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M. CHOUMENKOVITCH (Yugoslavia) said that the Yugoslav delegation desired to support
the other delegations who, from that platform, had paid a tribute to the Hoover plan.

A proposal of such scope, calculated, as had already been said, to stimulate the activity
and determination of the Conference, demanded and deserved careful study. This the Yugoslav
delegation would willingly undertake, since it, like the Yugoslav Government and people,
was devoted to the idea of peace and to the search for the positive organisation of peace.

This proposal - M. Choumenkovitch would venture briefly to observe - was based upon
the application of a uniform and simple rule, and it might consequently be deduced that its
study would be as simple and short. In view, however, of the different situation of the various
nations-and he was referring here only to the difference between the big countries on the one
hand and the medium and small countries on the other-this simplification might have
important results, particularly on countries in the second category.

It was with great sympathy and interest that the Yugoslav delegation, representing
a country belonging to this second group, would make its contribution to the study
of this plan, and would formulate any observations and proposals which it considered neces-
sary. That delegation was of opinion that the plan should be studied together with the other
plans submitted to the Conference, particularly the French plan relating to the positive
organisation of peace. The Yugoslav delegation would make use, in this study, of the criteria
which had always served as a basis for the Conference's work-namely, the criteria of Article 8
of the Covenant.

TWENTY-THIRD MEETING

Held on Wednesday, July 20th, I932, at 5 p.m.

President: The Right Honourable A. HENDERSON.

52. CONCLUSION OF THE FIRST PHASE AND PREPARATION OF THE SECOND PHASE OF THE

CONFERENCE; DRAFT RESOLUTION SUBMITTED BY M. BENES, RAPPORTEUR.

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia), Rapporteur, submitted the following draft resolution:

" I.

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

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

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

" Recalling its resolutions of April Igth and 2oth, I932;
" Firmly determined to achieve a first decisive step involving a substantial reduction

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

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

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

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

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

" 2. That a primary objective shall be to reduce the means of attack.
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"II. CONCLUSIONS OF THE FIRST PHASE OF THE CONFERENCE.

"The Conference, noting that agreement has now been reached on a certain number
of important points, decides, without prejudice to more far-reaching agreements hereafter,
to record forthwith the following concrete measures of disarmament, which should form
part of the general Convention to be concluded. The Conference also decides to establish
certain principles as the basis for further reductions of armaments, and to determine the
procedure necessary for the active prosecution of its work.

" . Air Forces.

" The Conference, deeply impressed with the- danger overhanging civilisation from
the potential use of bombardment from the air in the event of future conflict, and deter-
mined to take all practicable measures to provide against this danger, records at this stage
of its work the following conclusions:

" i. Air attack against the civilian population shall be absolutely prohibited;

" 2. The High Contracting Parties shall agree as between themselves that all
bombardment from the air shall be abolished, subject to agreement with regard to
measures to be adopted for the purpose of rendering effective the observance of this
rule;

"These measures should include the following:

" (a) There shall be effected a limitation by number and a restriction by
characteristics of military aircraft;

" (b) Civil aircraft shall be submitted to regulation and full publicity.
Further, civil aircraft not conforming to the specified limitations shall be
subjected to an international regime (except for certain regions where such a
regime is not suitable) such as to prevent effectively the misuse of such civil
aircraft.

" 2. Land Armaments.
"(a) Land artillery.

" i. All heavy land artillery of calibres between any maximum limit as determined
in the succeeding paragraph and a lower limit to be defined shall be limited in number;

"2. The limitation of calibre of land artillery shall be fixed by the Convention;

"Subject to an effective method being established to prevent the rapid transforma-
tion of guns on fixed mountings into mobile guns, different maxima for the calibre of
land guns may be fixed as follows:

" (a) A maximum limit for the calibre of coastal guns, which shall not be
less than the maximum calibre of naval guns;

" (b) A maximum limit for the calibre of guns in permanent frontier or fortress
defensive systems;

" (c) A maximum limit for the calibre of mobile land guns (other than guns
employed for coastal defence).

"(b) Tanks.

" The maximum unit tonnage of tanks shall be limited.

" 3. Chemical, Bacteriological and Incendiary Warfare.

" Chemical, bacteriological and incendiary warfare shall be prohibited under the
conditions unanimosuly recommended by the Special Committee.

" 4. Supervision.

" There shall be set up a Permanent Disarmament Commission with the constitution,
rights and duties generally as outlined in Part VI of the draft Convention submitted by the
Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference, with such extension of its
powers as may be deemed by the Conference necessary to enable the Convention to be
effectively applied.
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"III. PREPARATION OF THE SECOND PHASE OF THE CONFERENCE.

"The Conference requests the Bureau to continue its work during the period of
adjournment of the General Commission, with a view to framing, with the collaboration
(if necessary) of a Drafting Committee, draft texts concerning the questions on which.
agreement has already been reached. Such texts will be communicated to all delegations
as soon as they are drafted, and will then be submitted to the Commission.

"Points which call for detailed examination will be examined by the Bureau or by
the appropriate committees, with the assistance of the Governments concerned, in order
that definite conclusions may be reached as soon as the General Commission meets again.

" The questions which will form the subject of such examination are the following:

" . Efgectives.

" A strict limitation and a real reduction of effectives shall be brought about.
" For this purpose, the Conference invites the Bureau to examine, with the collabo-

ration of such delegations as it considers necessary, the proposal of President Hoover
relating to effectives. These studies should take into consideration, in the case of each
country, the actual conditions of defence and the number and character of its forces.

" 2. Limitation of National Defence Expenditure.

" (a) The Conference shall decide on the resumption of its labours, taking into
account the special conditions of each State, what system of limitation and publicity of
expenditure on national defence will provide the peoples with the best guarantee of an
alleviation of their financial burdens, and will prevent the measures of qualitative and
quantitative disarmament to be inserted in the Convention from being neutralised by
increases or improvements in authorised armaments.

" (b) With a view to the decisions to be taken under this head, the Conference
requests the Committee on National Defence Expenditure and its technical committee
to continue and to complete the work entrusted to its organs and to submit their report
as soon as possible. The Conference requests its Bureau to draw up, on the basis of this
report, a plan accomplishing the purpose aimed at and taking into consideration the
special conditions of the various States.

" 3. Trade in and Manufacture of Arms.

" The Bureau will set up a special Committee to submit proposals to the Conference,
immediately on the resumption of its work, in regard to the regulations to be applied
to the trade in, and private manufacture of, arms and implements of war.

" 4. Naval Armaments.

"As regards the proposals made by President Hoover and other related proposals
concerning naval armaments, the Conference invites the Powers parties to the Naval
Treaties of Washington and London, which have already produced important results,
to confer together and to report to the General Commission, if possible before the resump-
tion of its work, as to the further measures of naval reduction which might be feasible
as a part of the general programme of disarmament.

"The Conference further invites the naval Powers other than the Powers parties
to the above Treaties to make arrangements for determining the degree of naval limitation
they are prepared to accept in view of the Washington and London Treaties and the
general programme of disarmament envisaged in the present resolution.

" The Bureau will be kept informed of the progress of these negotiations, which it
will be its duty to co-ordinate within the framework of the General Convention in prepa-
ration for the comprehensive decisions of the General Commission.

" . Violations.

