up by the Preparatory Commission on November
I7th, I930, which had met in public, as had the Commission itself.

The President had forwarded this letter to the four Presidents of the Special Commissions,as he considered the question of very great importance and one on which they should at once beconsulted.
He pointed out that the President of the Land Commission had acted in strict accordancewith Article 7 of the Conference's Rules of Procedure; but, as he had stated both in his letterand to the Bureau, public opinion was of such vast importance to the Conference that hethought there should be a very liberal interpretation of the article governing its proceedings.
He could report the views of three of the Presidents, notably those of the President ofthe Land Commission, which had decided that its committees should meet in public, exceptin the case of very small committees, such as drafting committees or committees of jurists.He was sure that the General Commission would agree that the Bureau, in making this recom-

mendation for greater publicity, was following the right course.

42. APPOINTMENT OF THE MEMBERS OF THE MIXED COMMITTEE ON CHEMICAL AND
BACTERIOLOGICAL WEAPONS AND OF THE COMMITTEE ON EFFECTIVES.

The PRESIDENT suggested that the delegations represented on the two committees justset up should appoint their representatives at once, and should inform the Secretariat in orderto permit of the convening of these committees to elect their officers and to begin their work.It was of the highest importance that the work of the technical committees should bespeeded up as much as possible. No time must be lost, and the decisions which had been takenclearly showed that it was quite impossible for the General Commission to tackle many of thequestions at issue until it received reports from the Committees which had been set up, or atleast from one of them.

NINETEENTH MEETING

Held on Wednesday, June 22nd, 1932, at 4.30 p.m.

President: The Right Honourable A. HENDERSON.

43. PROPOSALS OF THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA: DECLARATION BY THE
DELEGATE OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA.

The PRESIDENT reminded the Commission that at the last meeting of the Bureau it was
decided that the private conversations begun four or five weeks earlier should be resumed, and
that, as the decisions of the General Commission would depend to a considerable extent on the
results of those private conversations, no meeting of the General Commission should be held
until they had been given time to mature. On the previous day, he had received a deputation
consisting of the heads of five delegations to the Conference, requesting information as towhen the General Commission was likely to meet. He had stated that, in view of the private
conversations at present in progress between certain delegations, the Commission would
probably not meet until about July Ist.
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On the previous evening, however, Mr. Gibson had placed before him a convincing state-

ment as to why the General Commission should be convened as speedily as possible. Mr.

Gibson's case was, indeed, so strong that the President had agreed that he should be given an

opportunity to put before the General Commission a statement that President Hoover would

be putting before the American public at the same hour.

Mr. GIBSON (United States of America) said that he was desired by the President of the

United States to communicate to the Conference the text of a statement which he was giving

out in Washington at that moment. It was his hope that the public statement of such a

programme would fire the imagination of the world and lead all nations to consider deeply

and state openly how much they could contribute to a great general programme.

Mr. Gibson then read the following statement of the instructions issued by President

Hoover to the United States delegation to the Conference for the Limitation of Armaments:

" The delegations at the World Conference on Disarmament at Geneva are now engaged

in discussions as to methods by which more comprehensive efforts can be made towards

disarmament.

"The following is the substance of instructions which have been given by the President

to the American delegation 'for guidance in the discussions which are now occupying it.

They are published in order that the American people may be fully and accurately informed.

" The time has come when we should cut through the brush and adopt some broad and

definite method of reducing the overwhelming burden of armament which now lies upon

the toilers of the world. This would be the most important world step that could be taken

to expedite economic recovery. We must make headway against the mutual fear and friction

arising out of war armaments which kill human confidence throughout the world. We can

still remain practical in maintaining an adequate self-defence among all nations. We can

add to the assurances of peace and yet save the people of the world from ten to fifteen

billions of wasted dollars during the next ten years.

" I propose that the following principles should be our guide:

" First: The Briand-Kellogg Pact to which we are all signatories can only mean that

the nations of the world have agreed that they will use their arms solely for defence.

" Second: This reduction should be carried out not only by broad general cuts in

armaments but by increasing the comparative power of defence through decreases in the

power of the attack.

" Third : The armaments of the world have grown up in mutual relation to each other.

And, speaking generally, such relativity should be preserved in making reductions.

" Fourth : The reductions must be real and positive. They must effect economic relief.

"Fifth : There are three problems to deal with-land forces, air forces and naval forces.

They are all interconnected. No part of the proposals which I make can be disassociated one

from the other.

"Based on these principles I propose that the arms of the world should be reduced by

nearly one-third.

Land Forces.

"In order to reduce the offensive character of all land forces as distinguished from their

defensive character, I propose the adoption of the presentation already made at the Geneva

Conference for the abolition of all tanks, all chemical warfare and all large mobile guns. This

would not prevent the establishment or increase of fixed fortifications of any character for

the defence of frontiers and sea-coasts. It would give an increased relative strength to such

defence as compared with attack.

"I propose, furthermore, that there should be a reduction of one-third in the strength

of all land armies over and above the so-called police component.

" The land armaments of many nations are considered to have two functions. One is the

maintenance of internal order in connection with the regular police forces of the country.

The strength required for this purpose has been called the ' police component '. The other

function is defence against foreign attack. The additional strength required for this purpose

has been called the ' defence component '. While it is not suggested that these different

components should be separated, it is necessary to consider this contention as to functions

in proposing a practical plan of reduction in land forces. Under the Treaty of Versailles and the
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other peace treaties, the armies of Germany, Austria, Hungary and Bulgaria were reduced to
a size deemed appropriate for the maintenance of internal order, Germany being assigned one
hundred thousand troops for a population of approximately sixty-five million people. I
propose that we should accept for all nations a basic police component of soldiers proportionate
to the average which was thus allowed Germany and these other States. This formula, with
the necessary corrections for Powers having colonial possessions, should be sufficient to provide
for the maintenance of internal order by the nations of the world. Having analysed these
two components in this fashion, I propose, as stated above, that there should be a reduction
of one-third in the strength of all land armies over and above the police component.

Air Forces.

"All bombing-planes to be abolished. This will do away with the military possession
of types of planes capable of attacks upon civil populations and should be coupled with the
total prohibition of all bombardment from the air.

Naval Forces.

"I propose that the treaty number and tonnage of battleships shall be reduced by one-
third; that the treaty tonnage of aircraft-carriers, cruisers and destroyers shall be reduced
by one-fourth; that the treaty tonnage of submarines shall be reduced by one-third and that
no nation shall retain a submarine tonnage greater than 35,000 tons.

" The relative strength of naval arms in battleships and aircraft-carriers as between
the five leading naval Powers was fixed by the Treaty of Washington.

" The relative strength in cruisers, destroyers and submarines was fixed as between
the United States, the United Kingdom and Japan by the Treaty of London. For the purpose
of this proposal, it is suggested that the French and Italian strength in cruisers and destroyers
be calculated as though they had joined in the Treaty of London on a basis approximating
the so-called accord of March ist, 193I.

" There are various technical considerations connected with these naval reductions
which will be presented by the delegation at Geneva.

General.

"The effect of this plan would be to bring about an enormous saving in the cost of new
construction and replacement of naval vessels. It would also save large amounts in the
operating expense in all nations of land, sea and air forces. It would greatly reduce offensive
strength compared to defensive strength in all nations.

"These proposals are simple and direct. They call upon all nations to contribute something.
The contribution here proposed will be relative and mutual. I know of nothing that would
give more hope for humanity to-day than the acceptance of such a programme with such minor
changes as may be necessary. It is folly for the world to go on breaking its back under military
expenditure, and the United States is willing to take its share of the responsibility by making
definite proposals that will relieve the world."

Mr. Gibson added:

The significance of this statement by the President will be apparent to all. It is clear,
self-contained, and comprehensive. I am well aware that everyone here will wish to study it
in detail. There are, however, certain clarifications and explanations which I can make at once
in order to clear up one or two points.

With reference to cruiser strength, it is proposed that the 25 per cent reduction of the total
tonnage of the United States and the United Kingdom should be calculated on the present
total London Treaty tonnage of the United Kingdom-namely, 339,000 tons. Furthermore, the
total tonnage allowed under that Treaty for eight-inch-gun cruisers shall be limited to 150,000
tons each for the United States and the United Kingdom and the proportionate go,ooo tons
for Japan.

I also feel that there should be a clarification on the subject of submarines. In order to
make the acceptance of such a sweeping reduction possible, the President's communication
is on the basis that no nation, whether or not a party to existing naval treaties, shall retain
a tonnage in submarines greater than 35,000 tons or more than 40 submarine units, of which
no single vessel shall exceed 1,200 tons.

In view of the reductions suggested for the five leading naval Powers under the President's
plan, it seems evident that the other Powers should here agree to corresponding sacrifices
through the reduction or limitation of their naval armaments.

I have not laboured here all these months with my colleagues present to-day without
becoming convinced of their earnestness of purpose and their desire to see the greatest possible
accomplishment in disarmament. Therefore I am sure that the principle of maximum
accomplishment to which each nation makes substantial contributions, as my country is
doing by the provisions of the text which I have just read, will appeal to them.

In our most powerful arm, the navy, we are prepared, as a part of this general programme,
to scrap over 300,000 tons of existing ships and to forgo the right to build over 50,000 tons.
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In land material our proposal would affect over one thousand heavy mobile guns and
approximately goo tanks, and in aviation about 300 bombardment airplanes.

The American delegation is at your disposal for further explanations and clarifications
as they may become necessary, and these points will, no doubt, be forthcoming as the
conversations in which we are now engaged progress. These very real sacrifices of strength
which the United States is willing to make in a predominant arm as part of a world scheme
cannot fail, I am convinced, to find equally generous response.

The PRESIDENT said that the General Commission greatly appreciated the desire of
President Hoover and the United States delegation to put before the Conference, simultaneously
with its presentation to the American people, the statement Mr. Gibson had just read. It
should be made quite clear, however, that it did not contain a set of proposals open for
immediate discussion by the Commission, but should, as a whole, form part of the private
conversations that had already begun. He ventured to express the hope that it might facilitate
and expedite the conclusions of those conversations, and enable a report to be made to the
General Commission at an early date.

Sir JOHN SIMON (United Kingdom) congratulated Mr. Gibson on the deeply interesting
and profoundly important contribution he had made to the Conference's debates. Until the
previous day, however, the United Kingdom delegation had had no notice that that statement
was to be made at the present meeting and consequently he could not, even if he would,
offer any comments other than two or three which were necessarily provisional.

The President had referred to the private conversations which had been going on again
during the past few days. Sir John Simon thought that it would perhaps be convenient if
he placed that matter in its true relation. As the Conference was aware, the Prime Minister
of the United Kingdom and Sir John Simon, on their return to Geneva after the conclusion of
the work of the Technical Commissions, had at once sought to make arrangements to resume
with certain other delegations the informal conversations which had been begun previously.
Those conversations were in no sense a substitute for the work of the Conference ; they were no
part of the Conference machinery; and in themselves-and except in so far as they might be
practically helpful-they would afford no excuse for holding up the work of the Conference.
Their sole purpose-as those who had joined in them would certainly agree-was to ascertain
the measure of common ground between the delegations engaged in them and the best way
of enlarging that common ground by consulting other delegations. These private and informal
conversations had been and were still proceeding most harmoniously, and he was quite sure
that M. Paul-Boncour, Mr. Gibson and their colleagues would agree with him. He thought he
might also report that they were proceeding to good purpose, and he agreed with the President's
observation that, while there was no desire in any way to limit the activity of the Confe-
rence or to withdraw any matter from it, it would be most unfortunate if anything done at
the present meeting of the General Commission had the result of interfering with that work.
So far as the United Kingdom delegation was concerned, it should certainly not interfere with
the efforts being made, for, after all, what was the object of this Conference but to attain
agreement ? Agreement was not to be attained by unilateral statements, though the suggestions
contained in them might be of the greatest importance and value, but by co-operation, by
consultation, by give and take, and by an adjustment of points of view. All this would be just
as necessary in future as it had been in the past, with the most gratifying difference that
the Commission now had before it a contribution which all agreed was of the greatest possible
value. The United Kingdom delegation had come to Geneva to throw itself wholeheartedly
into that essential task, making full use of this latest contribution by the United States
delegation, and having no intention to desist until that task was achieved.

It was, of course, impossible at the moment to embark upon a detailed discussion of
President Hoover's statement, but Sir John Simon desired to make certain provisional and
preliminary observations of a general character.

In the first place, the United Kingdom delegation warmly welcomed the breadth of view
taken of the disarmament problem in President Hoover's communication. Quite apart from the
particular suggestions made in it, the statement essayed to deal with armaments on land, on sea
and in the air and to bring them together, to deal with them on the widest lines. It endeavoured
to correlate these three aspects of disarmament, and Sir John Simon believed that that was
a matter of great importance at the present stage in the Conference's deliberations.

The Technical Commissions had for some weeks past been contributing their expert know-
ledge to aid the General Commission in reaching its decisions. The technician did not decide; his
task was to inform. Many hard things had been said of experts in the history of the world. Their
special knowledge of their special subject quite rightly and necessarily gave them a different
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point of view from the wider and more general prospect that had now been placed before
the Conference. He was sure that he was expressing the general view when he said that the
members of the General Commission were sincerely grateful to the experts, but that they would
do well, after the minute and indeed microscopic examination which the Technical Commissions
had applied so skilfully and laboriously, to take, as it were, a survey from the upper air,
to rise to the height of a great argument by reviewing, in all its width and variety, the field
which the Conference had to cover. Everyone must undoubtedly feel grateful to President
Hoover, because, at this very critical moment, he had helped the Conference to take that wide
view. The United Kingdom Government had been itself, for some time past, studying intensely
this wide range of correlated subjects for the purpose of helping to contribute to a compre-
hensive plan, and in this conception of a wide mode of treatment it rejoiced to find that many
other delegations agreed with it.

Secondly, the United Kingdom representatives felt that the Conference must aim at
something big, and that public opinion throughout the world hoped for large results from it
by way of limitation and reduction of armaments. There was a proverb which said, " The best
is the enemy of the good ". Sometimes it was, but there was another reflection more apposite
at the present moment. It was equally true that bold proposals were the best means of
obtaining substantial results when the debate upon them had ended. When the delegations came
to examine 'the United States scheme, as he hoped they would all set themselves to do without
delay, it was manifest that there were features which would require exploration. For instance,
in the realm of land effectives there was the most interesting proposal to analyse total strengths
by dividing them into two parts with a view to preserving untouched one of the two figures
and applying a percentage of reduction to the other. Without pronouncing judgment on that
proposal-and, indeed, without knowing how it would work out in a given case-the United
Kingdom delegation wished to thank the United States delegation for bringing it forward and
to assure it that the suggestion would be promptly examined with sympathetic attention. Sir
John Simon's delegation was convinced that any reasonable step by which the vast total of
men under arms throughout the world could be reduced, in ways which did not diminish the
security of any given country, should be welcomed, not only for its direct value as a contribution
to world disarmament, but also because it would bring with it an immense relief in the financial
burdens by which taxpayers were crushed and which threatened by their weight to clog, and
even bring to a standstill, the wheels of industry throughout the world.

The very brief reference which Mr. Gibson had made to air armaments was also full of
interest. In point of fact, during the informal conversations which had been going on between
certain delegations an endeavour had been made to examine various aspects of the airproblem
with very considerable precision and in much greater detail. It was, as all delegations realised, a
very complicated problem, both because machines which were not primarily designed for
bombing might none the less be employed for that purpose, and because, in Europe at any rate,
the possibility of the misuse of civil aviation, or at any rate of the great liners which passed
between capital and capital, had to be considered. Again, he would thank the United States
delegation for helping to direct attention to that matter, for, looking over the whole range of
prospective horrors which might threaten the world in the event of a future war, the United
Kingdom Government at any rate was convinced that there was not one that aroused more
concern in the minds of thoughtful men and women than the prospect of the unregulated and
indiscriminate bombing of the civilian population. Sir John Simon's Government was devoting
all its energies, along with other nations, to the search for the most effective form by which this
peril might be removed from the world.