" Rules of international law shall be formulated in connection with the provisions
relating to the prohibition of the use of chemical, bacteriological and incendiary weapons
and bombing from the air, and shall be supplemented by special measures dealing with
infringement of these provisions.
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"6. Future Work of the Conference: Procedure.

" Pending the resumption of the meetings of the General Commission, the Bureau
will keep the delegations informed of the progress of the work.

" It will be for the Bureau to fix the date of the next meeting of the General Commis-
sion with one month's notice. The meeting of the General Commission shall take place
not later than four months after the resumption of the work of the Bureau, which will
meet during the week beginning September I9th, I932.

"IV. GENERAL PROVISIONS.

" The present resolution in no way prejudges the attitude of the Conference towards
any more comprehensive measures of disarmament or towards the political proposals
submitted by various delegations.

"V. ARMAMENTS TRUCE.

"In order to ensure that, pending the resumption of the meetings of the General
Commission and during the second phase of its work, no steps shall be initiated by any
Power which might prejudice the preparation of the General Disarmament Convention,
the Conference decides to recommend to the Governments to renew for a period of four
months from November Ist, 1932, the truce provided for by the resolution of the Assembly
of the League of Nations of September 29th, I93I."

M. Benes then spoke as follows:

In presenting to the General Commission the text of the resolution before you,
I owe you some explanations, both, so to speak, historical and also political. I also think it
may be useful to give some kind of general survey of this resolution, which represents what
has so far been achieved by the Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments.

I. PREPARATION OF THE DRAFT RESOLUTION.

You are all familiar with the circumstances in which it was decided to draw up this
resolution. At the meeting of the Bureau of the Conference on June I4th, Mr. Henderson,
the President of the Conference, proposed that, in view of the prolonged theoretical discussions
in the General Commission and the wide differences of opinion between certain important
delegations, the Bureau should ask the various delegations to confer privately among themselves
with a view to comparing and reconciling their attitudes to the fundamental questions with
which we are concerned and to inform the Bureau of the progress of their conversations.

Certain currents and tendencies then formed in the Conference, and that made the work
easier, to some extent at least; the ideas which had previously been expressed by some thirty
or forty delegations each individually, were beginning to fall into groups, which means that
at the same time they were being simplified. Various delegations began simultaneously to
hold discussions among themselves in the hope of reconciling their views on certain questions
of the first importance which had constantly been under discussion in the General Commission
or the Technical Commissions for the past four or five months-such as qualitative disarma-
ment, bombing aircraft and the regulation of civil aviation, chemical and bacteriological
warfare, effectives and national defence expenditure, supervision, etc.

At the meeting of the Bureau of the Conference on July 5th, after Sir Johm Simon had
informed his colleagues of the results of these private conversations, the Bureau decided that
the time had come to determine on what points it seemed possible to formulate proposals
acceptable to all the delegations represented on the General Commission. Sir John Simon was
asked to specify these points; he did so, and sent the Rapporteur a text which he thought
might be taken as a basis for a draft resolution to be drawn up, after suitable negotiations, and
submitted to the General Commission.

In agreement with the Bureau of the General Commission, and more particularly with
the President of the Conference, I set to work to put before you as quickly as possible a text
which, in the Bureau's intention, was to record the points on which agreement had so far been
reached-in other words, to give a general statement of the results of our work as they now
stand--and to outline the programme of the second phase of the Conference which will begin
after the summer holidays, and the procedure to be followed during that phase.

As you can imagine, the preparation of the draft resolution was a somewhat laborious task.
I consulted successively a large number of delegations, either asking them for specific

proposals in writing or discussing at length the substance of questions that specially concerned
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them. Many delegations gave me general and detailed proposals, while others submitted
amendments, chiefly on particular points in the texts I put before them.

For reasons of which we are all aware, it was obviously a difficult matter to reconcile all
these texts. More than sixty nations with a wide variety of ideas and interests were demanding
satisfaction; certain Powers of the first importance, which had repeatedly explained their
views to you at length, would naturally have wished the resolution to reflect their ideas to
the greatest possible extent, and to respect all their interests as far as might be. That meant
that the Rapporteur, whose duty it was to reconcile these interests and convictions in the final
text that he was to propose, had to appeal to everyone to sacrifice some part of his original
point of view in order to approach that of his colleagues. I accordingly endeavoured to
embody in the resolution all that I could of the substance of the proposals and of the formulae
which were offered to me in the course of personal conversations with the British and United
States, the French and Italian, the German and Japanese and the Soviet delegations, by the
group of eight countries, by the Eastern European countries, by the South-American States
and by numerous other delegates.

It is chiefly due to the private conversations of certain Great Powers and the mutual
concessions they have made during the last few days that it has been possible to establish
the text of the resolution which represents the final compromise. Sacrifices are painful in
Such circumstances, because the questions we are discussing sometimes affect interests of the
utmost importance to one country or another. Yet they are necessary if we are to arrive at
a definite result. In this discussion in which we are engaged, nobody can secure entire
satisfaction. Consequently, I have to put before you a draft resolution representing a compro-
mise with which I, more than anyone else, am not wholly satisfied, seeing that I have not been
able to satisfy all my colleagues.

Having had more opportunity, however, during the last few days than previously, to sound
the feelings of those attending the Conference, I have found that in the present state of our
work, and in the general circumstances now prevailing, the text before you roughly represents
the mean of the ideas, convictions and interests that are represented in this Conference to-day.
I trust that the coming discussion on this draft resolution will show that I have rightly judged
the various currents of opinion in the Conference.

In any case, I would beg you to take these circumstances into consideration when you are
tempted to move amendments to the resolution.

II. EXAMINATION OF THE RESOLUTION: PREAMBLE.

You will see that the actual text of the resolution consists of three parts.
First, there is the preamble. It is, as it were, the Conference's profession of faith, as it

emerges from the discussions that have taken place so far in the plenary Conference and the
General Commission; it lays down at the outset two principles that we are following in drawing
up the actual programme for the reduction and limitation of armaments.

The preamble states that we realise that substantial and extensive measures of disarma-
ment, as contemplated in our future work, are calculated to consolidate the peace of the world,
to hasten the solution of the economic crisis, to lighten the heavy financial burdens of our
countries, and, above all, to arrest the competition in the power of armaments, which is
threatening peace. It also refers to the two resolutions already passed by the General Com-
mission, because all the Commission's resolutions should be mutually complementary and
should form a single whole. It also refers to Article 8 of the Covenant of the League, whereby
the Members of the League have undertaken to effect progressive reductions in their national
armaments; it refers likewise to the Briand-Kellogg Pact.

Special emphasis is then laid on the initiative taken by the President of the United States;
appreciation is expressed of his concrete proposals, and, citing them in connection with the
proposals made to the Conference by other delegations and the draft Convention of the Pre-
paratory Commission, indicates the two important decisions of principle which the Conference
is invited to take forthwith during this first phase of our work:

i. That States undertake to effect a substantial reduction of their armaments
based on the principle of the interdependence of the three classes-land, naval and air
armaments;

2. That the essential object of the decision we are taking is to reduce, above all,
the means of attack.

It is to be expressly noted that, in stressing the principles enunciated in these two decisions,
it is not intended in the resolution to exclude other principles or adopt them in advance, nor
to close the door to discussions on other suggestions that might be made. It is simply designed
to place on record the results which the Conference has achieved; it merely fixes the points
agreed upon up to the present, but is not intended in any way to prejudice the Convention as a
whole which will be adopted in its entirety at the close of the Conference. The points at present
agreed upon would merely form a part of that Convention.
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III. RESULTS OF THE FIRST PHASE OF THE CONFERENCE.