Turning, lastly, to the sketch which had been given by Mr. Gibson of a series of naval
proposals, Sir John Simon had an observation to make which, he hoped, would not be taken
amiss. He entirely agreed that substantial proposals in the realm of naval disarmament were
required. From a first hearing, however, he doubted whether the proposals indicated were, in
some respects, adequate and in other respects appropriate to the varying circumstances of the
different naval Powers. He would say to Mr. Gibson at once, frankness was the soul of friend-
ship. There were no two men in the world better acquainted with the second of these
difficulties than Mr. Hoover and Mr. Ramsay Macdonald. The Washington and London
Naval Treaties were a magnificent example of how to translate aspirations as to disarmament
into concrete and actual fact, and on behalf of the United Kingdom delegation he would say
categorically at once that in some respects it desired a larger measure of disarmament than
that outlined in the United States proposal. The United Kingdom delegation had never made a
secret of the fact that it wanted submarines to be abolished entirely. Indeed, he would recall
that, so recently as May 5th, a very distinguished member of the United States delegation,
Senator Swanson, at the twelfth meeting of the Naval Commission, had declared, on behalf of
the United States, that " the American delegation was prepared to agree to the abolition of
submarines, considering that they were not an essential part of a navy and that their abolition
would not disorganise existing fleets ". But if submarines could not be abolished, and the view
prevailed that for some Powers they provided an element of defence in home waters, when the
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time came, the United Kingdom delegation would most earnestly appeal that at least the

limit to their size should be something much less than that proposed by the United States

delegation-say, 250 tons.

With regard to capital ships, the United Kingdom delegation desired to point out that

the proposals submitted, as it understood them, made no prospective provision for reducing

their present monstrous size. He agreed that the problem was not easy. Under the London

Treaty no new capital ships were to be constructed until the year 1937 at the earliest. When the

time came, Sir John Simon's delegation would ask that attention be given to the question, What

was to happen in I937 ? Would it not be possible, without disturbing the provisions of the

London Treaty to agree that, whatever new capital-ship construction might take place later on,

instead of building new vessels of 35,000 tons with I6-inch guns, a much lower limit both in

tonnage and in gun calibre should be established ?

The saving that would be effected if it were agreed that in any future capital-ship

construction the maximum tonnage should be reduced from 35,000 to 25,000 tons, with

a reduction of gun calibre from I6 to 12 inches would be one of the most tremendous contributions

which could be made in the name of disarmament and an immense financial relief to those at

present burdened by taxation. It would have an immediate effect and a beneficial reaction

on the size of guns in coast fortifications; it would be a first step towards the scaling down of

the size of all classes of ships which the United Kingdom delegation most earnestly desired to

promote.

Such were the purely preliminary observations which Sir John Simon offered almost

on the spur of the moment. Nevertheless, the matters with which the Commission was dealing

were not, in the case of any delegation, matters to which all had not devoted deep and constant

thought. Let them make use of that thought, with the advantage of this new appeal to their

common sense and judgment. The common task must be pursued with the more vigour and

confidence because of the notable declaration which had been announced at the present

meeting. Achievement depended upon agreement, and success upon the co-operation of all.

So far as his country was concerned, the United Kingdom delegation pledged itself that that

co-operation should be given to the utmost of its power until the work was done.

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France) was glad to express the interest and sympathy with which

the French delegation had welcomed the message of President Hoover. This message contained

a number of clear, direct and simple proposals. He might even be able to show that, in view of

the complexity of certain problems, they were perhaps too simple, and, if not altered, might

conflict with the generous ideas of their author.

M. Paul-Boncour was glad to see in this communication from the great American Republic

a clear expression of the impatience with which public opinion judged the Conference's work

and the slowness of its progress. Perhaps that impatience grew the farther away one

was and the less involved in the difficulties which the Conference had daily to overcome.

But injustice itself was often a necessary spur, and M. Paul-Boncour was tempted to regard it

as a matter for congratulation if the impatience of public opinion, which had found

its expression in the message of the President, gave a new impulse to the Conference and

stimulated its determination to achieve success.

Sir John Simon's observations had placed the discussion which was opening on its proper

basis. It was impossible not to view President Hoover's message and his proposals in their

relation to what M. Paul-Boncour would call, not the procedure, for it was not a procedure

of the Conference itself, but the present position of its work.

On the President's invitation, it had been decided, in order to overcome the present

difficulties which undoubtedly existed, and which it would be foolish as well as somewhat

hypocritical not to recognise, to open private conversations, the object being to extend them

in a series of concentric circles, so to speak, in order to obtain the maximum agreement possible

to a minimum of concrete proposals. These proposals might then be made the subject of an

agreement within the General Commission itself. Sir John Simon had placed President

Hoover's proposals in their right relation to those conversations. M. Paul-Boncour now desired

to do the same as regards their substance.

The French delegation had, from the very beginning of the discussions, adopted a very

definite position in harmony with France's invariable attitude throughout the League's

existence-namely, that, in accordance with the spirit of the Covenant and its very

precise wording, the reduction of armaments was bound up with the organisation of inter-

national security.
The conversations in progress had from the outset-he had made that very observation

to his colleagues-taken place within well-defined limits; the French delegation, faithful to the

point of view to which he had just referred, remained at the same time faithful to certain most

important decisions which had marked the preparatory work for the present Conference, in

particular, the important resolution of I927 which was the result of co-operation between

the United Kingdom, German and French delegations. According to that resolution, though

the existing conditions of security were felt to be inadequate, it was nevertheless considered

that a first step could be taken towards the limitation and reduction of armaments laid down in

Article 8.
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M. Paul-Boncour ventured to repeat that the conversations had proceeded on the basis
which had been very clearly defined by the French delegation, that from the discussions in the
Conference and the General Commission and the work of the experts-which was not so
negligible as some liked to suggest-there should be extracted a minimum number of points
on which agreement could immediately be obtained. The purpose in view was, in the present
conditions of security, to achieve a first step, to be followed by greater and more important
reductions, which in the opinion, and according to the wish, of the French delegation would
always be bound up with the organisation of a system of international security.

M. Paul-Boncour did not, however, think he would be straining the interpretation of the
proposals just made if he said that they brought the question within the scope of these larger
reductions for which the peoples were longing, but which, in the view of the French delegation,
were absolutely conditional upon the organisation of international security.

Just as France, during these private conversations, had shown its readiness to search for
such reductions as were immediately possible, taking into account the present state of affairs-
and in this M. Paul-Boncour made an appeal to Sir John Simon and Mr. Gibson as Sir John
Simon had just done to his colleagues-so the French delegation considered-and he would not
hide the fact, since Sir John Simon had just said that frankness in international affairs as
elsewhere was the best form of friendship-that, in examining such far-reaching reductions
as had just been suggested, the Conference should welcome the French or other similar proposals
with regard to international security.

If therefore, as M. Paul-Boncour supposed, and as they themselves merited, the General
Commission decided to study the proposals of the United States of America, he would ask it
at the same time to study the French delegation's proposals with regard to international
security, not as a plan which must be adopted and apart from which there could be no solution
of the problem, but as positive suggestions as a basis for discussion, the Conference being free
to consider whether other suggestions which might be made would as certainly achieve its
obj ect.

Such was the first observation which, while sincerely supporting the proposals, M. Paul-
Boncour felt obliged in all frankness to make. It did not bear upon the proposals themselves,
he repeated, but upon their necessary corollary-an organisation for international security,
which would make such reductions possible and would not place any nation in danger.

His second observation related to a remark he had just made, and which he did not think
his American colleagues could have misunderstood. He had said that these proposals were
so attractively simple that they might appear to be too simple in view of the complexity of
certain problems. They were based upon the application of a uniform rule, of a scale. But in
view of the complex position of the various nations with regard to armaments, the application
of this uniform rule might therefore cause some injustice, necessitating some adjustments.

Whereas for great nations which, as a result of circumstances often outside their control,
had attained the plenitude of their land, naval or air power it was possible to agree on
successive reductions calculated on the basis of specific ratios, it would be quite unfair to
apply the same rule to small countries, some of which had only recently been brought to
life again and had had to forge the instruments of the independence to which they were
entitled no less than the great nations; moreover, as a result of their situation and their, in
many cases, inadequate resources, they had had to cope with financial difficulties which had
prevented them from ensuring their individual security in conditions which would give them
a full measure of assurance. The application of a uniform rule might thus create a fundamental
injustice to the detriment of those countries which, no less than the great Powers, were
Members of the great equalitarian democracy known as the League of Nations.

If the nations were considered, not from the aspect of their mutual relation or their legal
equality, but with regard to the actual inequality existing between them in power and resources,
to the development of their armaments system and to any spontaneous increase or reduction
in those armaments, effected, in many cases, in correlation with the preparatory work for the
Disarmament Conference, it would be seen that the application of a uniform rule might lead
to further injustices. He quite understood that, in his desire to give a splendid lead, President
Hoover was applying to the navies of the countries which, at Washington and London, had
accepted heavy sacrifices, the same percentage of reduction as that which he wished, not, of
course, to impose on, but to propose to, the others. It must, however, be pointed out that the
question was not quite so simple in the case of land armaments and, especially, in the matter of
effectives. M. Paul-Boncour appreciated, of course, that the proposal clearly enunciated a
principle which the French delegation had constantly asserted during the preparatory work, in
connection with which it had met with some resistance, which, he was glad to see, had now
weakened. He referred to the principle of the interdependence of armaments. True, it was
impossible to imagine reductions which would not apply equally to the three classes of
armaments-land, sea and air-but there were undoubtedly certain aspects of this inter-
dependence which could not be disregarded if, when embarking on the method of reduction
proposed by President Hoover, it were desired to contribute thereto a certain measure of
equity and justice.

He would venture to give a concrete case, and he thought that no one would resent it
if he took the case of his own country. Everyone bore the other countries also in mind and
tried to harmonise his own interests with those of the others, but it was only natural that the



position of his own country should make the strongest appeal to a speaker's heart and mind.
M. Paul-Boncour therefore pointed out that France had for some years past co-ordinated
her national defence system with the policy pursued by the League, and that co-ordination,
he was justified in saying, found its fullest expression in the fact that the Minister in charge of
the French army was, at the same time, a French delegate to the League. He recalled that,
ever since I925, relying on the first concrete achievement-unfortunately the only one
so far-in the way of international security-he referred to the Locarno Treaties-and on the
results of the preparatory disarmament work, France had been considering and had actually
effected a reduction from eighteen months to one year in the period of military service, which
had already been reduced from three years to eighteen months. He was therefore entitled
to say that in this way France had, in correlation with the League's work and in view of the
Conference at present proceeding, effected an even larger reduction than those which President
Hoover was now asking her, with the other countries, to accept.

M. Paul-Boncour pointed out that, at this very moment, and as evidence, notwithstanding
the difficulties that had been encountered, of her confidence and her resolve to associate
herself with the reductions which he anticipated as a result of the Conference, France was
steadily reducing her national defence budgets. He considered that, if the general rule laid
down in the proposals placed before the Commission was applied to each country, taking into
account only the existing position of its armaments and regardless of the internal development
of these armaments and of the various national defence expenditures, the result would be a
fundamental injustice. President Hoover had certainly never desired that.

In conclusion, M. Paul-Boncour desired to state that his remarks were in the nature of
hasty observations; they were not the result of a thorough analysis of the proposals. Their
object let him repeat-was to indicate the interest and sympathy with which the French
delegation welcomed those proposals and the connection which it felt forced to establish
between them and the need for studying and adopting some system or other, but a sure one, of
international security. His colleagues from the United States had, moreover-he would not
say, without desiring to do so, but perhaps without desiring it altogether-headed their
proposals with a reference-and how right they had been-to the Briand-Kellogg Pact.
They had said that its value was due to the fact that in it the countries had agreed not to use
the arms left to them except for national defence. M. Paul-Boncour was entitled to say that
that was the assumption upon which the remainder of the' proposals were based.

Everything was based on that assumption, but it was only an assumption. But, supposing
it was the pleasure of the nations to use their forces, not for national defence only, but for
aggression ? He would venture to ask his United States colleagues what sanctions they
thought of applying, and also to say-at the moment when such impressive reductions were
being proposed, reductions which were certainly in conformity with the wishes of the nations
but which, if unaccompanied by any machinery for security, might cause anxiety to certain
countries-that this was a further opportunity for the Conference to affirm a relation which was
demanded by common sense no less than by justice.

M. LITVINOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said he was convinced that many
delegates besides himself were grateful for the opportunity of once again establishing official
contact with one another.

Before referring to President Hoover's proposals, he desired to make one or two general
observations with regard to the position of the Conference. There was no doubt whatsoever
that all the delegations recognised the present state of affairs to be extremely unsatisfactory,
although this had not as yet been stated formally. The fifth month of the Conference was
nearly over, and yet not the slightest progress or the most insignificant results could be
registered. Substantial differences between the delegations had been revealed during the earlier
meetings of the Conference and the General Commission, which would still seem to be main-
tained in full force. Officially, at all events, there was no sign that they had been removed.
M. Litvinoff emphasised that these differences were not between two or three States whose
joint efforts would amply suffice to promote a general advance in the Conference's work,
but between nearly all the delegations.

He was far from ignoring the work of the Technical Commissions. The question was,
however, whether their labours bore any relation to the Conference, and whether they would
be made use of by the Conference. The Commissions, for example, had endeavoured to deter-
mine which types of armament were aggressive, when as yet there was no general decision
unconditionally to renounce them. The internationalisation of aviation was under discussion,
though there was no general agreement in favour of it. On the contrary, strong objections
had been raised.

The members of the Commissions were well aware that the work of the Commissions was
entirely academic. They were unable to escape the ever-present fear that it might all be in
vain. Surely it was clear that this was bound to affect the temper and character of their work.

Again, there was still no decision on the main and cardinal question before the Conference.
Summoned after protracted preparations lasting almost ten years, the Disarmament Confe-
rence, in the fifth month of its existence, could give no reply to the question: Are all the
States represented here in favour of any disarmament or any reduction of armaments at
all ? That was the reason for the abnormal position with which the Conference was faced.
He was referring here to the direct material reduction of armaments, and not to measures
of an economic character, such as the reduction of budgetary expenditure which might result
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not so much from a conference as from the economic and financial situation. The reductionof military budgets might be regarded in some circles as a success for the Conference, butthe peoples of the Soviet Union, as, indeed, the peoples of the whole world, wanted genuinedisarmament. It was to be feared that a situation might be created in which the success ofthe Conference and the success of disarmament would not coincide.
M. Litvinoff hoped his remarks would serve as a stimulus to revive and redirect theConference's work along new lines and by new methods. Even if his hopes proved unjustified,he would be satisfied that his declaration would remove any responsibility from the Sovietdelegation for an absolutely unsatisfactory state of affairs.
The Soviet delegation, like every other delegation, must give an account of itself to thepeoples whom it represented. They could not be put off for five months with brief reportsthat all was quiet on the Geneva front. They could not be told that, though the Conferencewas doing nothing at Geneva, the representatives of a few States were thinking and working,while the others awaited their decisions. The peoples, both great and small, would regardthis as disrespectful, not only to their representatives, but to themselves.
The Soviet delegation was a part of the Conference; it was represented on all the Com-missions and even on the Bureau, This might lead to wrong conclusions as to its responsibilityfor the barrenness of the work. In reality, the Soviet delegation could not bear any of thatresponsibility, because not one of its main proposals had been accepted, not one of the questionsit had put forward was being investigated, and none of the methods it had recommended hadbeen adopted.
The Soviet delegation had declared, and once again declared, that the State it representedwas prepared to agree to complete disarmament, partial disarmament, quantitative disarma-ment, and qualitative disarmament. It was prepared to go to any length in the directionof disarmament. Only when the other States publicly made the same or similar declarationsat the Conference could it be said that the work of the Conference had really begun.M. Litvinoff considered that the time had come to make a beginning. He welcomed theproposals just made by the United States delegation the more because to some extent theyproceeded along the same lines as the Soviet proposals which were not accepted. Theyincluded some of the important principles which the Soviet delegation had put forward in thePreparatory Commission and at the Conference-namely, the objective method of proportional

reduction, relativity between the various States being maintained, since any attempt toinfringe that relativity might render the Conference's work completely fruitless.
The United States proposals were, however, in some respects different from the Sovietproposals and would require consideration. M. Litvinoff would not touch upon these detailsimmediately, but would return to them at the proper time, when other delegations wereprepared to go into details. For his part, he would propose that the discussion be not too longpostponed, so that the delegations might have an early opportunity to express at least theirattitude in principle towards the proposals of the President of the United States. In this way,he hoped, the work of the Conference would really begin.

M. NADOLNY (Germany) said that the German delegation had taken cognisance ofPresident Hoover's proposals with keen interest and special satisfaction. He thought that theConference must necessarily be glad that this fresh initiative had been taken by the Presidentof the United States. The fact could not be concealed that the Conference had been losingits way in a maze of discussion on special points, so much so that there were grounds for askingwhether it would be capable of reaching the energetic and fundamental decisions whichthe whole world demanded. The very judicious proposals which Mr. Gibson had submittedwould, M. Nadolny sincerely hoped, give the Conference a fresh stimulus and facilitate itswork.
M. Nadolny warmly approved the principle on which President Hoover's message wasbased-namely, the magnitude of the defensive power of the nations, the need for streng-thening it, and, hence, for reducing their aggressive power. No better way could beimagined of achieving that very security which all States were rightly demandingand which was promised to them all in Article 8 of the Covenant. Moreover, PresidentHoover had said that, generally speaking, the reduction of armaments should notaffect the relation between the existing armaments of the different countries. It followed thatthat principle could not be applied mechanically, and it would suffice to recall in this respectthe special position of the countries which had already been disarmed and which PresidentHoover had explicitly mentioned in his message.
As to the actual substance of the United States proposals, M. Nadolny considered thatat first sight they seemed very moderate. It was to be hoped that, during the discussion,the Conference would find it possible to agree on still more vigorous and decisive measures inthe matter of reductions. He had a special reason for expressing this hope-namely,that the more.substantial the reductions the easier it would be to solve the problem of legalequality, an equality which was based on the Covenant and the establishment of which wasone of the essential conditions for the Conference's ultimate success.
For the moment, he would confine himself to these few observations. He repeated thatthe German delegation welcomed with the warmest sympathy the very important declarationmade by the United States delegation.

GENERAL COMMISSION 9
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M. MATSUDAIRA (Japan) had listened with deep interest to the important declarations
made by the United States delegate under instructions from President Hoover. On behalf of
the Japanese delegation, he wished to express his sincere appreciation of the initiative thus
taken by the President of the United States with the object of facilitating the Conference's
work. Needless to say, the Japanese delegation would study the proposals carefully, but it
reserved the expression of its views until after it had had time to carry out that study.

He would, however, venture to make a few brief remarks.
The United States proposal provided for a substantial reduction in land, sea, and air forces.

M. Matsudaira understood that, regarding the problem of land and air forces, informal conver-
sations were going on satisfactorily, in accordance with the procedure suggested by the
President of the Conference at the Bureau's last meeting. He welcomed the President's
statement, and Sir John Simon's subsequent assurance, that such conversations would be
continued notwithstanding the United States proposal, the consideration of which would be
included in them. The Japanese delegation fully concurred in that view and hoped that the
conversations in question would reach some practical result.

In the matter of naval armaments, the United Statesproposal, suggesting a uniform reduction
in the strength of the Powers parties to the Washington and London Naval Treaties, required
careful examination with a view to ensuring, in the fairest manner possible, the national defence
of the various countries. The Japanese delegation assumed that, in devising any new scheme
of reductions based upon the allotments fixed by the existing treaties, special consideration
would be given to the fact that the Japanese Government had only accepted the allotment of the
London Naval Treaty for a limited period-namely, until 1936-and that other naval Powers
had not as yet acceded to the Treaty. Moreover, it considered it advisable that any modification
of the Washington and London Treaties should be preceded by a full exchange of views among
the Powers directly interested in those Treaties.

M. GRANDI (Italy) said he had been able to communicate to the head of his Government
the contents of President Hoover's message and was in a position to make the following state-
ment:

" Italy accepts entirely and in all its parts the disarmament plan just submitted to the
General Commission by the United States delegation. This acceptance is complete and
unconditional. That is to say, we accept the following measures, not only in principle, but
also as to their practical consequences:

" (a) In respect of land armaments:

" (I) The abolition of heavy mobile artillery.

" (2) The total abolition of tanks.

" (3) The reduction of effectives on the basis of the principles indicated.

"(b) In respect of naval armaments:
" (i) The reduction by one-third of the number and total tonnage of capital ships,

as fixed by the existing treaties.
"(2) The reduction by one-fourth of the tonnage of aircraft carriers.

" (3) The reduction by one-quarter of the figures fixed for cruisers and torpedo-
destroyers in the Treaty of London of 1930, and by the Italo-Franco-British bases of
agreement of March ist, 1931.

" (4) The onreduction by esone-third of the tonnage of submarines as fixed by the
Treaty of London of 1930, and the limitation to 35,000 tons of the total maximum tonnage
of each Power.

"(c) In respect of air armaments:
" The abolition of bombing aircraft and the prohibition of air bombardment.

" (d) In general:
" The abolition of chemical and bacteriological warfare."

M. Grandi would add nothing to the above. He desired by this simple list to emphasise
how complete was Italy's adhesion. The United States plan coincided, moreover, to a great
extent with the plan which the Italian delegation had submitted to the Conference in February
last.

Italy was a country armed on land, on sea, and in the air, and, by accepting the United
States proposal, she was prepared to make substantial and well-defined sacrifices. She would,
however, make them willingly, because she was deeply convinced that a peaceful common-
wealth of nations could only be based on the sacrifices that every country should and would
be willing to make.

In expressing the satisfaction with which the Italian Government welcomed the United
States disarmament plan, M. Grandi also expressed the hope that all the countries represented
at the Conference would respond to that appeal to common sense and goodwill.
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A year previously, President Hoover, with his moratorium proposal, had opened the road
to a practical solution of the problem of the financial obligations arising from the war. Once
again, he was opening the road to a practical solution of the disarmament problem.

Italy had not hesitated a year previously and did not hesitate at the present time. The
Conference must take decisions and persevere if it wanted the world to recover.

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) observed that, a few days previously, he had urged upon the
Bureau the need for resuming the public discussions in the General Commission, during the
private conversations between the principal Powers directly interested in disarmament.
It would, he considered, be a mistake to leave those Powers in the isolation of their responsi-
bility and not to make them feel that there were in the Conference other countries-as a
matter of fact, all the other countries-which were following those conversations and hoping
for their success.

M. de Madariaga welcomed, as a valuable contribution to the work, the message from the
President of the United States, on which he desired to make a few brief comments.

He would take first the principle of relativity. There must inevitably be a certain element
of relativity in the reductions, but such relativity could not exceed a certain limit in the
direction of reductions. He might recall the tale of the peasant and the hatter in " Don
Quixote " by Cervantes, which was apposite to the fact that navies were organic bodies. In their
case, it was impossible to apply relativity in any drastic manner. If, as President Hoover's
declaration seemed to indicate, the proposal was to reduce tonnage by units-a suggestion
which M. de Madariaga would deplore-it would be materially impossible for quite small
navies to accept that principle in view of the enormous difference between the navies of the big
Powers and those of the small Powers. There would therefore be a complete break in the
principle of relativity unless either relativity or the tonnage reduction of the large units of the
big navies were abandoned.

Needless to say, Spain was ready to approve the United States scheme entirely, subject to
a discussion of details. There were certain points, however, in regard to which she would prefer
to go even farther. Spain desired the entire abolition of military aviation, which she regarded
as a danger to civilisation, and she hoped that that reform would be possible by an inter-
nationalisation, in Europe at any rate, of civil aviation; it was to be hoped that this result
would not be impeded by the fact that it was not mentioned in the United States delegation's
proposals. Spain desired budgetary reduction, and she trusted that the absence of any reference
to such reduction in the proposals made at the present meeting would not constitute an obstacle
thereto. She desired above all, however, a reform which she considered essential if the Disarma-
ment Convention was to contain any concrete provisions at all namely, an effective and
efficient control of the manufacture of arms, whether private or State manufacture, coupled
with the listing of stocks and the control of the international trade in arms.

Finally, Spain was convinced that the essence of every reform resided in the institutions
by which it was carried out, and accordingly the Spanish delegation entirely shared the view
of those delegations which considered that disarmament could only be effective in so far as
institutions were created to assure the organisation of peace.

In conclusion, M. de Madariaga expressed his warmest hopes for the complete success of
the conversations which the delegations were about to continue. He trusted that the Conference
would soon be able to hear of their successful conclusion.

The PRESIDENT said that the proposals made by the President of the United States through
its delegation would be discussed during the conversations that were now taking place. The
latter would for the moment cover everything contained in Mr. Gibson's statement. It might
be necessary for the Commission to return to the discussion in another form when it had
received the report from those taking part in the consultations.

With regard to future procedure, the President suggested that the Commission should
maintain the decision taken by the Bureau-namely, that it was necessary to allow some time
for the conversations; as soon as they had matured, he would call a meeting of the General
Commission to hear the report on them and to take whatever decision might be necessitated by
that report. He thought he would be expressing the Commission's desire when he said that it
hoped that these consultations would be ended as soon as possible, in order that the General
Commission might continue its work. The time was approaching when the Conference
would havetoconsider a summer adjournment, and it would, he thought, be fatal to adjourn
until very definite decisions had been reached with regard to some of the important principles
that had engaged the Conference's attention during the past five months.

Sir John SIMON (United Kingdom) desired to avoid any misapprehension. As he had
explained in his speech, those who were meeting together were in no sense an organ of the
Conference. If they had been, they would have had to be constituted by the Conference and
would be due to make a report to it. He was sure that his friends who had been joining with
him in the consultations referred to would wish at once to explain to those who were not at
the moment in conversation with them that they were not seeking to reach any final conclusion
which would in the least affect the judgment of those who were not taking part in the conversa-
tions. He was anxious that this point should be made quite clear, as indeed he thought he
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had made it clear in the observations which he had offered earlier and with which M. Paul-
Boncour, and, he thought, Mr. Gibson also, entirely agreed. Those taking part in the conver-
sations would, of course, hope from time to time to have the help of others, but they could not
undertake to regard their meetings as an organ of the Conference, with the result that the
discussions which they were holding among themselves might furnish in any sort of way a
reason why the Conference should not undertake other work at its convenience. They would
make the best contribution they could, but he must make it plain that they were not, in fact,
seeking to reach conclusions privately behind the backs of the other delegations.

The PRESIDENT gathered that Sir John Simon's last statement arose out of the remarks
which he himself had made in his capacity as President of the Commission. He had not suggested
that the conversations were part of the machinery of the Conference, and therefore that point
need not have been raised, but that they were being continued with the approval of the Bureau
of the Conference, and therefore the Bureau of the Conference was entitled to know at some stage
what the position was. If the word " report " which he had used had alarmed Sir John Simon,
he would simply withdraw it and say that the Bureau was entitled to know at some
stage what the position was. How long the Bureau would have to wait he did not
know, but he repeated that he hoped that the conversations would be terminated with
all possible speed-having regard, of course, to the difficulties of reaching an understanding-
because he, as President, had to bear in mind the fact that there were a very large number of
other delegations waiting at Geneva who came to him-as indeed six heads of delegations had
done the day before-to ask what the situation was, and, as he was not permitted to take
part in those conversations, he was not in a position to inform his colleagues.

TWENTIETH MEETING

Held on Thursday, July 7th, 1932, at 4 p.m.

President: The Right Honourable A. HENDERSON.

45. WELCOME TO MR. KELLOGG.

The PRESIDENT extended a very sincere welcome, in the name of the General Commission,
to an old and good friend of the peace movement who was present that afternoon -
Mr. Kellogg.

45. CREDENTIALS OF THE DELEGATION OF THE DOMINICAN REPUBLIC.

The PRESIDENT stated that he had just received a letter from M. Deschamps, permanent
delegate of the Dominican Republic accredited to the League of Nations, indicating that
he had been appointed first delegate, and M. Ackermann second delegate, of the Dominican
Republic to the Disarmament Conference.

The Committee on Credentials should verify their credentials, but, since the majority of
the members of that Committee were not present for the moment, the President proposed
that the Dominican delegates should be provisionally recognised, in conformity with Rule IV
(2) of the Rules of Procedure, which read as follows:

"Any plenipotentiaries whose admission cannot be decided upon forthwith shall
sit provisionally with the same rights as other plenipotentiaries, unless the Conference
decides otherwise."

This proposal was adopted.

46. APPLICATION OF THE QUANTITATIVE PRINCIPLE OF DISARMAMENT: REPORT OF THE

BUREAU ON THE LETTERS RECEIVED FROM THE AUSTRALIAN AND POLISH DELEGATIONS.

The PRESIDENT informed the Commission that, at its meeting on July 5th, the Bureau of
the Conference had discussed three questions and had adopted certain recommendations
which he hoped the Commission would approve, as he believed they offered the best hope
of making rapid and substantial progress towards the end in view.

In the first place, it had had before it a letter from Mr. Latham, Australian Minister for
External Affairs, with regard to the application of the quantitative principle of disarmament
(document Conf.D.Iz8). Mr. Latham's proposal was supported by the Polish delegation, in
a memorandum from M. Zaleski (document Conf.D.13I).

In a subsequent letter, Mr. Latham had briefly summarised the purport of his proposal,
and the following extract from that letter would no doubt help the Commission better to
understand his intentions :
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"The question which arises appears to me, however, to be one of policy, not of
interpretation. The Conference can frame an agreement in such terms as it chooses. What
I urge is that the Conference runs a grave risk of failure if its objective either is in fact,
or is thought by any nation to be, the making of an agreement which is to be binding for
all time unless varied by another agreement, with or without the consent of the Council
of the League, or formally denounced by one or more of the parties. I suggest that the
immediate objective should be to make an agreement for a definite term, to be binding only
for that term. A definite statement that this is the objective would, I venture to think,
help the Conference very greatly."

The Bureau, having confirmed the President's provisional replies to Mr. Latham and
M. Zaleski, had unanimously decided to recommend to the General Commission that the
points raised in the letters should be dealt with in due course in the General Commission.

M. Zaleski had informed the Bureau that he was in favour of this course.

The proposal of the Bureau was adopted.

47. PROGRAMME OF WORK OF THE COMMITTEE ON EFFECTIVES: REPORT OF THE BUREAU.

The PRESIDENT said that the second question related to a draft resolution of the Committee
on Effectives. The Commission would remember that, in a resolution adopted on May ioth, 1
it set up " a Technical Committee for the purpose of studying all pertinent information relating
to figures for effectives with a view to preparing a report as to the numerical strength on a
comparable basis of effectives maintained by each country, for submission to the General
Commission ".

In the course of its work, this Committee had encountered certain difficulties, which its
President had set out in a letter dated June 9th (document Conf.D./C.G.3o). In the Committee's
opinion, certain decisions of principle would have to be taken regarding the points of divergence
in order that the Committee might continue its work. The Bureau had requested M. de
Brouckere (President of the Committee on Effectives), Mr. Gibson, and M. Benes (Rapporteur of
the General Commission) to submit a report after consultation with the delegations concerned.
They had succeeded in drawing up a provisional programme of work in the form of a draft
resolution (document Conf.D./Bureau I22) which would have permitted the Committee on
Effectives, while awaiting the General Commission's decisions of principle to continue its
work. As the Bureau was unable unanimously to approve the proposed procedure, it decided
to refer the whole matter to the General Commission, which would be asked, in due course,
to reach a decision.

The proposal of the Bureau was adopted.