The second part of the resolution is undoubtedly the most important. It places on record,

as it were, the principal results of the work of the Conference up to date. Those results, as you

are all aware, have been somewhat criticised in most quarters. I have come before you, not as

their judge nor yet as their defender, but I simply wish to explain what they are, adding a few

words to indicate their significance. The conclusion summing up that work will then become

apparent of itself.
If you go through the second part of the resolution and examine those points on which

agreement is regarded as having been reached, you will note first that the draft resolution

involves the definite adoption of one first principle of capital importance for the whole work of

disarmament-namely, the principle of qualitative disarmament. You are asked to reduce

and to limit the power and the number of those weapons which are most effective and most

dangerous; for the moment, these are aviation, heavy land and naval artillery and tanks.

The adoption of this measure would constitute a very substantial result, chiefly on account

of the great principle of qualitative disarmament which would thus be expressly embodied

for the first time in an international instrument. Undoubtedly, the adoption of that principle

would open the door to further progress. 
There is a second general principle and one of the first importance which is no less signi-

ficant. The draft resolution proposes that you should banish for ever from the society which

is represented at this Conference certain barbarous, inhuman and ignoble measures, such

as bombardment from the air and the use of chemical, bacteriological and incendiary weapons.

The first objective is obviously to make it impossible that in future, in any international

armed conflict, war should be waged against the civilian population, old people,

women or children, and to prevent the destruction of centres of great national civilisations,

such as the capitals of great States no less than those of smaller States, of precious works of

art and architecture, which do not belong exclusively to any single nation or to any single

generation, not even to the nation or generation that produced them.
The second purpose of this measure, which is to refrain in future, even in warfare, from

doing unnecessary harm, is also of fundamental importance. True, it is urged, perhaps rightly,

that it is impossible to humanise war. That maybe so. The reasons are wellknown. But I myself

do not despair, when I see before me the delegates of practically every country in the world

assembled here to discuss the ideas and principles of disarmament. I regard your presence as

a proof that the society which you represent realises to what extent the destinies of the different

nations are bound up one with another and to what extent the war of the future, with its

technical progress, may threaten modern civilisation as a whole. After having risen to

this level of morality and international consciousness, the community of nations cannot

be wanting in the courage to proclaim once for all that, even in war, unnecessary harm, ravage

for the mere sake of ravage, destruction wrought for the mere love of destruction, must disap-

pear for ever, as barbarous means unworthy of civilised men.
And lastly, it must not be forgotten that we are postulating here implicitly, for the future,

an important principle, the principle that the progress of science and technique shall not be

lost sight of in those very domains where they might lend themselves to abuse for the purposes

of war of aggression.
I may add here that the total prohibition of bombardment from the air presupposes the

existence of special measures mentioned in general terms in the resolution and referring both

to military aviation and to civil aviation, civil aviation machines of the same power as

those which are to be prohibited for military aviation being necessarily subject to an inter-

national regime calculated to prevent their being used for purposes of bombardment. All the

details of these measures, some of which are already indicated in the resolution, will form the

subject of further discussions and decisions. For the moment we are simply adopting the

principle of prohibition, with all its vital consequences for the future.
As regards the prohibition of chemical warfare, certain delegations, such as the Soviet

delegation for example, have proposed the signature and immediate ratification, by the States

which are not yet parties to it, of the Geneva Protocol of June I7th, I925. We felt that our

proposal was perhaps better suited to present requirements. To-day we have progressed

beyond the Protocol of I925, and the new provisions framed by the Special Committee of the

Disarmament Conference have supplemented and improved it. Those new provisions, in my

view, constitute a general plan for the total prohibition of chemical and bacteriological

warfare, a plan which has been well worked out and can be accepted by everyone.

The second part of the resolution proposes, lastly, a third important principle-namely,

supervision over the execution of the Disarmament Convention to be concluded. It provides

for the setting up of a Permanent Commission whose powers and prerogatives, generally

speaking, would be on the lines contemplated in the draft Convention framed by the

Preparatory Commission. The resolution employs the term, " generally speaking ". It is

clear then that the details of the constitution and powers of the Commission will form the

subject of further discussions and decisions. I do not think it necessary therefore, at the

moment, to analyse the constitution and powers of the Commission as provided for in the

draft Convention framed by the Preparatory Commission, especially as the resolution which

I am now submitting makes it clear that the Conference will decide to extend its powers to the

extent that may be necessary for it to ascertain in practice that certain provisions of the

General Disarmament Convention are being applied. What I do wish to stress, however, is
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the following capital fact: the constitution of such a Commission makes it impossible in
future that there should be competition in armaments such as is found under present
conditions. All armaments will in future be under the direct or indirect supervision of the
Commission; any increases will have to be brought to the knowledge of the contracting parties
and will indeed have to be approved by them. The absolute liberty which exists to-day will
disappear and, for the first time in the history of the world, the nations-thus following the
principle already adopted at the Washington Conference-are about to bind themselves in
regard to their armaments.

I do not propose to examine at the moment how this machinery which is to be set up
will work; I simply desire to note the tremendous progress in the relations of States one with
another which is now being placed on record by a decision on these lines.

That is all that I wish to say in order to indicate the importance of the points on which
agreement has been reached in our work up to date, points which are recorded in the second
part of the resolution on which you will have to vote. If we decide to stop there for the moment
that does not signify by any means that the first stage of disarmament will go no further.
It means that, as regards the questions to which I have just referred, the first phase of the
Conference has achieved practical results on which we are taking a decision immediately, and
that the second phase of the Conference will have to deal with all the other questions which
we placed on our agenda at the beginning of the Conference's work.

IV. PREPARATION OF THE SECOND PHASE OF THE CONFERENCE.

The third part of the resolution concerns the preparation of the second phase of the
Conference.

In the first place, the resolution does not propose that the work of the Conference should
be interrupted; it proposes that the General Commission should adjourn just for a time, the
Bureau and certain Commissions of the Conference continuing their work in the meantime.

In point of fact, the decisions of principle contained in the second part of the resolution
require to be worked out in detail; a certain number of texts, in the form of articles of the
Convention, will have to be prepared and submitted first to the delegations and then to the
Commission for adoption. That is the case, for example, as regards the question of bombard-
ment from the air, chemical warfare and supervision. The framing of these texts can only be
entrusted to a small committee. The resolution proposes that you should instruct the Bureau
to take the necessary decisions in the matter, that is, to appoint a drafting committee which
might co-opt those technical organisations whose co-operation it might consider essential,
to keep in touch with the work of that committee and these organisations and to guide and super-
vise it. The concrete provisions which I have just mentioned give every delegation a guarantee
that it will be kept in touch with all this work, that it can express an opinion on the texts and
that any element of surprise is precluded in advance.

During that interval the Bureau will have a second task to fulfil. As you will see in the
texts relating to the limitation of the power and number of certain weapons, for example
guns and tanks, the resolution simply proclaims the principle, without giving figures. The
statement of figures in such cases is not only a technical question, nor is it a question that can be
settled by means of persuasion in the course of lengthy discussions ; it is, in my view, primarily
a question of political possibilities. It seemed to me then, after obtaining the opinion of many
delegations, that it would be expedient that Governments, after having adopted the principle,
should be given time to reflect, and that the Bureau should be asked to begin, at the right time,
discussions and negotiations in regard to figures, in order that, in agreement and in constant
touch with the delegations, texts might be prepared on this essential question just as the
texts of this resolution have now been submitted to you. It is felt that, after further discussion
and various private conversations, the States most directly concerned will be able to give
us definite proposals in the matter, to serve as a basis for our joint decisions.