48. PROGRAMME OF WORK OF THE GENERAL COMMISSION PRIOR TO THE ADJOURNMENT OF
THE CONFERENCE: REPORT OF THE BUREAU.

The PRESIDENT said that the third question discussed by the Bureau was the
preparation of the agenda of the General Commission's next meeting. This had given rise
to an important discussion, not only on the preparation of the agenda of the General Commis-
sion's present meeting, but also with regard to future arrangements.

The Commission would remember that, when the United States proposals were submitted
on June 22nd, only seven delegations had expressed their general views on them. The Bureau
therefore was of opinion that those delegations which had not had a chance of expressing
their general views at that meeting should be given an opportunity to do so, and it had there-
fore decided to recommend that the General Commission should hold one or two meetings
for the general discussion of President Hoover's proposals.

The Bureau had further discussed how the General Commission should proceed after
the close of this general discussion. It had appeared from the declarations made by the French,
United Kingdom and United States delegations, and generally supported by the Bureau,
that the stage had been reached when a certain measure of agreement would be possible on
various points, and the Bureau had thought that, before the Conference adjourned for its
summer recess, it was essential to place on record, by means of a resolution to be submitted
to the General Commission, the progress made on the points discussed either in the
Commissions of the Conference or in conversations between delegations.

This procedure would, of course, leave full freedom to any delegation to make any wider
proposals on the various points of the resolution. Such proposals could be considered by the
General Commission in connection with the appropriate clause. The resolution would, of
course, cover all matters on which there was reason to expect a measure of general agreement,
even if this could only be the greatest common measure existing at the moment.

1 See page I20.
2 This document is annexed to document Conf.D./C.G.3o.
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The desirability of a resolution had been brought forward at the Bureau by Sir John
Simon, who had said that he would propose that the resolution should welcome the stimulus
given to the Conference by the broad principles underlying the various proposals contained
in President Hoover's statement. Although certain points in the United States proposal-i.e.,
effectives and naval questions-almost certainly required further and detailed examination
in view of their intrinsic difficulties, the Bureau had felt that the Conference would not desire
to await this perhaps somewhat lengthy consideration before welcoming and approving the
initiative taken by Mr. Hoover.

As a result, the Bureau, on the President's proposal, had invited Sir John Simon to
undertake, in consultation with other delegations or groups of delegations, the preparation
of a draft resolution. The Bureau had considered that this resolution could conveniently be
presented to the Commission after the declarations of a general nature on the Hoover statement
had been exhausted. It had agreed that the draft resolution should be circulated in the ordinary
way and that amendments to it could be submitted, delegations which had not been
individually consulted being thus in a position, if they so desired, to submit their views to the
Conference.

The proposals of the Bureau zere adopted.

49. PROPOSALS OF THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA:

GENERAL DISCUSSION (continuation).

The PRESIDENT read the following letter from Sir John Simon:

"I write to inform you, and to ask you to announce to the General Commission
that a statement is being made in the House of Commons this afternoon as to the views
of the Government on the proposals recently made by President Hoover. This statement
welcomes the President's declaration and is an expansion of the observations which I
made in the discussion which followed Mr. Gibson's announcement. On the points on
which it represents any divergence of view from that of the proposals of the American
Government, we are, of course, prepared to discuss in friendly fashion the methods of
reconciling these differences and attaining the common purpose of us all of effecting further
substantial reductions in armaments.

" It is therefore unnecessary for me to ask leave to intervene for the purpose of
reading the document at our meeting to-day, but steps are being taken to circulate a copy
of it to all delegations at Geneva at once (document Conf.D.I33). I hope that, with the
help of the Secretariat, copies may be ready in English and in French at the close of to-
day's sitting."

M. DUPRE (Canada) said that it was with feelings of genuine satisfaction that the Canadian
delegation had received President Hoover's proposal,, which had undoubted merits to
recommend it.

One of those merits was that it laid down a figure-and one which was worthy of
examination-for what might be regarded under present conditions as the lowest point of
armaments spoken of in Article 8 of the Covenant, which was the starting-point of the present
Conference. This fact alone showed what progress the idea of disarmament had made in the
minds both of statesmen and of the nations, and furnished a criterion for estimating that
progress. When negotiators began to discuss figures, they were not far from an agreement.

Another merit of Mr. Hoover's message was that it proposed a considerable measure
of disarmament. A substantial reduction in military budgets would make so much capital
available for productive purposes and social work that no one could give a moment's thought
to it without desiring it. Nothing would be better calculated to revive business and
confidence-the barometer of the business world.

A third merit-and not the least-of the United States proposal was that it emanated from
a very powerful nation. The offer made by that country to reduce its military forces to two-
thirds of their present or proposed level, subject to a corresponding reduction by the other
Powers, showed that it desired to obtain tangible results in the field of disarmament and thus
to contribute towards the economic and moral reconstruction of the world. Such generosity
of spirit could not but be emulated.

The Hoover proposal had the further advantage of being couched in sufficiently general
terms. It did not lose itself in details, and an agreement of principle was thereby facilitated.
There were, nevertheless, gaps in the proposal which should be pointed out at once; for instance,
the absence of any allusion to the system of conscription. In the opinion of the Canadian
Government, there could be no effective disarmament without the abolition of conscription.

The fact that the terms of the United States proposal were somewhat general had caused
some people to accuse it of rigidity. The Canadian delegation, however, did not think that the
United States Government desired to apply its proposal in a rigid manner, which would not
allow of particular circumstances and cases being taken into consideration. That was shown
by the fact that the proposal mentioned coefficients for police, defence forces and distant
possessions.
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The Canadian delegation therefore desired to support, in principle, the Hoover proposal,
and put in this support the cordial spirit of a good neighbour. It was especially and unreser-
vedly in favour of the idea, which had now won such general acceptance, of increasing the
efficacy of the defence by further weakening, or even suppressing, specifically offensive means
of warfare. The Canadian delegation was therefore anxious that all the delegations should
agree to embark upon and persevere in the course indicated by the President of the United
States, at all events as long as no better course was found.

The Conference would probably terminate the last phase of its work with the proposal
of the President of the United States and the resolution, the text of which was to be drafted
by Sir John Simon. In the opinion of the Canadian delegation, it could successfully terminate
that phase on the basis of the various proposals which it had studied and would study in the
future.

The world must be saved from misfortune. The lives and the happiness of millions
of human beings were in the hands of the delegates to the Conference. Were they
going to fail in their task and disappoint those who entertained such hopes ? The time had
come to make a supreme effort. Let them, therefore, make it with all the power and dis-
interestedness of which they were capable, remembering in that grave and epoch-making hour
the Almighty's message: "Peace on earth to men of good will".

Count CARTON DE WIART (Belgium) said that President Hoover's initiative had made a
profound impression in his country, especially as the Belgian people were moved by personal
considerations, in addition to those of a moral and political character which were of themselves
sufficient to claim the serious attention of his countrymen. They could not forget that, during
the tragic years. Mr. Herbert Hoover had been the organiser of, and the moving spirit in,
the great work of provisioning their country, and that his name was for that reason held in
special honour among the Belgian people. He remembered with satisfaction having, when
Minister of Justice, countersigned a Royal Decree which was a unique act in Belgian annals,
and which conferred upon Herbert Hoover the title of " Friend of the Belgian Nation ". It
was a happy chance that the eminent diplomat who had been President Hoover's spokesman
here was at the same time the Ambassador accredited to His Majesty the King of the Belgians,
and enjoyed the greatest respect and affection. That showed the great interest aroused in
Belgium by Mr. Hoover's message, and there was probably no nation more convinced than the
Belgian nation of the important, and no doubt decisive, role which the great American Republic
could play, not only in connection with the difficulties surrounding the disarmament problem,
but also in the economic and financial problems which were to some extent connected with
the questions before the Conference.

In his message, President Hoover had stated that it was folly for the world to go on
breaking its back over military expenditure, and he therefore wished to leave each nation with
sufficient arms to defend itself, but not enough for purposes of attack. He had accordingly
made a series of clear, direct, definite and concrete proposals, and those proposals, added
to other suggestions which had already been made by important delegations, could not fail
to exercise a considerable influence on the progress of the Conference's work.

The Belgian delegation wished to express its full agreement, in principle, with the views
expounded in the United States message. It did not merely give them the respectful reception
due to an initiative emanating from such a high authority, but a carefully considered and
fervent support, based both on the common aim in view and on its earnest desire to participate,
to the fullest possible extent, in this task which President Hoover had asked the Conference
to undertake. This support was all the more spontaneous in that most of the ideas set
forth in the Presidential message were in accordance with those which had already been
expressed at the outset of the Conference by the head of the Belgian delegation.

Count Carton de Wiart would not deal with all the aspects of this message, and it would
be particularly out of place for him to lay stress on naval questions. Belgium had no longer
any navy, and, if she were to encourage or advocate sacrifices or reductions in this field, people
might be tempted to apply to her La Fontaine's fable of the fox which had lost its tail and
tried to persuade the other foxes to get rid of a superfluous appendage.

However, he would like to recall that, as regards land and sea armaments, M. Hymans
had already stated that he was in favour of the abolition of heavy mobile artillery and of tanks,
and that Belgium would certainly not refuse the general reductions contemplated in connection
with land forces. The Belgian delegation wished to lay even greater emphasis on the importance
of the problem referred to by President Hoover of the total prohibition of all bombardment
from the air, the abolition of bombing planes and the prohibition of what was called chemical
and bacteriological warfare. It was guided, not only by the desire to prevent the use
of expedients or methods of warfare which were particularly cruel, but also by the desire
to enable all States to effect the very large saving which would result from the abolition of
means of defence against the perils and risks to which such methods of warfare exposed them.

On all those points, therefore, the Belgian delegation was in complete agreement with
President Hoover, as had already been shown by M. Hymans' statements from that platform.

Count Carton de Wiart thought that if, before closing the first stage of its work, the
Conference was able, in drawing up the inventory of which M. Motta had spoken so eloquently
at the last meeting of the Bureau, to state that an agreement had been reached as to these
prohibitions, or some of them, it would have satisfied the impatient desire of public opinion
that tangible and concrete results should emerge from its laborious deliberations.
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President Hoover's message had been termed too rigid. However, Mr. Hoover had been
careful to qualify the rigour of his proposals and to allow, in particular, for such modifications
of detail as circumstances might require. Moreover, Mr. Gibson had offered to furnish any
further explanations and additional information which the delegations might wish to have.
Consequently, the message did not claim to be complete on all points; the words " large
savings" in the cost of armaments as a whole could reasonably be interpreted to mean a
limitation of national defence expenditure.

Nevertheless, the message ignored two points. In connection with the manufacture of arms,
there were some delegates present who, in I925, worked for many months, with the co-operation
of the American delegation, headed by Senator Burton, for the purpose of drawing up a
Convention for the Control of the International Trade in Arms and Ammunition and in
Implements of War. This Convention, which was signed at Geneva on June I7th, 1925, was
supplemented by a Protocol of the same date prohibiting in an absolute and radical manner
chemical and bacteriological warfare. This Convention had not yet been ratified. This was
all the more regrettable in that, if it had been ratified, certain warlike operations which had
taken place since then in Africa and the Far East would doubtless have been rendered, if
not impossible, at all events very difficult. However, if that Convention had not been ratified,
one reason-and this was no doubt the principal reason-was the logical connection between
the problem of the circulation of or trade in arms and the problem of their manufacture. The
Belgian delegation therefore urged that, as the problem of manufacture was being tackled,
the problem of the circulation of arms should be solved at the same time.

The second point, the absence of which appeared to justify a request for explanations,
was the problem, which the Belgian delegation regarded as essential, of control by a permanent
commission whose powers, which would have to be determined, should nevertheless be effective.
The experience gained from existing treaties showed how necessary this control was in order
to allay the apprehensions and uneasiness which, rightly or wrongly, constituted serious
obstacles to the psychological factor of security known as confidence. He need not remind his
colleagues that security did not depend solely on psychological factors, but also on juridical
factors; all juridical measures were likely to affect the very origin of conflicts and to prevent
their development.

All these questions were familiar to the delegates at the Conference. Not a day could
pass without their thoughts turning to one or other of them if they realised their responsibility
to the world and to their respective countries. This was a reason for defining, in connection
with this discussion, these formulae which, the Belgian delegation hoped, would be included
in the final agenda of the first stage of the Conference's work. As sometimes happened in the
case of a turbid liquid, owing to a phenomenon of polarisation, the United States message
would, as it were, have caused the formation of crystals around which dispersed substances
were gathering. The Conference would no doubt see that this was the effect which this impor-
tant document would have in the near future.

In conclusion, Count Carton de Wiart invited the Conference to show its optimism-for
it was the duty of politicians to be optimistic-and to greet with acclamation President Hoover's
message, which testified to the generosity and youth of a great people and to the spirit of
progress which animated mankind.

M. DE MACEDO SOARES (Brazil) said that the general discussion had brought out the fact
that the problem of disarmament concerned mainly the great Powers. To demonstrate the
great difference existing in regard to disarmament between the great Powers and those with
limited interests, it was enough to remember-to take, for example, the case of the South-
American Republics-that more than one of the great Powers expended annually on its
national defence a larger sum than that of the aggregate total budgets of all the South-
American countries put together..

As the reduction and limitation of armaments was a necessity in consequence of the
determination of the most-heavily-armed countries to effect it, it was natural that the latter
should be responsible for any proposals for the achievement of this common ideal.

On the resumption of its work after the Easter recess, the General Commission had had
an opportunity definitely to support the proposals submitted by Mr. Gibson, the first delegate
of the United States of America, with regard to qualitative disarmament. The method proposed
was a simple one, calculated to lead to a happy and prompt solution of the important problem
of disarmament.

After several weeks' inactivity, owing to events to which there was no need to refer, the
Commission had met again to discuss a fresh United States proposal, the object of which was to
give a new impetus to its work.

President Hoover had decided that the United States Government's instructions to its
delegation at the Conference should be made public by that delegation.

M. de Macedo Soares wished first to express his great satisfaction at the attitude adopted
by the President of the United States, who had affirmed in concrete terms the high-minded
view of the American people with regard to the thesis previously formulated by President
Wilson in the first of his famous -Fourteen Points-the abolition of secret diplomacy.

Several delegates-and even, generally speaking, the Press in their perfectly legitimate
concern for the interests of their respective countries, had regarded President Hoover's lofty
message as representing hard-and-fast proposals of an obligatory character. The word
" ultimatum " had even been used. In actual fact, the Hoover proposals, as they were termed,
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were only the instructions given by the President to his delegates, and they represented a
framework of ample proportions within which the reductions and limitations of armaments
were to be sketched out. All combinations were possible within the maximum limit laid down.
All the special conditions of each country could be taken into consideration. Furthermore, the
adoption of the Hoover proposals with such modifications as might be found necessary did not
prevent the examination and adoption of other proposals, such, for instance, as that for the
legal organisation of peace, which formed an important section of the French proposals.
It was certain that under the existing regime, where there were the military forces, there also
were to be found the sanctions of peace; but with the regime of to-morrow, even after the
first stage in disarmament, a legal structure was indispensable in order that the guarantees,
which at present could only be derived from armed forces, might be replaced by principles
of law.

In regard to land forces, he had no objection to the classification adopted: (a) police forces
to maintain order in co-operation with the regular police, (b) defensive forces to defend the
country against external aggression. The surplus defence forces must obviously be reduced
considerably.

The general provisions dealing with the air were related to the lofty principles requiring
the abolition of chemical and bacteriological warfare. Moreover, it would not be difficult to
reach agreement in the case of weakly-armed countries which insisted upon the need for
possessing bombing planes for their defence. Those countries would be authorised to use
such planes only for defensive purposes in their own territory, in the invaded districts or in
the national waters.

The Washington and London Conferences had already shown that an agreement between
the' Big Five" concerning naval forces was not impossible. The classification applied by the
United States delegation to land forces could also be applied to naval forces in the case of all
Powers with limited interests. Account must be taken of the fact that, in the case of countries
which had no naval forces for normal police purposes, there nevertheless existed, in addition
to the defence squadron, a fleet entrusted with the duty of preserving internal order in co-
operation with the regular police. In Brazil that function was carried on over a very extensive
sea-board. It was well known that the principal centres in Brazil were far distant from one
another. The only means of communication between Porto Alegre, capital of the State of
Rio Grande do Sul, and Manaos, capital of the State of the Amazon, was a waterway-partly
sea and partly river-4,ooo miles long-that was to say, eleven times as great as the distance
between the ports of Genoa and Naples. In the first stage of disarmament, when this criterion
had been adopted and the naval defence forces necessary for national safety had been fixed,
all surplus forces should be reduced as far as possible.

For the reasons just given, the Brazilian delegation enthusiastically welcomed President
Hoover's magnificent gesture, by which the United States Government's instructions to its
delegates at the Conference had been made public.

The Brazilian delegation was convinced that, within the framework of President Hoover's
instructions, the Conference could, in its first stage, find solutions for all the problems of
disarmament, and it would therefore urge that his proposals be discussed immediately.

Cemal HtUSN/U Bey (Turkey) said that his delegation had welcomed President Hoover's
proposals with the warmest sympathy. The suggestions contained in them represented a real
and bold step towards the ideal of which the achievement was awaited by world public opinion
with a legitimate impatience that was steadily gathering force. The principles which, according
to the intentions of the distinguished author of these proposals, should guide the nations on
the road to disarmament were in complete harmony with those upheld by the Turkish
delegation since the beginning of the Conference's work. The basis of these proposals was
the Paris Pact, the only possible significance of which was, as President Hoover had so judi-
ciously said, the fact that the nations of the entire world had agreed only to use their arms
in self-defence. Turkish policy was in entire conformity with that interpretation of the Paris
Pact, as had been clearly stated quite recently by the Turkish Foreign Minister during a
foreign policy debate in the National Grand Assembly.

The relative increase in the defence forces as a result of the decrease in the forces of attack,
in accordance with the principle enunciated in President Hoover's message, certainly
represented an appreciable first step towards the equality of armaments for which the Turkish
delegation had contended.

The United States President emphasised too the need for reductions of a concrete and
positive character, which would bring real relief in the economic domain. That was the
Turkish Government's most fervent desire. In this connection, Cemal Hiisnii Bey would quote
a brief passage from the speech made by the Turkish Minister for National Defence on June
26th, 1932, during the discussion of his department's budget. That budget had in two years
been reduced from 70 million to 40 million Turkish pounds in two successive stages, the first,
a decrease of II millions, and the second, one of 19 millions. Commenting on these large-scale
reductions, the Minister had said:

" If we have the courage to operate such reductions, it is because our national defence
is based on an organisation in which there is nothing excessive and the sole object of which
is the defence of the fatherland and, further, because our Government is anxious to
strengthen by concrete measures the movement of international opinion that is calling
for the reduction of armaments."
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In Turkey, therefore, the principle of economy had already entered upon the field of
practical achievement.

The interdependence of land, naval and air armaments, urged in the United States proposal,
was one of the ideas which the Turkish delegation had at all times upheld at the Conference.
The total abolition of tanks, of the weapons of chemical warfare, of heavy mobile artillery and
of bombing planes had also formed part of its proposals. The reduction by one-third of the
world's armaments, as proposed by President Hoover, was regarded by the Turkish delegation
as an effective step towards disarmament.

Needless to say, the complete application of these principles and proposals would perhaps
require some further definition in matters of detail. For instance, the principle that, in deter-
mining the reductions, the relativity of armaments was, generally speaking, to be respected,
should be understood in the light of President Hoover's statements. The President had said:

" We can still remain practical in maintaining an adequate self-defence among all
nations."

Again, while the abolition of certain arms would not, in President Hoover's view, prevent
the establishment or increase of fixed fortifications for the defence of land and sea frontiers,
it would be necessary to contemplate, for countries which did not possess fortifications on a
scale commensurate with their needs or which could not bear the necessary expenditure
therefor, some equivalent means of making good the inadequacy of their defensive organisation.

In the same class of ideas the application of the ratio of reduction proposed for land
armaments would certainly be more equitable if it were combined with a system similar to
the scale proposed by the Soviet delegation. In the Turkish delegation's view, this would
remove the drawbacks to which the French delegate, M. Paul-Boncour, had very rightly
referred when speaking of certain countries which were placed in special circumstances.

Finally, as President Hoover's message allowed the possibility of certain modifications
to the reduction formula for the Colonial Powers, it would be only fair to bear in mind as well
the effect which such modifications might have on the defensive strength of a country which
was adjacent to one of those Powers or to one of their colonial territories.

Those, he would repeat, were only points of detail on which agreement could very
easily be reached. In any case, none of these points should prevent the immediate discussion or
the realisation of the principles contained in the United States proposal. The Turkish delegation
therefore was glad to support the principles set forth in the Hoover declaration.

His delegation had submitted and defended a thesis which, in its opinion, provided a
rational and radical solution of the disarmament problem by way of the equalisation of
armaments and the prohibition of military alliances. It had invariably held that the true
solution of the problem was to be found along the lines laid down in its initial proposal. In
proof, however, of the spirit of constructive co-operation by which it was guided, it had not
hesitated to support first the Soviet delegation's proposals, and then those of the Italian
delegation, because they were the nearest to its own conception of the disarmament question.
It had even warmly welcomed Sir John Simon's proposal for the prohibition of specifically
offensive arms. The United States proposal was also one of those which resembled the Turkish
thesis most closely.

The Turkish delegates had taken every opportunity that offered to state that they would
accept any suggestions that were the most advanced and the most adequate for the reduction
and limitation of armaments. Guided, as always, by a sincere desire to accomplish something
concrete in this matter, the Turkish delegation adhered consistently to the attitude it had
taken up in affirming once again that it was prepared to discuss certain points in the Soviet
and Italian proposals and the whole of the United States proposal, either in the form of a
combined scheme or separately, and to accept any solution which the great majority of the
Conference might adopt for the achievement of an effective measure of disarmament.

M. DE AGUERO Y BETHANCOURT (Cuba) said that he would not analyse the United States
proposals, as that had already been done by eminent statesmen at the meeting on June 22nd
last, and again by the speakers who had preceded him on the platform. Nor was it necessary
for him to pay any tribute to President Hoover, whose distinguished personality was known
and loved by all, especially in the Republic of Cuba and throughout Latin America, where he
had shown, in all questions affecting that continent, a high conception of justice and fraternity.

He would merely inform the General Commission that the Government of Cuba desired
entirely to associate itself with the proposals made by the United States delegation on June
22nd, and earnestly hoped that those proposals would be accepted in their entirety or as far as
possible.

M. PFLUGL (Austria) said that the Austrian delegation recognised the great importance
of as effective a general reduction of armaments as possible for improving the economic
conditions throughout the world, and had, since its first statement on February I7th, taken
its stand on the opinion expressed by the President of the United States in one of his speeches.

In cordially associating itself with the welcome given by the Conference to-day to
President Hoover's appeal, the Austrian delegation was acting on the same conviction.
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Even if the time had not yet come to express an opinion on the various provisions of the
Hoover proposal, it was safe to say that, in the main, they contained nothing which could
not be readily subscribed to by a country which had so far disarmed that its armaments were
far below those maintained throughout a large part of the world.

The Austrian delegation was glad to associate itself with the principles of reduction
proposed, which corresponded with one of its two essential demands-namely, effective
reduction-but the Austrian delegation still maintained its other demand, of which, for a
definite reason, no account was taken in the United States proposal. It was hardly necessary
to say that he referred to the legal equality (on the basis of Article 8 of the Covenant) from
which the Austrian people hoped to derive the right-which was that of every free people-to
take its place (within the framework of its national institutions, by its own consent, and in
virtue of its own efforts in the interests of disarmament) in the vanguard of progress.

M. IRGENS (Norway) was glad to be able to say that the Norwegian delegation not only
approved the principles underlying the important declaration read by the United States dele-
gate at the last meeting of the General Commission, but that it also accepted the main lines of
that proposal. Its acceptance was especially cordial, as the plan briefly described in President
Hoover's message would involve, on the one hand, a considerable reduction in expenditure on
armaments and, on the other hand, would largely eliminate military, naval and air factors which
exposed the States to the possibility of sudden attack.

The Norwegian delegate referred, in particular, to the following points of the plan:
In the first place, the absolute prohibition of bombardment from the air, which would

imply the prohibition to prepare and train troops for such bombardments, and also the abolition
of the necessary material.

Secondly, the total abolition of tanks, all kinds of chemical warfare and mobile heavy
artillery.

The Norwegian delegation earnestly hoped that the General Commission would, before
closing its present session, be able to come to an agreement on certain of the principles to which
he (M. Irgens) had just alluded.

It was hardly necessary to say that the Norwegian delegation most earnestly hoped that
the proposal to reduce by one-third the present level of armaments would be accepted by all
the Powers. He did not regard the United States plan as a hard-and-fast scheme, and there were
certainly questions which should be reserved for more detailed study at a later date. On the
other hand, there were certain aspects of the problem of the reduction of armaments which
were not covered by the Hoover proposal and which, in the opinion of the Norwegian
Government, must be examined if the Convention to be established by the Conference was to
be complete and satisfactory. He alluded to the limitation of budgets-an indispensable
measure if it were desired to stem the course of armaments-the question of the control both
of the manufacture of, and of the trade in, arms and, finally-what was perhaps the most
important question of all-the establishment of a permanent disarmament organisation which
would deal, on the one hand, with the establishment of as rigorous and effective control as
possible of the observance and application of the Convention and, on the other hand, with the
preparatory work of disarmament. M. Irgens said that he personally was of opinion that,
on at least some of the questions he had mentioned, the Commission could come to an agree-
ment before the close of the present session.

The hopes of all the nations were fixed on the Conference, which would inflict a cruel
disappointment on the world if it allowed the present session to terminate on a note of ambiguity
or vagueness.

He concluded by paying a tribute to the President of the United States of America,
who had stimulated in no small degree the work of the Conference, and expressed the hope
that the General Commission would, before closing, arrive at definite conclusions and
undertakings.

M. DESCHAMPS (Dominican Republic) had the honour to state before the Disarmament
Conference that the Government of the Dominican Republic adhered, with the utmost sincerity
and without any reservation, to the proposal of Mr. Hoover, President of the United States
of America, the study of which had been begun on that day.

The Dominican Republic ardently desired peace for Europe, the only source and centre
of Western civilisation-indeed, it would be no exaggeration to say of modern civilisation
throughout the world. It was from Europe that Americans had drawn, were still drawing
and would continue to draw, their resources of intellect, the embodiment of the spirit of men
and peoples. The desire of the Dominican Republic was inspired, not only by a high sense of
human solidarity, but also in a far greater degree perhaps by a clear and precise understanding
of her own interest, of the ineluctable moral necessity of the natural and instinctive defence
of her own well-being-it might even be said of her own life-for the people and the Government
of the Dominican Republic were fully convinced that the destinies of Europe were so closely
linked with those of the world at large that, from whatever angle they might be viewed, they
were identified with the fate of mankind.

That ancient egotistical formula entirely lost its character in the present case, because,
in addition to the fact that even the island of Santo Domingo, like mankind at large, was
directly and immediately affected by the disastrous consequences of the greatest evil, the
gravest and most deadly disease of the present time-the terrible cancer of armaments-the
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Dominicans could not remember the dark tragedies of the European War without deploring
with all their hearts the misfortunes of this people of the Old World, whom they could not
but love for the magnificent gifts their civilisation had bestowed upon them.

In associating themselves with Mr. Hoover's proposal, the Government and the people
of the Dominican Republic'were carrying out a twofold duty. In the first place, they gave
their co-operation to the double proposition-that was to say: " the compulsory decrease
of attacking forces : the rational and controlled increase of the defensive forces of each country
and the absolute suppression of bombing from the air"; and, secondly, they paid a cordial
and friendly tribute, publicly and tangibly, on this occasion, to their illustrious neighbour
and friend, the United States of America-a tribute inspired both by the opportuneness of
this proposal and by the spirit of sacrifice and nobility revealed by this initiative, which,
judged objectively, was worthy of the great people that had conceived it and brought it
forward, thus achieving for themselves the respect and gratitude of all mankind.

It was only necessary to evoke the names of three great North-American personalities-
those of Wilson, the founder of the League of Nations; Kellogg, the author of the Peace Pact
which bore his name; and Hoover, the author of the new ideas put before the Disarmament
Conference. There was no doubt that the initiative taken in each case by these three great
men represented some of the most important steps taken during the ages on behalf of peace
and international co-operation throughout the world.

M. ERICH (Finland) said that the Finnish delegation welcomed the new and propitious
impulse which the Hoover proposal had given to the Conference's work.

There was, apparently, unanimous agreement as to the lofty aim of this proposal. In this
connection, M. Erich noted with great satisfaction that due importance was attached to defen-
sive armaments, which had been seriously compromised by the post-war armaments competition.
This idea, of which the United States delegation had become the real protagonist at the
Conference, had been very favourably welcomed by the delegations of several secondary States,
including Finland. To express an absolute preference for defensive armaments was
to strengthen the security of the nations, in so far as this could be achieved by measures
of disarmament. The Hoover proposal contained a practical and effective solution of the
problem, and that was why the Finnish delegation considered it sound, for it contemplated the
abolition of tanks, chemical and bacteriological warfare, heavy mobile artillery and bombing
aeroplanes, and the prohibition of all bombardment from the air. The Finnish delegation
was prepared to accept these proposals and desired, in this connection, to point out that
similar measures had been called for and recommended by several delegations. It also hoped
that it would be agreed to fix at as low a figure as possible the calibre above which mobile
artillery should be considered as heavy, and the weight above which aeroplanes should be
considered as bombing planes.

Up to this point, therefore, the Finnish delegation was in complete agreement with
Mr. Hoover, in so far as the United States proposals related to the qualitative reduction of
armaments, in so far as they coincided with the ideas of those who emphasised the urgent
need to strengthen security among the nations, and in so far as they could consequently
be accepted by all, at least in their main lines. Could as favourable a welcome be expected from
the nations represented at the Conference for the proposals relating to the proportional reduc-
tion of land effectives and the tonnage of navies ? In order to achieve that result, it was
important, in the Finnish delegation's opinion, that the proposal should be revised and modified.
Finland was fully conscious of the fact that there were certain Powers whose special interests
would be adequately met by a considerable and universal reduction. A particular country
might be strong enough to withstand alone the vicissitudes of international life. There were
also countries which could congratulate themselves on their specially favourable geographical
situation, or on having neighbours who would ensure peace for them, and even afford
them the necessary assistance against a possible aggressor. For such States, a pro-
portional reduction of armaments might seem fairly simple and natural. Undoubtedly,
however, there were other States which did not belong to these categories, which
might be termed " privileged ". That was why many countries had on numerous
occasions consistently urged that the small States, some of whom were in a more or less exposed
situation, should be permitted, in the interests of self-defence, to possess armaments in excess
of the average proportion, or) in other words, in excess of the percentage fixed by rule. It should
not be forgotten that, even when land effectives and navies had been reduced by one-third, the
armaments of the big States would still retain their absolute superiority as compared with those
of the small States, and that these big States would also have a much greater war potential
with which to maintain their predominance.

Was it to be supposed, in these circumstances, that the small countries could be prepared
to accept the strict obligation to reduce their effectives and navies in the same proportion as the
big countries ? Such a principle would not be fair, and the Finnish delegation therefore felt
justified in insisting on a certain elasticity in applying the methods of the proportional reduction
of armaments, account being taken of the special situation of certain States which had hitherto
been unable to bring their national defence up to what might be called a normal level.

Attention should here be called to the decision embodied in the General Commission's
resolution of April 2oth, which simply recognised the principles of Article 8 of the Covenant.
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If these principles were fairly applied, they must, it would seem, lead to the conclusion that
the smaller armies of which the peace-time effectives did not exceed a fairly low limit, and the
navies of which the tonnage was below a certain figure, should not be subjected to a proportional
reduction of their armaments. It was satisfactory to note that this equitable conception of the
position of the small States in respect to disarmament had been put forward at the present
Conference by the Soviet delegation and others.