Certain of my colleagues may think that the absence of figures weakens the resolution.
I think that it would be still further weakened if, at the present moment, we could only submit
figures which would be considered unsatisfactory.

A third duty entrusted to the Bureau under the terms of the resolution is that of preparing
concrete decisions on questions of substance concerning which the Conference is only
half-way towards achieving practical results. Those questions are as follows: effectives,
national defence expenditure, trade in and manufacture of arms, naval armaments, and, lastly,
the question of measures to be taken in the case of the violation of rules or of undertakings
entered into concerning bombardment from the air and chemical and bacteriological warfare.

The resolution proposes that the Bureau should examine certain of these questions directly
or through the medium of the appropriate committees and with the assistance of the Governments
concerned, in order to be able to submit definite conclusions to the General Commission as
soon as it meets again. In the first place, the Committee on Effectives is to resume its work,
on the lines to be laid down for it by the Bureau, on all the disputed questions which are at
present suspending its activities. Secondly, the Committee on National Defence Expenditure is
to continue as actively as possible the excellent work on which it has hitherto been engaged, and
which, as its President, M. de Vasconcellos, told us the other day, seems likely to enable us to
reach a decision, on the resumption of our work, as to the principle of the limitation of
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expenditure on armaments. Lastly, a special committee will deal with the question of the
trade in and manufacture of arms.

Some of my colleagues have informed me of their doubts on the subject of this procedure.
They hesitate to agree to delegating these powers to the Bureau and to its Drafting Committee.
They wish to participate directly in the work of preparing the second phase of the Conference.

Speaking quite impartially as your Rapporteur, I would say that I fully understand all
these misgivings and do not hesitate to communicate them to you. Personally, I am alive
both to the drawbacks and to the advantages of this procedure. If we invite all the members
of the Conference, who wish to do so, to take part in this work, we shall be exposed to the
difficulties with which large assemblies have to contend and which, for practical reasons, we
should like to avoid during this further preparatory period. If we endeavoured to find a new
criterion for the constitution of a new body to which such and such members of the Conference
would belong, we should run the risk of giving offence to those States Members of the Conference
which were unable to take part in the work in question, notwithstanding the constitution of a
new enlarged body. We considered that the Bureau faithfully represents the various view-
points of the Conference, so that confidence could be placed in it. On the other hand, we thought
it necessary to fix the procedure in such a way that, at each stage of the work, all the delegations
would receive detailed information, would be able to communicate their written observations
and would have all the texts at their disposal before their Governments were called upon to
take decisions. The General Commission will itself decide upon the method of procedure best
suited to the present needs of the Conference. I think it will agree that my explanations
are well-founded.

As regards naval questions, the provisions of the resolution are clear. In view of the
interdependence of the three categories of arms, the Powers which signed the Washington
and London Treaties are invited to confer together and to inform the General Commission
of the new measures of disarmament which might be feasible within the scope and general
programme of disarmament to be effected by the Convention we are preparing.

In virtue of this resolution, the other Naval Powers which are not parties to those Treaties
might take similar action, make their arrangements and inform the Bureau and the General
Commission in what way they contemplate, in so far as they are concerned, the limitation
or possible reduction of their naval forces.

As regards this latter provision, you will have seen that, in the case of Powers which have
not signed the Washington and London Treaties, the resolution refers solely to the limitation
of naval armaments. This does not in any way exclude the possibility of a reduction, in view
of the great diversity of the cases to be considered. It is obvious that Powers which did not
sign the above-mentioned treaties, and secondary Powers possessing maritime coasts and
interests, have the right to defence, and are consequently entitled to proportional
naval armaments, which will moreover be fixed in this manner during the subsequent nego-
tiations of the Conference. There are even certain Powers which have only been in existence
since the war, which do not so far possess means of naval defence, and are only preparing
their naval programme. After taking into account all these problems, we have drawn up the
resolution in such a way as to safeguard in a just and equitable manner all the interests to
which I have just referred.

But I should like to emphasise the fact that in neither case is it proposed to create groups
of Powers which, independently of our organisation, would hold conferences apart, or to prevent
any Powers which may be taking part in the conversations of one group from taking part also
in those of another. The intention is merely to have private conversations and obtain prelimi-
nary information with a view to collecting the necessary material for the decisions to be taken
by our Conference. Contact or the exchange of information between the two groups of Powers
is not, of course, excluded. The Bureau is to be kept informed of all these negotiations; it
will co-ordinate their results and thus prepare the decisions to be taken by the General
Commission.

Another important point also dealt with in this third part of the resolution is the following:
Practical measures being contemplated with a view to the prohibition of bombing from
the air and of chemical warfare, we have come to consider it necessary to examine the problem
of possible violations of the obligations contracted by States on this matter. The Bureau
will be instructed to deal with this problem with a view to the preparation of concrete proposals.
It should be noted that this does not mean that our efforts in this field will stop short at this
point. The question of the violation of all the other provisions of the general Disarmament
Convention will naturally be carefully examined at a later stage of the work.

Lastly, this part of the resolution specifies that the Bureau is to keep the delegations

informed of its work and that its next meeting will take place during the week starting on

September Igth. As soon as its work is sufficiently advanced, the Bureau will convene the

General Commission, subject to one month's notice, and not later than four months after it

has itself met for the first time. As you see, this provision limits the General Commission's
vacation and forces the Bureau and the delegations concerned to expedite their conversations
and particularly the naval negotiations.

The last two points of the resolution are of special importance. Chapter IV reserves all

questions of a political nature raised during the Conference's discussions, as, for instance,

that of security or of equal rights. It also states that, if we adopt this resolution to-day, we

shall not thereby preclude the possibility of adopting later on, during our subsequent work,

more extensive measures than those mentioned in this resolution. In short, the resolution
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which I propose does not in any way prejudge the attitude of the Conference, which is free
to take whatever decisions it thinks fit.

Lastly, since the Armaments Truce adopted by the League Assembly last year expires on
November ist of this year, the resolution proposes that Governments should be recommended
to extend it for four months. As you see, we hope to be able to work quickly and well, so
that before the end of this new period the General Disarmament Convention may be
drawn up and concluded.

V. CONCLUSIONS.

Such is the meaning of the resolution the adoption of which is to -close this first stage
of the Conference. I am aware that it may give rise to criticism both in the Conference and
outside it. Moreover, I have already said myself that I wish it had been possible to go still
farther.

However, if we recollect the position three or four months ago, if we remember that we
modestly contemplated certain less radical solutions than those which we are to-day proposing,
if we remember that at that time there were many people who were afraid that the first stage
of disarmament would merely lead to a sort of general truce for a few years, we cannot fail
to regard with some satisfaction this considerable evolution and progress which, in spite of
everything, the Conference has accomplished during these few months.

The Conference evolves at the same rate and to the same extent as the general political
situation, especially in Europe. The solution of each important political problem, whether
European or worldwide, helps to ripen the questions which are on the Conference's agenda.