To confer a kind of benefit on States which were really in need of it, in so far as the
proportions of reduction were concerned-while, of course, maintaining the natural preponder-
ance of the armaments of the big States-would be to recognise that the former States' feeling
of insecurity must not be increased. That feeling could not but be increased by a rigorous
and categorical application of the method of proportional reduction.

Consequently, it was in the general interest, as well as in the tspecial interest of certain
States, that the rule he had just recommended should be applied. Indeed, while an important
Power might be indifferent whether the same proportion of reduction were applied to all,
and might see no necessary connection between disarmament and security, it must nevertheless
accept its own responsibility as a member of the international community, for the
responsibility of each State was the corner-stone of the whole organisation. Its responsibility
must lead it no longer to regard security as an individual matter but as one of general impor-
tance. That was why a State which was itself in a more favourable position should not ask that
proportional reduction be applied to all; it must remember that the various States were in a
very different position with regard to international security. In stressing the importance
of security and of a certain measure of relativity in reduction, as provided in Article 8 of the
Covenant, the small States were, indeed, fully aware of the financial burdens imposed upon them
by the maintenance of a national defence relatively larger and more costly, perhaps, than that
which would satisfy certain larger States without compromising their security. It was not
vanity which led a State with very modest resources to make considerable sacrifices for its
national defence, but it would obviously do so, not only to safeguard its political existence
properly so called, but to gain respect in international affairs, which, whatever one might say,
was partly based, even at the present moment and in peace-time, on the military strength of a
country. M. Erich put forward this consideration, not to justify such a state of affairs, but
simply to raise a point which was not without importance. The Finnish delegation thought,
moreover, that the Hoover plan could usefully be supplemented by measures for a compre-
hensive limitation of budgets, also applied in accordance with the principles of Article 8 of the
Covenant.

Subject to this reservation, which M. Erich had endeavoured to justify, the Finnish
delegation, which was in favour of any step towards peace and international organisation,
declared that it supported the United States proposals. The strict and equitable application of
the proposals, however, would necessitate a system of control, which must be borne in mind
in the Conference's subsequent proceedings.

Their appreciation of the merits of the Hoover plan must not lead the States to lose
sight of the importance of international security in the strict sense of the term. During
the general discussion in the Commission, the Finnish Minister for Foreign Affairs,
without entering into a detailed analysis of the important proposals which the French
Government had submitted to the Conference, and while recognising the great difficulties
which any plans of international organisation would encounter, had been in favour of the
French proposal. Finland was still in favour of that proposal; its delegation would be
very sorry if the important progress which could be achieved by an equitable application of
the United States proposal were not supplemented by an agreement on corresponding measures
to strengthen the security of the nations.

In this connection, M. Erich ventured to revert to his previous observations as to the
responsibility which, in the nature of things and in consideration of political realism, must
devolve upon the more powerful States, the pillars of the international community. In its
present form, alas ! the League of Nations was not a perfectly constructed organism. It was
neither worldwide nor continental, and this, which was its great organic defect, deprived the
sanctions laid down in the Covenant of the greater part of their real value.

In spite of all these defects and deficiencies, however, the most favoured States
undoubtedly had a special responsibility, whether they were Members of the League or not.
For that reason, the Finnish delegation thought it not unimportant to ascertain to what
extent a particular Power might be especially qualified to contribute towards joint action
based on the common law and taken in the common interest, even if this action were accom-
plished by means of what might be called a special mandate. The mere mention of the term
"joint action" brought the League of Nations to everyone's mind.

M. Erich desired here to emphasise certain facts. First, neither the Covenant itself, nor
political logic allowed that any State could adopt an entirely disinterested attitude in respect
of joint action in the name of the League of Nations. In this lay the importance of a universal
international community, and, finally, the real meaning of the quasi-universal agreement
known as the Paris Pact. If, in conformity with the French proposal, it were proposed to
place an international armed force at the service of the community, the extent and methods
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of participation would arise directly. Even if this suggestion were left aside, however, the

duties incumbent upon a real responsibility, though they might not be laid down in a

Convention, still existed, although, of course, they were more individual in character.

Under the legal system of the League, this problem was imperative. Since the great

Geneva organisation actually existed, every effort must be made to ensure that, to all the

circumstances which already existed to reduce its authority and weaken its capacity to act,

there should not be added a further consideration-whether true or not-namely, that the

reduction of armaments by the States concerned would deprive a particular Power of the

ability to evoke the Covenant immediately it was faced with a critical situation. That was

why it was essential not to lose sight of the fact that, under the terms of Article 8 of the Cove-

nant, it was necessary also to take into consideration the possibility of each Member contribu-

ting to joint action-a possibility which could not be fixed by a simple mathematical formula.

M. DE MASIREVICH (Hungary) stated that the Hungarian delegation welcomed with the
deepest sympathy the generous and most timely initiative taken by the President of the

United States; it readily accepted and earnestly wished to give all the support in its power

to the general purpose of the initiative, because of the twofold aim it embodied: a substantial
general reduction of armaments and equal rights to all nations on the basis of Article 8 of
the Covenant-a principle to which the Hungarian delegation must firmly adhere and in
opposition to which it could accept no measure of any kind. The first of these two purposes
was furthered to a large extent and the second was not interfered with by the President's
message.

M. SCHOU (Denmark) said that the Danish delegation was glad of this opportunity to
express its sincere sympathy with he ra the proposal submitted by the United States delegation
in the name of President Hoover.

This proposal marked a very real advance towards the Conference's goal. If adopted, it
would involve an appreciable reduction in the military burdens which so seriously aggravated
the economic difficulties which all countries were at present experiencing. The Hoover plan
embodied that formula by which everyone was of opinion the Conference's work should be
guided-namely, the reduction of attacking forces for the benefit of defence forces. The
application of this formula would inevitably increase that security without which disarmament
could not progress.

The people and Government of Denmark therefore warmly supported President Hoover's
proposal. While welcoming his lead, however, the Danish delegation felt bound to add that,
in its view, the proposal should be supplemented by some of the many measures which were
already on the Conference's agenda.

It recognised that there was some objection to overburdening the Conference's programme,
and that the Conference would do better to concentrate on a certain number of problems of
primary importance rather than to disperse its efforts over a large number of proposals which
were, perhaps, not sufficiently mature to be settled. The Danish delegation thought, however,
that the measures recommended by the United States delegation would only come to complete
fruition if they were supplemented by others, which were necessary for technical or political
reasons, and to which attention had already been called by the Danish Minister for Foreign
Affairs on February I2th. 1

The Danish delegation, which was in complete agreement with the ideas embodied in the

United States proposal, would consequently be very glad to co-operate, as far as lay in its

power, towards their realisation, without prejudice to the action to be taken in regard to

other proposals before the Conference.

TWENTY-FIRST MEETING

Held on Friday, July 8th, I932, at II a.m.

President: The Right Honourable A. HENDERSON.

50. PROPOSALS OF THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA: GENERAL DISCUSSION

(continuation).

M. CASTILLO NAJERA (Mexico) said that President Hoover's communication had come

as a surprise to the world's conscience. It had brought a gleam of hope to those who were

despondent. It had accomplished the impossible for which optimists had been waiting,

and a new phase of activity had opened for the Disarmament Conference. At a time when the

idea of failure was making headway in public opinion, when the progress of the Conference

1 See Minutes of the eighth plenary meeting of the Conference.
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was being judged by the insignificance of its apparent results, when critics, who were more or
less bitter, were shooting their poisoned arrows both at Governments and delegations, and when,
in short, faith was growing dim in the hearts of mankind and trouble and anguish threatened
to destroy all feeling of confidence, President Hoover's message had come as a ray of hope to
lighten the darkness, and was a happy augury of the fulfilment of their ardent desire.

In view of these facts, of the relief which had been brought about, of the hopes revived and
of the discussions to which President Hoover's proposals would certainly give rise-discussions
which would lead to practical results-those proposals deserved a sympathetic reception and the
profound gratitude of all the nations of the world. However, there was a further consideration
which outweighed all the rest-the real sacrifice voluntarily made by one of the most powerful
nations was assuredly an example to be followed by all. He regarded it as a proof of the desire
for peace which characterised the international policy of that great Republic, and he thought
that this was an initiative which did honour to the descendants of Washington and Lincoln.

If each of the nations represented at that meeting were prepared to make similar sacrifices,
the reign of peace and justice would quickly be established on earth, and the dream of humani-
tarians would at last be realised.

The Mexican delegation warmly acclaimed President Hoover's proposal. It accepted it
in principle because its principles were in accordance with the declarations made by Mexico
during the general discussion, and which showed that Mexico did not constitute a menace to
anyone, and that neither her navy nor her military air forces were proportionate to the extent
of her territory, her very long coastline and her geographical situation. Her land forces had
been reduced on several occasions, and amounted to barely half the number which she had
possessed twelve years ago. They had already been reduced to a " police force " in the meaning
given to this term by Mr. Hoover in his proposal. In view of the conditions outlined above and
the character of her internal policy, Mexico would limit her army to the lowest figure consistent
with the maintenance of internal order, the stability of institutions and self-preservation.

It was in this spirit and in accordance with the above-mentioned conditions that the
Mexican delegation adhered to the proposals made by its powerful northern neighbour, with
which its relations were fortunately becoming daily more and more friendly, thanks to the better
mutual understanding which was gradually being established between the two peoples.

The pacific intentions clearly revealed by the Hoover proposal would doubtless help to
facilitate international co-operation between all the nations of the world.

M. Lo (China) said that, although China had consistently advocated an even larger measure
of disarmament than that outlined in the United States proposal, she was ready to accept that
scheme subject to subsequent .discussion of details. The Chinese delegation was in general
accord with the five guiding principles enunciated in the statement; but it should be made
clear at the outset that the third principle, that of relativity, should not be permitted in its
practical application to perpetuate the existing system of inequality, thus creating a funda-
mental injustice to the detriment of militarily weak nations.

In regard to land forces, the Chinese delegation fully approved the abolition of all tanks,
chemical warfare and mobile guns. It hoped that the last category would comprise all mobile
guns of over Ioo mm., the abolition of which it had consistently advocated. It also welcomed
the proposal that there should be a reduction of one-third in the strength of all land armies
over and above the " police component ". In its opinion, in proposing a practical plan for
the reduction of land forces, the question whether the system of conscription was or was not
in force in a given country should be taken into consideration.

Neither had the Chinese delegation any hesitation in supporting the proposal for reducing
the number and tonnage of battleships, aircraft-carriers, cruisers, destroyers, and submarines.
While recognising that the proposed reduction was a distinct step forward, China hoped for
the complete abolition of all battleships, aircraft-carriers and submarines, since the retention
of such powerful and threatening naval weapons, even at the reduced ratio of two-thirds or
three-fourths now proposed, would still subject to constant menace countries which had
extensive sea-borders and insufficient naval defence, and leave them with a sense of danger
and insecurity. If battleships, aircraft-carriers and submarines could not be abolished
altogether, the Chinese delegation earnestly appealed to the Conference to reduce, at least in
a more drastic manner, the offensive character of those weapons.

President Hoover's reference to the air forces was very brief but very important. The
Chinese Government and people heartily supported the statement that all bombing planes
should be abolished; this suppression, which would do away with the military possession
of types capable of attacks upon civil populations, should be coupled with the total abolition
of all bombardment from the air. As a result of their recent experiences, the Chinese people
were convinced that air bombardment was a form of warfare which was specifically offensive,
extremely efficacious against national defence and most threatening to civilians. It thus
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combined all the three characteristics mentioned in the General Commission's resolution of
April 22nd. Moreover, the Air Commission, in its findings, was unanimously of opinion that
air bombardment was a grave threat to civilians, and might also be of considerable efficacy
against national defence.

In conclusion, M. Lo desired to say a word about the manufacture of and international
trade in arms. During the six years from 1923 to 1928, arms and munitions shipped to China
amounted to no less than 3I,000,000 taels. Though exact figures for later periods were not
available at Geneva, he understood that the amounts were on a still higher scale. Besides being
a great drain on the resources of the country, such munitions were often imported for the
purpose of maintaining internal strife. If the Disarmament Conference was to achieve more
concrete results, provision must be made for an effective and efficient control of the manufacture
of and trade in arms, whether official or private. He hoped that this essential feature of disar-
mament would not be overlooked, though it was not mentioned in the United States plan.

M. SANDLER (Sweden) thought that the substance of the Hoover message was expressed
in the first sentence: " The time has come when we should cut through the brush and adopt
some broad and definite method of reducing the overwhelming burden of armament which
now lies upon the toilers of the world ".

The Swedish delegation fully adhered to the basic principles of the scheme put forward
by the United States of America, in accordance with which armaments were to be used solely
for national defence; the comparative power of defence was to be increased through decreases
in the power of the attack; reductions were to be real and positive; land, air and naval
armaments were all interconnected.

As regards the principle laid down in the United States proposal concerning the relativity
of existing armaments, it was obvious that this could not be of an absolute character. In

applying it, due regard must be had for the other principles embodied in the proposal, in
particular that relating to the reduction of the power and actual possibilities of attack.

The plan dealt with both qualitative and quantitative disarmament. The Swedish
delegation was firmly convinced that the problems before the Disarmament Conference could
only be solved by the joint application of both methods.

As regards qualitative disarmament, the proposals for the abolition of all heavy mobile
artillery, the total abolition of tanks and the abolition of all means of chemical warfare
would have the full approval of the Swedish delegation.

Recalling the statements made by the Swedish representatives on the Land Commission,
M. Sandler said he wished to make it clear that the Swedish delegation was prepared at once
to adopt concrete and definite decisions on all the points in question. It was also
prepared to accept unreservedly and without delay the abolition of all bombing planes and the
prohibition of all bombardment from the air. The necessary information with regard to the
details and the figures to be fixed were contained in the statements previously made to
the Air Commission.

The Swedish delegation was also in favour of the idea contained in the United States pro-
posal that the tonnage of the individual submarines should not exceed a certain limit. It wished
that limit to be lower than the figure proposed. As it had stated during the discussions of
the Naval Commission, qualitative disarmament might also be applied to capital ships,
bomb-carriers and mines.

One of the most fruitful ideas contained in the Hoover plan was, in the opinion of the
Swedish delegation, the combination of qualitative and quantitative measures. M. Sandler
pointed out that quantitative reduction could be applied both to air forces and to land and
naval forces, and stressed more particularly the desirability of supplementing in that respect
the United States plan, which was based on the principle of the interdependence of armaments.

The concrete proposals of the Hoover plan with regard to the reduction in the number and

tonnage of naval ships affected the five principal naval Powers, and it would be for those Powers
to come to an agreement among themselves. He desired to take that opportunity of expressing
the hope that such an agreement would be made to apply to all naval armaments without
exception.

For the other countries, the United States proposal recommended "corresponding sacrifices"
without indicating precise solutions. Naturally, those reductions and limitations ought to be
determined in the light of the principles which he had mentioned at the beginning of his
speech. He also desired to recall that, during the preparatory work, an agreement had been
reached with regard to the insertion in the text of the future Convention of special stipu-
lations for fleets of a low total tonnage. Those stipulations had clearly lost none of their
suitability or of their equity, and deserved, in his opinion, to be inserted in the Hoover plan.