I would repeat that, in the resolution, important questions of principle have been settled.
At this first stage the fact that certain essential principles setting up the new international law
in the matter of disarmament can be regarded as established is possibly more, and certainly no
less, important than any given practical measure. In making this statement, I do not wish,
in any way, to urge that we should advance by unduly slow stages towards our final goal.
On the contrary, I merely wish to bring out the facts as they are and to hold them up to those
who are sceptical or discontented or who are suspicious of all that is done here.

Lastly, I should like to state that, with the exception of a few special questions, the present
resolution already deals with the essential problems of the future Convention. For certain of
these problems it affords a positive solution, even if in a modest degree; in other cases it
goes to the root of the matter and explains how we mean to prepare for their solution. This
proves that five months' work and discussions have, nevertheless, singularly clarified our ideas,
have simplified certain complicated or equivocal situations, and have possibly brought us nearer
to the final goal than might be thought.

The discussions of these last few weeks and the experience which I have gained in drawing
up the present resolution have convinced me personally that the Conference is on the right
road to final success. I earnestly hope that, on the resumption of the General Commission's
work,'other decisions, which will bring us nearer to the purpose we all have at heart, will be
added to the present resolution.

It is in this spirit that I submit to you this resolution, asking you to consider it favourably
and with due regard to the facts. This is only the first step towards the important solutions
which the whole world is awaiting. But this first contribution to our great work certainly
means that, in the near future, the world can hope for further contributions from the Conference
which will bring us still nearer to our final goal.

In addition to the achievement of practical and positive results, what is important in
this matter is the spirit in which we accomplish our work, our firm and sincere faith in it, and
it is this great moral force which will ensure our success.

The resolution before you, in spite of everything, bears the mark of this firm and sincere
faith in our work, which the world as a whole is following with anxiety and, I may add, with
confidence and hope.

The PRESIDENT, on behalf of the Commission, thanked M. Benes very sincerely for
his collaboration in the drafting of the resolution and for his interesting explanations.

After having consulted the Bureau of the General Commission, the President had come
to the conclusion that, with regard to the procedure to be followed, the wisest course would be
not to embark again on a long-drawn-out general discussion on either the merits or the demerits
of the resolution. All the delegations knew one another's opinions on the principal issues
involved. He would therefore propose that, at the next meeting, the Commission should
consider successively the five parts composing the resolution and deal with any amendments
that might be presented. After taking a vote on each part, the Commission would then vote on
the resolution as a whole.

It should be pointed out that the resolution, when voted as a whole, would constitute
merely a recommendation by the General Commission to the Conference and not a final
settlement.

Mr. GIBSON (United States of America) observed that the draft resolution bore upon the
proposals which he had submitted in the name of President Hoover. He therefore felt that
he should make the attitude of the United States delegation clear at the outset.

GENERAL COMMISSION 11.
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Naturally, he would have preferred a resolution accepting still more definitely the details
of the President's plan, but his delegation felt that the resolution before the Commission
contained the maximum of agreement which could at present be achieved and offered
the best hope of eventual attainment of the goal in view. For this reason, it did not hesitate
to support the resolution, realising that it contained nothing to preclude the United States
delegation from pressing at later stages for more definite and far-reaching measures.

On behalf of his delegation, Mr. Gibson expressed his sincere thanks to those Govern-
ments which had given it their support by adhering to President Hoover's plan. Their adherence
was valued because that support alone had made possible the measure of agreement registered
in the resolution submitted.

He wished also to record his appreciation of the frank and friendly spirit of the delegates
with whom he had been in constant consultation for the past ten days, for the real effort they
had made to contribute to this result. Needless to say, everyone was grateful to M. Benes
for his unfailing energy and resourcefulness in helping to formulate the document before the
Commission.

The resolution represented a first step toward realistic disarmament, since it contained

an engagement for substantial reduction of the wide range of existing armaments. Hitherto
all debates on this subject had been confined to methods. The Commission was at last deciding

what to do in the way of concrete measures of reduction and giving directions that methods
should be found for carrying out these measures. Therefore, although the resolution did not
go all the way as regards the plan proposed by President Hoover, it recognised that that plan
constituted a goal, aoa, nd set out on what seemed a proper path to attain it-namely,
the acceptance at once of certain principles contained therein, the establishment of means to
consolidate them, and the examination of others with a determination to attain the ends which
they proposed.

It was essential, in considering a resolution of that character, to recognise the means by
which international agreements were made and recorded. All delegates recogrded that the
principle of unanimity in international gatherings was the bulwark of national independence,
and therefore, when an agreement was reached as in the present case, it represented not the
point to which daring leaders had attained, nor even the position occupied by perhaps a
great majority of States, but rather that point which the last straggler seeking the same goal
had passed. Therefore, the text of the resolution meant that the opinion of the nations was
much farther toward the goal which the Conference was seeking than could be recorded at
the moment. It likewise naturally meant that, as the bulk of public opinion was ahead of that
point, the Conference might rest assured that the moderate accomplishment which it could

record at the present stage would serve merely as a base for a further forward movement.

He would single out for purposes of illustration the problem of bombardment aviation.
The discussion in the General Commission had revealed that a large group of delegations was
at once prepared to abolish bombardment aviation and prohibit bombardment from the air.
However, in the intensive consultations which had gone on during the past few weeks, it
had been found that certain States had genuine difficulties still to surmount before they were

in a position to agree to those measures. Those taking part in the consultations had found no
disposition to stand on the level of agreement set forth in the resolution as the last word on the
subject; on the contrary, they had found a disposition to set the present measure of agreement
as a point of departure, and to devote the next phase of the work to finding a way over or
around existing obstacles in the hope of agreeing upon more far-reaching measures.

Up to the present, the world had never known the appeasement which would come to it
through a general treaty for the limitation and reduction of arms and the relief to every country
from the danger of surprise by its neighbour and from the necessity for the costly competition
in arms and men. Once the world experienced that relief, tension would relax and the Govern-
ments would be enabled with ease to go further than had ever been thought possible. The best
defence of a nation was the goodwill of its neighbours. The best way to attain that goodwill
was to enter into engagements for reducing the means of attack against one another, and
Mr. Gibson considered the present resolution as the first step.

The resolution contained for the first time definite commitments for general reductions
of land material and effectives. It likewise took into account the lessons of the last war, when
damage and destruction had spread to the civil population, and contained strict under-
takings to prevent recurrence of that abuse. Above all, it recognised the necessity for lightening
the financial burdens which war and preparations for war imposed upon the world, and
proposed to contribute to economic recovery by reducing the means to these ends and giving
assurance against competition either in quantity or quality of arms.

The resolution had the merit of registering at the same time the points of complete accord
in Chapter II and those points on which the delegations were agreed to continue study in
Chapter III, considering that these studies would produce the adjustments necessary for
further accord. There had not been time to work out the details of various proposals. For
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instance, the Committee on National Defence Expenditure had not yet been able to complete
its studies. The resolution thus did not attempt to prejudge the results of those studies;
and of the conclusions to be derived from them each nation would be its own judge. The
resolution left open the question whether global limitation or limitation on material as
complementary to direct limitation of expenditure or an option between these methods should
be the ultimate result of the Conference's work. Global limitation had been consistently
opposed by the United States Government as applied to itself, since it considered that such
a method was unfair to a nation like the United States, which had already drastically reduced
its armaments; his Government had made clear that it could not accept such a method for
itself. However, the resolution left open the possibility for other Governments to adopt that
method as between themselves if they deemed it desirable and useful in view of their special
necessities and regional requirements, and accorded with the position which the United
States delegation had always maintained that any of these methods should be destined to
supplement and check direct limitation.

The resolution provided that the Conference should go on working, since the Bureau and
various committees would carry on during the General Commission's recess. Meanwhile, the
various Governments undertook to see how much further they could go towards complete
agreement. To activate that, however, he counted on world public opinion, which had been
stimulated by the recent discussion and by the willingness it had revealed on the part of the
heavily armed Powers to do their share toward the reduction of world levels of armament.
The peoples of the world might not know the technical difficulties of disarmament, but they
had the will to surmount them, and it was on them that he counted to make it possible, on
the resumption of the Conference's work, to achieve far more than the resolution consolidated
at the close of the present phase.

There could be no question that the resolution represented a great advance in
the Conference's work. When delegates cast their minds back to the atmosphere of caution and
withholding in which the Conference had opened, and then considered the definite character
of the undertakings in the present resolution, they would realise that the Conference had made
a long and definite stride toward disarmament.

He might summarise what he had in mind by saying that his delegation was faced with
alternative courses. It might, in view of the support which had been given to President
Hoover's plan, summon the Conference to accept or reject that plan in its entirety. That
would undoubtedly show an impressive body of opinion in favour of acceptance; but it must
be remembered that no State was bound by a majority vote, and that therefore such procedure
would bring the Conference no nearer to general agreement, which was essential to the
realisation of the plan. The other course was to consolidate the measure of accord which could
be reached at the present stage to accept the principles by which the Conference should be
guided and the methods it was to pursue to reach the goal it had recognised in the
resolution.

Hence, he considered, the resolution as the embodiment of those immediate steps of
reduction and limitation which should constitute a pledge of the intention of the nations of
the world to attain that full measure of disarmament which the world expected.

(The continuation of the discussion was adjourned to the next meeting.)

TWENTY-FOURTH MEETING

Held on Thursday, July 2Ist, I932, at 3 p.m.

President: The Right Honourable A. HENDERSON.

53. CONCLUSION OF THE FIRST PHASE AND PREPARATION OF THE SECOND PHASE OF THE

CONFERENCE: CONSIDERATION OF THE DRAFT RESOLUTION SUBMITTED BY M. BENES,

RAPPORTEUR.

PREAMBLE.

Paragraphs I to 6.

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia), Rapporteur, said that the representatives of the group of
eight Powers had asked that reference should be made in the third paragraph of the Preamble
to the resolution of April 22nd, after those of April Igth and 20oth. This resolution
of April 22nd had been submitted by Sir John Simon and related to qualitative disarmament;
M. Benes proposed that satisfaction should be given on this point to the representatives of
the group of eight Powers.

Paragraphs I to 6 were adopted, with the amendment proposed by the Rapporte'ur.
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Paragraph 7.

The PRESIDENT wished, in the first place, to explain the procedure which would be followed
with regard to amendments. When an amendment to strike out certain words in the draft
resolution had been moved and the Commission came to take a decision, he would ask the
delegations to indicate whether or no they were in favour of the words in question standing
part of the resolution.

He pointed out, as regards paragraph 7, that the delegation of the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics had proposed to substitute for the whole paragraph the following text:

" Decides that a reduction of existing armaments by not less than 331/3 per cent

shall be effected in respect of all categories of land, naval and other armaments, with
exemption for small countries respectively possessing armies of not above 30,000 men
and a total naval tonnage of not above ioo,ooo tons, and also for countries which have
been subjected to disarmament in virtue of other international agreements. "

M. LITVINOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that the resolution was apparently
intended to represent a summary of all the achievements of the Conference during the six
months of its existence and of the preparatory work which had preceded it, as well
as a maximum programme of work for its next stage. It must, he thought, be generally
recognised that the resolution would bring bitter disappointment to all those persons and
organisations who had been pinning all their hopes of peace upon the Conference.

Although the resolution began with the assertion that the time had come when all nations

must adopt substantial and comprehensive measures of disarmament in order to consolidate
the peace of the world, all its subsequent contents represented the utter negation of that asser-
tion. On the contrary, they would seem to constitute a recognition of the fact that the States
represented had not found the time ripe for the final adoption of a single decisive step towards
disarmament.

He proposed to analyse the resolution point by point. He would not dwell on the general
declarations and vague promises as to possible decisions in the future. There had been more
than enough of such declarations at the Conference. Furthermore, as early as April Igth 1 the
General Commission had resolved that the Conference must achieve a decisive step towards
the reduction of armaments to the lowest possible level. The present resolution merely
repeated that decision as to the first decisive step, without indicating by a single figure the
level to which armaments were to be reduced.

There was, unfortunately, only one concrete decision in the resolution-that concerning
chemical, bacteriological and incendiary warfare. Even that decision, in its essential parts,
was contained in the I925 Geneva Protocol on chemical and bacteriological warfare which
had been ratified by thirty-four States, including the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom, France,
Italy and Germany, and which had, moreover, already entered into force between the States
that had formally adopted it. If the other States, which had not signed or ratified the Protocol,
were in agreement with it, they had only to make a formal declaration to that effect, and the
Convention would receive universal application. If, instead, the Conference were now offered
a vague resolution, in general terms, approving the recommendations of the technical
Commissions-on which yet further discussion was probable, and which might assume the
form of binding obligations only at some distant date-it would be perfectly legitimate to
speak of a decisive step backward and not forward. Therefore, the clause on chemical and
bacteriological warfare could hardly be placed to the credit of the present Conference. Anything
new in the recommendations of the technical Commissions might be made the subject of an
additional protocol, but that was no reason for re-opening the question of international
obligations which were already in existence and encouraging Governments to withhold their
adherence to or ratification of these obligations.

The clause prohibiting air attack against the civilian population was, of course, to be
welcomed, but it, like the clause on chemical and bacteriological warfare, was more relevant to
the sphere of the humanisation of war-i.e., of the Red Cross-than to the problems of disarma-
ment, since it did not, in itself, mean the reduction of military aircraft, even by a single
unit. In theory, it could hardly be said that the right of bombarding the civilian population
had ever been recognised or asserted by anyone. When the civilian population suffered in
the last war as a result of aerial bombardment, the latter had usually been directed against
military objectives and prompted by military and strategical considerations. So long as

military aircraft, or at all events bombing aircraft, were not absolutely prohibited, there could
be no guarantees whatever for the civilian population.

It was to be regretted that under the terms of the resolution this fundamental question
of the prohibition of bombing aircraft was made to depend upon conditions which had yet to
be discussed and agreed. It was no secret that serious differences existed regarding those
conditions. Consequently, it seemed premature to include this question among the points
on which, it was alleged, agreement had been reached.

The resolution said nothing about the abolition of military or even bombing aircraft,
whereas such a measure was the only effective method of ensuring that air attacks should cease.
It was not difficult to supervise effectively the abolition of a particular form of weapon, or to
discover those who violated their undertakings or committed abuses in this matter; but there

1 See page 81.
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could scarcely be any guarantee against its employment in wartime, notwithstanding the
Convention, if the prohibited weapon was, in fact, retained. The Soviet delegation, therefore,
was in favour of the total abolition of all military aircraft, but by way of compromise it
proposed that the resolution should at least provide, amongst other measures, for the abolition
of bombing aircraft.