The proposals relating to the reduction in the strength of all land armies were more

complicated than the other proposals, and should be examined with the express purpose of
extracting from them any element which might be useful in realising, by common
agreement, effective and equitable solutions. Like so many other delegations, the Swedish
delegation had set to work, since the Hoover plan was deposited, to form an exact opinion as
to the way in which the machinery proposed would function. One point in particular remained
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to be cleared up. The essential problem was whether the method suggested for the calculationof what was called the " defence power " would really make it possible to attain the desiredobject-i.e., a reduction in the offensive forces as compared with the defensive forces. Itwould, he thought, be necessary carefully to study what modifications should be made, sothat the original idea underlying the Hoover plan might be applied as effectively and as equi-tably as possible for all States. The machinery of the Hoover plan might well be of assistancein arriving, by a mathematical calculation, at a first rough estimate of the figuresto be inserted in the tables to form part of the future Convention. All the delegations had
certainly regarded as one of the most difficult stages in the work of the Conference the timewhen concrete discussions would begin on the figures to be inserted in the Convention. Thequestion was, How to proceed and on what principles ? If the United States plan could serveas a guide in seeking a procedure which would make it possible to get to work and commence
those discussions with profit-with the firm and avowed intention of arriving at radicalreductions in armaments-the significance and supreme importance of the generous proposalbefore the Conference could not be over-estimated.

The Swedish delegation desired to collaborate wholeheartedly in the task of working out thedetails of the United States proposal on all points which were not yet ripe for a definite decision,
and was also prepared to associate itself with any immediate decisions concerning all questions
which had been sufficiently prepared, of which he thought there was a considerable number.

He fully realised that those decisions were but a beginning and that the Conference wouldhave many other tasks to perform. But, in order that the task might be completed, it mustbe begun, and, in order to begin it, the Conference must translate its ideas into practice andhave finished with generalities. He hoped that the Conference would respond by acts to theappeal of the United States of America, in the spirit which inspired President Hoover to beginhis proposal with the words: "The time has come ".

General LAIDONER (Estonia) said that when, on June 22nd, the first delegate of theUnited States of America informed the Conference of President Hoover's important proposals,
he had shared the President's hope that this new programme would capture the imagination
of the nations and induce them carefully to examine and publicly to declare the extent towhich they could participate in this great general programme.

It could be said already that President Hoover's hopes had not been disappointed. Hismessage had aroused the very greatest interest in all countries and his proposals had been,and were being, very carefully examined.
It had been pointed out-and rightly-that there were paps in the proposals. The mostimportant was perhaps the absence of any allusion to the establishment of a better organ-isation of the international community and to international control. President Hoover's

proposals did, however, contain extremely valuable ideas. The Estonian delegation therefore
welcomed them most cordially and considered that they were calculated effectively tocontribute towards the work of the Conference.

President Hoover's proposals related to the three categories of armed forces and contem-plated both qualitative and quantitative disarmament.
As regards qualitative disarmament, President Hoover's suggestions were such as to winthe entire sympathy of the Estonian delegation, which earnestly hoped that the Conference

would come to a general agreement on this point.
As regards the reduction in effectives, Mr. Hoover suggested a method which might bedescribed as a mechanical method. Without desiring to deny the advantages which might resultfrom such a procedure, he wondered if it would make it possible to arrive at just and equitableresults in all concrete cases. The representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics

also had submitted to the Conference a proposal for the reduction of armed forces to be carriedout on the basis of a mathematical formula. Nevertheless, the head of the Soviet delegation
himself had (and rightly, as it seemed to him) contemplated certain exceptions in favour ofthe small States which had only small armed forces. But that was a technical question-a
question of the method of application and not one of principle. Moreover, President Hooverstated himself in his message that his plan did not exclude " any such minor changes as mightbe necessary ". The Estonian delegation was therefore prepared to examine, with the greatestgood will and an earnest desire to arrive at practical results, the means of applying to its
country the principles enunciated in the Hoover message, and was resolved sincerely to contri-
bute as far as possible towards the success of the Conference.

As regards naval forces, it was clear, from the information furnished to the League of
Nations, that Estonia had neither battleships, cruisers nor submarines, and that her naval
forces were very restricted. There was no need therefore to emphasise that part of the Hoover
proposals, as there was little doubt that further suitable exchanges of opinion would make
it possible to find practical and adequate solutions.

Finally, as regards air armaments, President Hoover proposed to abolish all bombingplanes and to prohibit all bombardment from the air. The Estonian delegation desired toassociate itself with those proposals. If they were universally accepted, the present Conference
would have rendered a signal service to civilisation and contributed towards the general
welfare of posterity.

G;ENERIAL COMMISSION 10
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President Hoover's message thus contained important general ideas. Naturally, the

methods of applying them would necessitate more detailed discussions, in which the Estonian

delegation was prepared to participate, in the hope that the combined efforts of all the

delegations would enable the Conference shortly to achieve practical results.

M. MOTTA (Switzerland) thought that the chief merit of President Hoover's proposal

lay in its suggestions in regard to the quantitative reduction of armaments. It was true

that his message also dealt with the question of qualitative reduction, but it would be remembered

that, in this connection, the United States delegation had made interesting proposals some

weeks previously which had the support of several delegations. It was therefore unlikely

that qualitative disarmament formed the essential part of the message of the President of

the United States.
On this point, the Swiss delegation accepted the President's proposals unconditionally

and without reservations of any kind. It would even be prepared to go further and to take

a bolder step, and it hoped that, at a later stage of the Conference, still more substantial

progress would be made. The Swiss delegation was strongly in favour of the total, rigorous

and absolute prohibition of aerial bombardment, on the battlefields and outside them. It

considered that only a total and absolute prohibition of this inhuman form of warfare would

afford civilians the protection to which they were entitled and which they had not always

obtained under the present system of warfare; in this matter, it was necessary definitely to

retrogress.
The future Convention should also contain positive provisions as to the trade in and

manufacture of arms. President Hoover's message did not deal with this point, but, of course,

that did not mean that the United States were not prepared to co-operate with other States

in this matter. It was absolutely clear that, if the Conference drew up a Convention for the

limitation and reduction of armaments without having regulated the trade in and manufacture

of arms, there would be a most serious and most regrettable gap in its work.
Similarly, the Swiss delegation was fully convinced of the necessity for international control.

It was essential that a permanent commission for international control should be set up for

the purpose of ascertaining how States were applying the rules imposed on them. The

sovereignty of States was not a sufficient argument to stand in the way of this control.

However, it was in the field of quantitative reduction that the President of the United

States had made his most valuable contribution to the work of the Conference. He had intro-

duced into the Conference, which seemed to be threatened by a sort of stagnation, an element

that made for movement, impetus and success. He had proposed to divide armies into two

sections, which he had called the police component and the defence component. He had

endeavoured to find a criterion by which to measure the size of the police component and had

found this in the Peace Treaties. The Swiss delegation was happy to state that it accepted the

Peace Treaties as a criterion for police components. One simple reservation, however, should

and could be made. The Peace Treaties provided certain coefficients applicable to the States

which were defeated in the war. The United States proposal considered that the

average of those coefficients should be taken as a criterion for the police component.

The Swiss delegation ventured to point out to the United States delegation that

this average would hardly be a fair criterion. It considered that the coefficient of

each of the four States in question should be taken, and the coefficient which, by

the rules of analogy, appeared to be the most equitable should then be applied to all other

States. Of the four States concerned, one was a great Power, while the others were medium

Powers. An average established by the mere addition of those four coefficients could not be

an equitable one.
These, then, were the observations in regard to the substance of the question which the

Swiss delegation wished to submit to the United States delegation; it would add, however,

that it fully approved the idea of basing the criterion in question on the Peace Treaties.

The other component was that which was, properly speaking, reducible. It must not be

forgotten that the police component, when computed and determined, was no longer reducible.

The third mentioned by the President of the United States applied to the second component,

the reducible part, what he had termed the " defence component ". Should the rule of one-

third be applied to this part ?
The Swiss delegation felt it difficult to form an immediate opinion on the value and

fairness of such a standard of measurement. It might possibly be found that the standard

was inadequate or that it would have to vary. In any case, the Covenant made it

obligatory, in Article 8, paragraph 2, for the Council to formulate plans for the reduction of

armaments, taking into account the geographical situation and circumstances of each State.

In its later work the Conference should make every effort to find the best possible method of

applying this provision in the Covenant.
Hence, just as the Swiss delegation accepted the Treaties of Peace as the yardstick for

measuring the.police-force component, so it urged that the Covenant should be applied for

computing any decreases in the reducible part, that was to say, the defence component.
The factors to be taken into consideration in determining this reduction were, in the

Swiss delegation's opinion, as follows: population; length of frontier compared with number

of inhabitants; the geographical situation in the case of certain countries; and, lastly, the

type of army maintained by each.
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There was no need to dwell on the particular type of army-namely, the Swiss type,
which was the most obvious and most characteristic, the fundamental type of a purely defensive
army-but it would doubtless be desirable to remember that reductions effected in the
purely defensive type of army were reductions in the defence component. In this case, the
necessary solutions would be found by a sense of what was fair.

Subject to the foregoing observations, the Swiss delegation welcomed, not only with
sympathy but with confident and sincere enthusiasm, the proposals of the President of the
United States. The latter had definitely made the most valuable contribution to the Conference.
It had already given rise to the discussion that had taken place at three meetings. It had
likewise given rise to the proposals submitted on the previous day by the delegation of the
United Kingdom.' Without indicating his opinion on the proposals contained in that document,
M. Motta thought he would be voicing the general feeling if he said that that contribution
also was a very important and valuable one. It too pointed out the ways in which positive
and concrete solutions would be found. Ideas were no doubt the greatest force that existed
in the world, but, as long as they remained abstract ideas, they could have no influence on the
facts of life. The chief merit of the action taken by the President of the United States was
that he had brought ideas down from the abstract realm above into the world of realities.

Sir Thomas WILFORD (New Zealand) tendered his country's thanks to the President
of the United States of America for his well-timed proposals for disarmament. Having
studied these proposals and those of the United Kingdom delegation made public by
Mr. Baldwin in the House of Commons on the previous day, Sir Thomas Wilford had been led
to the conclusion that both proposals, having a common object, might, after discussion and
consideration, be made to dovetail and might lead to early relief, provided it was remembered
that the word " compromise " meant mutual concession. Sir John Simon, in his letter of the
previous day to the President, had expressed the sentiments of New Zealand when he stated:

On the points on which it (the statement of the United Kingdom) represents any divergence
of view from that of the proposals of the American Government, we are, of course, prepared
to discuss in friendly fashion the methods of reconciling these differences and attaining the
common purpose of us all of effecting further substantial reduction in armaments."

There was one other matter to which Sir Thomas Wilford wished to refer. The Conference
must get down to a definition of effectives; when it had done that, it would be on the broad
highway of accomplishment.

In conclusion, let it get to work, for a tired and troubled world was praying for decisions.

M. ANTONIADE (Roumania) said that his delegation highly appreciated the object of
the message from the President of the United States of America with regard to disarmament.

In accordance with the wish expressed by Mr. Gibson during his remarkable statement,
the Roumanian delegation, like all others present at the Conference, had begun and was pursuing
a detailed study of the proposals in the Hoover plan with the full attention they deserved.
It was prepared to consider the procedure for the examination of that plan, but must reserve
its right to suggest the necessary corrections required by Article 8 of the Covenant, that
being the basis of the whole of the s e Conference's work for disarmament.

M. ANSARI (Persia) said that the entire world had welcomed with joy President Hoover's
magnificent gesture on behalf of disarmament. It was, however, certain that the principles
contained in the message from the President the regreat American Republic could bring no
relief to the world unless they were accepted and applied by all the great world Powers.

He trusted that the example thus set by the great Powers would be followed by others,
and that the dissent at present existing as to the methods by which disarmament was to be
effected would be smoothed away in a manner that would best serve the interests of all.

With regard to Persia's contribution to the work of world reconstruction, M. Ansari was
glad to say that his delegation supported the principles enunciated in the United States
proposals, subject to the following conditions which were based on the particular circumstances
of his country, the special situation of which, before and during the world war, had been
described on many occasions at the Conference and admitted as justified:

I. For the police forces required for internal order, Persia had possessed, under the old
regime, certain mounted contingents furnished by the tribal chiefs on the requisition of the
local governors. In return for this service, each tribe received, according to the contingent it
furnished, a reduction in taxation to cover the costs of maintenance of the men.

This system had had the drawback of strengthening the feudal system and making the
tribes dangerous in case of insurrection. It had been abolished by the new regime, and the local
mounted contingents had been replaced by regular mixed divisions and brigades, the strength
of which, last March, had been communicated to the Conference in document Conf.D.64(I).

1 See document Conf.D.I3 3.



- 148--

Although the twenty-eight frontier guard battalions which it was proposed to establish
to complete this internal police force had not yet been set up, Persia agreed to maintain the
present strength of her regular internal police force in substitution for the large local mounted
contingents which had just been abolished.

2. In regard to the national defence army, the Persian delegation had pointed out at the
beginning of the Conference that, under the old regime, Persia had had an army of 200,000

men which, owing to lack of modern equipmnet and to external circumstances outside Persia's
control, had become so weak that it could not even preserve the country's neutrality during
the Great War. It was for these reasons that that army had been disbanded a few years ago.

Although the Government had proposed to reconstruct the army entirely, as and when the
country's financial resources made it possible to endow it with modern equipment, it was
nevertheless prepared to undertake to equip only I30,000 men as a national defence army-
i.e., two-thirds of the strength originally proposed.

3. As regards the navy, the ten-year programme had contemplated a fleet of only
4I,000 tons, consisting of light cruisers and other auxiliary vessels for coast defence and manned
by 6,800 men. M. Ansari therefore did not think that this programme was at variance with the
United States proposals.

4. In the matter of aviation, Persia would certainly agree to keep no machine except
those types which all the Powers agreed to keep as defensive arms.

Finally, as regards land, naval and air questions taken as a whole, the Persian delegation
accepted every proposal for qualitative disarmament and had noted with the utmost satis-
faction that the distinguished President of the United States attached special importance to
the development of defensive power, which, when coupled with qualitative disarmament,
might greatly contribute to the maintenance of peace.

If account were had to the geographical situation of a country like Persia, which possessed
neither war industries nor an important railway system, and had scarcely Io,ooo kilometres
of high roads, it would be seen that, for a territory of so vast an area with a population of
fifteen millions, of which two and a half million consisted of nomadic tribes scattered all over the
border districts, and with a seaboard of 2,500 kilometres and land frontiers of 5,000 kilometres,
the figures proposed by the Persian delegate represented the strict minimum compatible with
national security, the basis of which was the friendly feelings and the agreements that united
Persia to her great neighbours.

Needless to say, when Persia had reached the figures indicated and when a new
Conference met to consider further stages on the path to disarmament, she would be prepared
to reduce her forces still further, after her security had been increased by the growth of universal
brotherhood.

M. ESCALANTE (Venezuela) said that his delegation warmly welcomed the initiative
taken by the President of the United States of America in the message submitted to the
Conference for examination on June 22nd. Reflecting as they did a lofty and high-minded
view of life, and simple and practical as they were in form, the United States proposals were an
example worthy to be followed by the other countries; they, at the same time, provided
an important starting-point for the success of the great work of universal pacification which
the present Conference was attempting to carry out for the first time in history.

The Venezuelan delegation welcomed President Hoover's message with particular
sympathy because it appeared to make allowances, and in a very large measure, for the special
situation of certain small countries which, for different reasons, had not yet been able to attain
a sufficient degree of security. The President of the United States said: " We can still remain
practical in maintaining an adequate self-defence among all nations" and, further, " This
reduction should be carried out, not only by broad general cuts in armaments, but by increasing
the comparative power of defence through decreases in the power of attack ". That apparently
meant that, if the cuts proposed were to apply to countries which had attained the maximum
of their defensive armaments, the same criterion of reduction could not be employed for small
countries which had only a minimum national defence force or, in some cases, none at all.

Referring to the speech he had made at the plenary meeting of the Conference held on
February 23rd, 1 M. Escalante recalled that the problem of the reduction of armaments did
not arise for his country, because its present armaments were scarcely adequate to ensure
internal order and were in all respects below what was absolutely necessary for national
defence. The case, however, was entirely altered when the question was that of the limitation
of arms by a convention and for a specified period. In adhering to such a convention, Venezuela
must inevitably take into account the conditions demanded by the growing exigencies of her
security, in view of her geographical situation and the fact that she was still a young and
growing country. Her obligations in this matter were very clearly defined in Article 8 of the
Covenant of the League.

As he had already said on February 23rd, the Venezuelan delegation reserved its right
to present in due course the minimum limitation figures which its country could accept.

1 See records of the sixteenth plenary meeting of the Conference.
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Those figures would conform strictly to her needs as to the maintenance of internal order
and an adequate national defence force, for, from the international point of view, Venezuela
was at present in a privileged position, because she neither menaced nor was menaced by
anyone.

President Hoover's proposals were in accord with the interests of the small countries
which were in a disadvantageous position from the point of view of defensive armaments.
The Venezuelan delegation therefore warmly welcomed them and entirely accepted them in
regard to land as well as air and sea forces.

M. BOSCH (Argentine) said that his delegation shared the keen sympathy with which
the various delegations had received President Hoover's proposal. The President's visit
to the Argentine was still very agreeably remembered.

President Hoover's scheme represented a great and decisive effort to further the work of
the Conference, and the very fact that it contemplated solutions on a large scale meant that
it could not be at all points in complete harmony with the various principles by which the
Governments represented at the Conference were guided. Nevertheless, the goodwill and sincere
desire for the success of the Conference, by which all delegations were prompted, inspired in
M. Bosch the firm hope that, when the Conference came to choose between the various
proposals, a common ground could be found on which it would be able to accomplish the
great results that were so fervently desired. Difficulties, no doubt, would have to be overcome,
but the good will and conciliatory spirit that prevailed in the Conference would smooth them
away.

As regards certain countries like the Argentine, account, of course, must be had to the
special situation in which they were placed for geographical and demographical reasons, which
need not be described at the moment. It would, therefore, naturally be necessary to examine
the details with care before expressing a final opinion.

He was glad to be able to say that the Argentine Parliament, in full agreement with the
Government, had recently effected in the new military and naval budget considerable econo-
mies which, while ensuring that the budget would balance, also accentuated the peaceful
policy of the Argentine Republic.

TWENTY-SECOND MEETING

Held on Friday, July 8th, I932, at 3.30 p.m.

President: The Right Honourable A. HENDERSON.

51. PROPOSALS OF THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA: GENERAL DISCUSSION

(continuation). 1

M. RUTGERS (Netherlands) assented, on behalf of the Netherlands delegation, to President
Hoover's proposals. His acceptance covered both the whole and every part of that document.
M. Rutgers desired, however, to add a few observations. Were the United States delegation
obliged to return to America with no more than a collection of well-meaning speeches as the

1 In addition to the declarations made during the general discussion on the proposals of the President
of the United States of America, the delegations of Albania, Costa Rica and Luxemburg notified the
Conference of their adhesion to the proposals in the following terms:

(a) Letter from the Albanian Delegation dated July 7th, I932.
"I have the honour to inform your Excellency that the delegation of the Kingdom of Albania

gives its support to the proposals made by Mr. Hoover, President of the United States of America.
" Will you be so kind as to commmunicate the above to the delegations to the Conference for the

Reduction and Limitation of Armaments ? . . .
(Signed) Lec KURTI,
Delegate of Albania."

(b) Letter from the Delegation of Costa Rica dated July 7th, I932.
" I have the honour to inform you that the Costa Rican delegation gives its full and entire support

without any reservation to the proposals made by President Hoover.

(Signed) Viriato FIGUEREDO-LORA,
Delegate of Costa Rica."

(c) Letter from the- Delegation of Luxemburg dated July 9th, 1932.
" Having been prevented from being present at the meetings of the General Commission last

Thursday and Friday, I have the honour to request you to let it be known that, as the Grand-Duchy
of Luxemburg has no military, naval or air forces, it is in favour of any proposal aiming at the reduction
and limitation of armaments, and it therefore accedes without reservation to the American proposals.

For the Luxemburg Delegation:
(Signed) Ch. G. VERMAIRE,

Substitute Delegate."
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outcome of President Hoover's happy initiative, that would not be very satisfactory to President
Hoover or to public opinion in the United States. The Conference must not stop there.
It must record somewhat more subtantial results. As the Swedish delegate had said, it
must act.

By action, M. Rutgers did not mean vague resolutions expressing, in general terms,
agreements of principle which bound nobody. That would not be action. What the Conference
needed was clear and precise resolutions in the form of articles of a convention, or
resolutions that could easily be embodied in such a form. M. Rutgers explained, by way of
example, that he would include in this category resolutions prohibiting heavy land artillery
above 155 mm. or tanks. The Conference should aim at resolutions of that kind. A resolution
settling only one or two points would be better than one covering a series of questions but
settling none.

There was one matter with which the Conference must deal before any other if it desired
to act.- It must decide upon the fate of military aviation. M. Rutgers thought that, on that
question, it should be relatively the most easy to arrive at clear and precise decisions. In that
connection, he fully shared the view expressed that morning by M. Motta, namely, that,
before separating, the Conference should deal with military aviation. M. Rutgers greatly
hoped that it would do so. It must not at this moment stop half-way; it must go to the
very end. It must not be content to abolish bombing from the air to a certain extent, up to
a point, with certain reservations. As M. Motta, the Honorary President of the Conference,
had said so forcefully, complete abolition was required.

In spite of appearances, M. Rutgers had not forgotten that the delegates were not sitting
in a Commission which dealt with resolutions. The present Commission had only to listen
to general speeches. He hoped, however, that his observations would come to the ears of those
who were entrusted with the preparation of the resolutions.

Colonel LANSKORONSKIS (Lithuania) acknowledged that it was not for the small countries
to solve the serious problem of disarmament. As, however, the small States and the big Powers
were represented on a footing of equality, and as the upkeep of expensive armaments was
a greater burden for the small nations than for the great, he was glad to be able to announce
Lithuania's complete acceptance of the proposals under discussion.

Restored to its independent existence after the Great War, Lithuania esteemed highly her
regained political independence and her territorial integrity. She was very well aware that
partial or even complete disarmament did not adequately guarantee a small nation against
a possible aggression by more powerful States, owing to the constant disproportion of material
and physical forces. Lithuania had always been in favour, therefore, of international agreements
to safeguard the supremacy of right over might. She would welcome the establishment of an
effective international system guaranteeing her independent existence.

Unfortunately, in the present state of affairs, even the small States must provide for their
own security by their own means, however modest, and must forge an instrument of defence,
however rudimentary, to ensure their independence. Lithuania would neglect no means of
strengthening that instrument. That was why it welcomed so sympathetically the fundamental
principle laid down by the President of the great American Republic, that the defence forces
should be relatively increased by a reduction in the forces of attack.

As Lithuania had no defence organisations anywhere on her open frontiers, the whole
length of which constituted a very important theatre of operations, she was exposed to rapid
and sudden invasion by crushing technical means. It would consequently give Lithuania
great satisfaction to see put into practice President Hoover's proposals to prohibit and abolish
such armaments as tanks, heavy artillery and bombing aeroplanes, the disappearance of
which would relatively increase its security.

With regard to the mechanical reduction of effectives by a third, as these effectives
represented almost the only defence force of the small States, Lithuania was of opinion that
it would be easy to introduce into the general framework of the United States proposals a
method by which the weakest States would be less affected. On this point, he fully supported
the Estonian delegate's views.

Husein Aziz Khan (Afghanistan) stated that the Afghan delegation welcomed President
Hoover's very simple and practical proposals, which would, it felt sure, open up a broader
way for the resumption of the work of the Disarmament Conference along even more clear
and definite lines than hitherto, and which would stimulate all the nations concerned.

The Afghan delegation was among those who were in favour of the qualitative reduction
of armaments to the lowest possible level and, within this limit, it fully supported the
United States proposal.

With regard to the limitation of effectives, the Afghan delegation was of opinion that the
method of reduction proposed by President Hoover seemed somewhat impracticable for those
countries the national defence of which had not yet attained the necessary strength. Only the
equalisation of defensive forces could ultimately provide the nations with the necessary security
and give them full satisfaction. But as that equalisation could not be contemplated, the
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Afghan delegation wholeheartedly supported President Hoover's statement that it was
possible still to remain practical in maintaining an adequate self-defence for all nations.

With regard to fortifications, President Hoover had stated that his proposal would give
an increased relative strength to such defence as compared with attack. The Afghan delegation
was of opinion that fortifications on the frontiers of neighbouring countries which had no
means of protection, even if they were disposed to provide themselves with such fortifications,
would raise economic difficulties.

In these circumstances, such fortifications could not in justice be considered solely as
means of defence for the strongly protected against the non-fortified countries, for they had
the characteristic of establishing the superiority of attack over defence.

Since the beginning of the Conference, the Afghan delegation had always expressed its
readiness to co-operate in any efforts and to support any proposals that might prove beneficial
and effective, and was still ready and willing to offer its full and hearty support to any such
efforts.

M. RESTREPO (Colombia), speaking in the name of the Colombian Government, supported
President Hoover's bold plan. The small Powers had to make their choice, for they loved
and feared the great Powers at the same time and in equal measure. If the League of Nations
were one day to bring about an abandonment of the old ideas and the old programmes, uniting
the nations in a spirit of peace, there would be no more armaments. The small nations would
then have nothing to fear, for all would be indeed equal. For the time being, they must still
make their choice, and they had a long road before them. The small Republics of South
America were journeying along it in company with France and the United Kingdom, but
also with the United States of America, for their people were above all Americans. There
had been critical moments in their history, when their sovereignty and independence had
been in danger. At such times, moral force had exercised a vast influence in the world. It
was at such a moment that the Constitution of the United States of America had been voted
at Philadelphia in I787. In 1823, President Monroe had been in a position to say to the
European Powers: Have no further thought of conquests in South America, any more than
elsewhere in America! This had been a guarantee for the small Powers in the continent.
It was, however, a guarantee which should be maintained; any deviation from the straight
road of law might give rise to great complications. The nations there might be small, but
they were very courageous; they had struggled for their independence and their sovereignty
as few others had done.

The South Americans therefore loved peace and thus loved the great countries which
sought to establish it in the world. The Colombian delegation would support President
Hoover's proposals, so long as no more radical proposals were advanced. Should such be
submitted, he was sure that Mr. Gibson would be the first to support them. For the time being,
President Hoover, seeing humanity bearing an overwhelming burden on its shoulders, had
said: " Cast a third of it into the sea !"

Whatever considerations might be raised by technicians, there came a moment when all
prejudices must be abandoned and a dire'ct course be steered towards justice.

M. FELDMANS (Latvia) said that his delegation was glad, on behalf of the Latvian
Government, to give its complete adhesion to President Hoover's generous proposal. Those
who had already spoken had been almost unanimous in recognising that the message of the
President of the United States of America had come at a very important moment in the
Conference's discussions. Two months' work in the technical commissions had shown how
complex was the matter and what almost insurmountable difficulties had to be overcome before
the goal in view could be reached. At the same time, this work had shown that the desired
solution could certainly not be found only in the technical sphere. To achieve success, every
nation must make great sacrifices, according to its means and possibilities. The United States
proposal offered a really universal and constructive plan.

Without entering into details, the Latvian delegation desired to express its satisfaction
that President Hoover's plan provided for qualitative disarmament by prohibiting chemical
and bacteriological warfare and the use of specifically offensive arms, such as bombing
aeroplanes, tanks and heavy mobile artillery. M. Feldmans recalled that the Latvian
Minister for Foreign Affairs had urged the abolition of these means of warfare in his speech
on February I3th last. 1

With regard to the clauses relating to quantitative disarmament, the Latvian delegation
presumed that they would be studied subsequently. Equality in the reduction of effectives
might have a very different effect on certain countries, particularly the small States. The
President of the Swiss Republic had shown that very convincingly, and M. Feldmans warmly
supported his suggestions.

Moreover, during the previous discussions, the representatives of two great countries-
France and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics-had recommended a special
treatment for small armies and navies. The Latvian army, which did not exceed 20,000 men

1 See records of the ninth plenary meeting of the Conference.
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very modestly equipped and with manifestly inadequate war material, and Latvia's coastal
defence, which was ensured by a despatch-boat, two minesweepers and two small submarines
of 375 tons each, were not dangerous to any of Latvia's neighbours. Their sole purpose was
to defend the country.

The Latvian delegation hoped, therefore, that the special situation of new and small
countries would be borne in mind, as far as possible, in subsequent discussions. It reserved
the right to submit proposals and desiderata at a suitable moment, in conformity with Article 8
of the Covenant.

But these were only details. The Latvian delegation felt that President Hoover's proposal,
as a whole, was of capital importance. It had had a stimulating influence on the Conference's
discussions, and the Latvian delegation was very grateful to its proposer. M. Feldmans
was convinced that, by following the path indicated by President Hoover and endeavouring
to organise international security, the Conference would reach the goal so ardently desired
by all.

M. DE QUEVEDO (Portugal) pointed out that, in his speech at the plenary Conference,'
the head of the Portuguese delegation had stated that his delegation would examine
sympathetically and with the desire to achieve results any proposals for the limitation and
reduction of armaments.

President Hoover had expressed the hope that the publication of the points of his proposal
would lead all nations to " consider deeply and state openly how much they could contribute
to a great general programme "

The object of the proposal submitted by the President of the United States of America
was to provide each country with the means necessary for its defence. M. de Quevedo therefore
thought that all countries, especially the medium Powers whose level of armaments was more
than modest, could sustain their position within the framework of the United States proposals
and in the spirit of Article 8 of the League Covenant.

The Portuguese delegation hoped that the methods suggested in the Hoover proposal
would be defined in such a manner as to render them adaptable, equitably and fairly, to the
special situation of certain countries.

M. de Quevedo felt that the American message should be discussed with the other proposals
submitted to the Conference, particularly the French proposal and Sir John Simon's declara-
tions, in order that a well-founded and practical agreement, calculated to give complete
satisfaction to public opinion, might be reached. Thus the Conference would fulfil its moral
duty towards the world.

In that spirit, the Portuguese delegation was glad to support the general provisions of
President Hoover's proposal, which it regarded as a generous gesture on behalf of the common
cause of disarmament.

M. COSTA DU RELS (Bolivia) said that, on behalf of the Bolivian delegation, he, in his
turn, supported the happy initiative of the President of the United States.

Undoubtedly, it constituted a step forward in the organisation of the very complex and
difficult task the Conference had undertaken, in which task both great and small States were
co-operating with the greatest good faith.

Undoubtedly, also, it was only by bringing into harmony this proposal and those already
submitted that the Conference, in proposing definite solutions, would find a very valuable
and useful stimulus calculated to reinforce the faith of the nations, which was already somewhat
shaken.

The Bolivian delegation was therefore prepared most cordially to support the United States
proposal within the framework of the ideas which M. Costa du Rels had already expressed
during the plenary meeting of the Conference on February 23rd. 2

M. MIKOFF (Bulgaria) said that, on behalf of his Government, he was glad to support
the principle of President Hoover's very generous proposals.

In his speech on February i8th,3 the head of the Bulgarian delegation, M. Malinoff, had
stated that Bulgaria would accept any convention based on equity and equality on the one
hand, and guaranteeing real security to Bulgaria on the other.

The proposal of the President of the great North-American Republic placed no obstacle
in the way of the first of Bulgaria's claims. It was such as appreciably to promote the second
by a most appropriate method, a decrease in the forces of attack in order to increase the defence
forces.

For these reasons, the Bulgarian delegation, while paying a tribute to President Hoover's
initiative, expressed the hope that this initiative would facilitate the Conference's work and
would enable it to achieve concrete results which would fulfil the hopes of all civilised nations.

M. Mikoff repeated that the Bulgarian Government welcomed sympathetically the
principles on which President Hoover's proposals were based, while reserving its right to state
its views, if necessary, on certain aspects of the proposed plan, particularly with regard to
the relativity which must be introduced in order to meet the special conditions of each country.

1 See records of the tenth plenary meeting of the Conference.
2 See records of the sixteenth plenary meeting of the Conference.
3 See records of the thirteenth plenary meeting of the Conference.