With regard to tanks and heavy artillery, the resolution referred only to the limitation
of tonnage and calibre in general; yet, here again, no one had ever objected to limitation in
general, either at the Conference or in the Commission. Differences had made their appearance
only as soon as figures had been mentioned. Proposals had been made in the Commissions,
for example, to fix the limits of the tonnage of tanks and the calibre of guns at such a level as
had either not yet been attained by technical development, or had only been attained
experimentally. If agreement were impossible except within such limits, it would be ridiculous
to classify this as a reduction of existing armaments.

All these questions were matters of qualitative disarmament. Qualitative disarmament
in itself did not involve a serious reduction of armaments, or diminish the possibility of war,
and consequently consolidate peace; it implied merely the regulation of war, a new
elaboration of its laws. The more attention the Conference devoted to qualitative disarmament
to the detriment of quantitative, the more it would be turning away from its principal task,
The delegates to the Disarmament Conference should be interested in qualitative disarmament
only in so far as qualitative disarmament was supplementary to quantitative. The limitation
of the tonnage, calibre or other characteristics of a particular weapon could not produce
appreciable results in respect of quantity. It should be remembered that all resolutions passed
and invitations sent out in connection with the Disarmament Conference had always been
understood in the sense of quantitative and not qualitative disarmament. In the Preparatory
Commission, for example, the question of qualitative disarmament had hardly been raised
at all, and therefore no preparatory work had been done in that direction. The Soviet delegation,
therefore, considered the main defect of the resolution to be the absence of any concrete
decisions as to the quantitative reduction of armaments.

The Conference was supposed to achieve a reduction of armaments, yet, on the basis of
the proposed resolution, the delegates would be unable to answer the question: What portion
of armaments has it been decided to reduce ? For, not only was there no decision, but the
very question itself had scarcely been dealt with at the Conference. Nevertheless, the question
itself was suggested by the very title of the Conference, and by the Preparatory Commission's
draft Convention.

Recent sittings of the General Commission might have created the impression that there
had been no discussion of the quantitative reduction of armaments because of the absence of
any relevant concrete proposals, and that one such proposal had been received only quite
lately-namely, that from the United States delegation-which, it might be supposed, had
arrived too late for discussion by the Conference and for the adoption of any decision before
the summer holidays. That, however, was far from true. As an alternative to its proposal for
total and general disarmament, the Soviet delegation had proposed an absolutely concrete
scheme for the reduction of all categories of armaments by 50 per cent. It had put forward this
figure, not as an ultimatum, but as an expression of a substantial reduction of armaments.
Had the Soviet proposal been discussed at that time, other delegations might have proposed
other figures-331/3 per cent, or more, or a little less. Since the Conference was determined
to adopt substantial and comprehensive measures of disarmament, as was shown by its
reception of the United States Government's proposals, which included reductions by one-
third, it should not have been difficult to come to an agreement as to figures. In that case
it would really have been possible to speak of a decisive step forward.

Yet nearly a month had gone by since the United States proposal had been brought
forward. Had the General Commission come at once to grips with that proposal, serious results
could have been achieved, again, of course, subject to the condition that the declarations and
pledges contained in the resolution before the Commission really corresponded to the intentions
of the Governments represented. Unfortunately, the Conference and General Commission had
virtually ceased to function a long time back. The delegations had been condemned to complete
inactivity, pending the results of certain private negotiations. These results were at length
known : they were embodied in the present resolution, which might be regarded as being
merely a repetition of the resolution which had been adopted three months earlier, to the
effect that it had been decided to achieve a decisive step towards the reduction of armaments.
It had then been supposed that the Conference would immediately set about the task of making
the resolution concrete. But that had not been the case, and the present resolution might be
summed up as constituting a proposal to postpone making it concrete for another six months.
What guarantee was there that the Conference would be more successful in this task than during
the last three months ? What obstacles, which had so far hindered concrete decisions, would
be eliminated ? Though the resolution did not say so directly, it apparently presupposed new
private negotiations, and, in addition, referred to special conferences and agreements by groups
of States. The whole history of the disarmament problem was a continuous series of such
postponements and references to private negotiations and private conferences. The history
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of the Preparatory Commission showed that it had usually closed its sessions with a regular
reference to private consultations and conferences, which, it was alleged, were certain to bring
a solution of problems on which the Commission was divided. The Commission had invariably
reassembled to record the fruitlessness of these private consultations, and then broken up
once again in anticipation of further private negotiations and consultations. But all these
beneficial results of private negotiations had invariably proved a mirage, just like the results
of the private negotiations embodied in the resolution before the Commission,

The problem of disarmament had been facing all States in all its concrete aspects for the
past ten years. The question had been studied by the experts of every country, in commissions
and sub-commissions, in all its details. The Government of each State had a different answer
to that question and the Soviet delegation considered that the moment had come when the
replies of the Governments should be given for all to hear, not just anywhere, but precisely
at the Disarmament Conference. In six months' time the reply of the Governments would be
exactly the same as it was at present, and there was therefore no need for them to postpone it.
The resolution submitted was not a reply, but the throwing of a veil over a reply, and, therefore,
in its present form must be rejected.

In view of the forthcoming recess, the Soviet delegation did not propose to move a new
resolution, but, in a spirit of co-operation, was ready to accept the present resolution as a
basis, provided it gave, in figures at least, concrete replies to those points which it had set
forth. On the general question of the reduction of armaments, and in particular on the funda-
mental question of quantitative reduction, the Soviet delegation proposed that the Conference
should not confine itself to vague declarations but should say with absolute clearness that
it resolved to reduce all categories of armaments by not less than one-third. At a previous
stage, the Soviet delegation had proposed the same reduction on a progressive proportional
system, thinking it just and politically desirable that the most powerful States should reduce
their armaments in a greater measure than other States-namely, up to 50 per cent. As there
had been no favourable response to that proposal, and in view of the fact that another great
State had moved in the direction of the Soviet scheme by proposing the reduction by one-third
of all categories of armaments, and that Italy, together with a large number of other States,
had declared their support of this proposal, the Soviet delegation was prepared, as a practical
compromise in the first stage of reduction, to content itself with the proposed decrease by
one-third.

However, it could not agree to the exemption from reduction of particular sections of armed
forces intended for police and colonial service, since that would mean the creation of a privileged
position for the most powerful States possessing colonies by subjecting them to a smaller
proportion of reduction than weaker States. The Soviet State, moreover, could not sign a
document which would formally sanction the methods of imperialist and colonial policy.
Further, the Soviet delegation hoped that there would be no serious objection to what, in its
opinion, would be a just exemption-namely, that the weakest States, possessing not more than
30,000 troops and Ioo,ooo tons of naval armaments and representing no danger of aggression,
should be exempted from the reduction of armaments. It anticipated likewise no objection
to the exemption from further reduction of States which had been subjected to disarmament
in virtue of international obligations. Moreover, such a measure must in no way detract from
the principle of the equality of nations, but on the contrary must be reckoned as a first step
towards that equality.

Only in the event of the adoption of this Soviet amendment could the resolution
be regarded as a definite advance in the cause of disarmament. The proposed measures could
be strengthened by the complete abolition and prohibition of military aircraft, the prohibition
of tanks and of heavy artillery with a calibre exceeding Ioo millimetres, as laid down in the
other Soviet amendments.

The Soviet delegation regarded these measures as constituting merely a genuine first
stage. The Conference's task at its next session would be to give a concrete form to these
measures and to discuss and prepare further measures in the same direction.

So long as these principal amendments moved by the Soviet delegation had not been
adopted, there was no need for him to detain the Commission with observations on less
fundamental points in the resolution, which were not altogether acceptable to the Soviet
delegation-for example, the reference to Article 8 of the League Covenant, and the clause
concerning the Permanent Commission, which so far had not been discussed at all.

The Soviet delegation fully realised that its amendments .might not be adopted
unanimously, or even by a majority. If it none the less insisted on a vote, it did so because it
was profoundly convinced that even unsuccessful international conferences were of great
importance, and provided much valuable educative material for understanding the development
of international life, and also for facilitating an agreement at subsequent conferences. But in
order that the peoples might be able to draw these valuable lessons from international
conferences, it was absolutely essential that these conferences should take place publiclyand
that all questions in dispute should be discussed and voted upon publicly, so that not only the
points of agreement but also the points of disagreement between the peoples should be quite
clear. Only by these means could the peoples themselves be drawn into co-partnership in
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international life, and that co-partnership was particularly necessary to solve the problem of
disarmament. It was impossible to speak of the public character of the present Conference,
for, in the course of three months, the General Commission had met only five times, and all the
discussion had been concentrated in the private negotiations of a few delegations. The Soviet
delegation expressed the hope that at the Conference's subsequent set ssions there would be
no repetition of these methods, which were an affront upon the dignity of the delegates and of
numerous countries, and, moreover, had not been justified by results.

The Soviet delegation's chief concern was, of course, to make the Soviet Government's
position on the disarmament question perfectly clear to the peoples of the Soviet Union and to the
world at large and to free itself from all responsibility for the negative or insufficient results of
the Conference's first stage. It hoped that it had achieved that object, because it had never
lost an opportunity to declare that it agreed to the most far-reaching measures of disarmament,
up to and including total general disarmament. If, for practical considerations, it had had
to propose or to agree to measures of partial disarmament, it had never abandoned its funda-
mental proposal for total general disarmament, which it still considered tobe the best measure
against war and the maximum guarantee for universal peace. The demand for that guarantee
was imperiously dictated by the present peculiarities of international life. The Conference had
assembled in the month of February, when nearly all types of armaments were in action and
were achieving their destructive object. If the thunder of guns and exploding bombs had
subsided, that did not mean that the peril which they signalised had been eliminated. The
resistance which even proposals for the very minimum measures of disarmament encountered
at the Conference showed that, in spite of the Paris Pact renouncing war, and in spite of the
abundance of international conferences, the Governments still believed in war as an instrument
of national policy, and that they preferred to talk to each other, even of peace and international
solidarity, when armed to the teeth. The policy of concluding pacts of non-aggression as
between States, which the Soviet Government was pursuing, continued to meet with obstacles
thrown up by other Governments. In these circumstances, there were no grounds for talking
of a genuine political dtente, and the Soviet Government saw no reason for weakening its
propaganda for universal peace through total general disarmament.

The Soviet proposal for total disarmament had been rejected as quite unpractical, in
spite of the fact that the Conference had not concerned itself with that proposal. Ten years of
preparatory work and six months of the Conference had, however, demonstrated fairly
convincingly the unpractical character of the other proposals which had been put forward as
a counterblast to the Soviet scheme. The careful study of the work of the Conference and of its
technical Commissions must convince any impartial person of the greater practicability
of the total abolition of particular categories of weapons, than of the determination of their
characteristics and the limitation of their dimensions. Considerations concerning relative
security, the infringement of established relativity and the infringement of the interests of
particular countries were heard all the more loudly the more the Conference departed from
the total abolition of particular categories of weapons.

The method of objective proportional reduction, recommended by the Soviet delegation
in the Preparatory Commission and at the present Conference, had not at first been supported
in any quarter. That method was, however, now contained in the United States Government's
proposals, to which a number of other delegations had acceded. From numerousletters and the
resolutions of various national and international organisations, the Soviet delegation learned
with satisfaction that its position was receiving wider and wider recognition. It counted,
however, not only on recognition, but on active support as well. It would continue, in the
further stages of the Conference, firmly to maintain that position, and to show the necessary
steadfastness in the cause of the movement against war and of genuine universal peace.

M. ANSARI (Persia) said that the Persian delegation had carefully considered the draft
resolution submitted by M. Benes and would accede to it, or to any other more radical decision
which might be taken by the General Commission, subject to the four following points:

i. The reductions in its programme for land, naval and air armaments, which the Persian
Government would be prepared to accept subject to reciprocity, would in no case be interpreted
otherwise than in the sense in which it had acceded to President Hoover's proposal, as explained
by M. Ansari in his statement of July 8th at the twenty-first meeting of the Commission.

2. As regards the supervision of the private manufacture of and trade in arms, the Persian
delegation had always maintained that the best method of preventing the illicit traffic in arms
would be to exercise strict supervision over the manufacture of arms, ammunition and imple-
ments of war, and that in no case could Persia recognise or sign an undertaking the effect of
which would be to revive the 1925 Convention on the Trade in Arms, in which its sovereign
rights had been infringed contrary to the League Covenant.

However, if the Commission thought it advisable to settle at the same time the question
of trade and manufacture on a new basis, the Persian delegation was prepared to discuss this
question and hoped that Persia would be represented on the special committee which would
undertake this task.
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3. As regards the supervision of disarmament, Persia had always been in favour of a
permanent institution the task of which would be to ensure the proper execution of the
Disarmament Convention, and it was of opinion that this institution should be of a universal
character and should not be confined to a few privileged States.

Should it be considered inexpedient, for practical reasons, to set up a Commission consisting
of the representatives of all the Powers represented at the Conference, it would at all events
be absolutely essential to entrust the supervision of each continent to sub-commissions
comprising representatives of all the Powers possessing common frontiers in that continent.

4. As regards the truce in armaments for a further period of four months, Persia would
willingly agree to it in the same form as the Italian proposal of last year, and subject to the
same reservations as she had made in connection with that proposal.

General BALBO (Italy) desired to make a statement referring not only to the special points
on which the Commission was about to vote but to the resolution as a whole. As the adoption
of the resolution required unanimity, the Italian delegation had no wish to prevent the
realisation of that unanimity.

Nevertheless, loyalty towards the peoples who had entrusted to the Conference the cause
of world peace, and consistency with the premises clearly stated by the Fascist Govern-
ment through its delegates made it necessary for him to reassert the fundamental principles
which had constantly guided the action of that Government.

The Conference had recognised the principle of the interdependence of armaments and
that of their reduction also. It had likewise recognised the need of ensuring the reduction of
all means of aggression. But the formulation of principles, inadequate in themselves, was not
enough, and no marked progress had been made towards the effective attainment of disarma-
ment. The inequalities and lack of proportion inherent in the method employed for dealing
with the disarmament problem as affecting land, sea, and air forces would suffice to bear out
this statement.

He did not wish to go into details, but he felt bound to observe that, as far as naval
problems were concerned, the draft report merely indicated a method of work and did not
even lay down definite and positive principles for reduction. The text proposed, therefore,
conformed only partially and imperfectly to the premises which the Italian delegation had
laid down.

The organic plan presented by the Italian delegation had been followed by the Hoover
proposal, which was based on the same principles and to which the Fascist Government had
at once given its unconditional support. The proceedings of the Conference therefore
afforded conclusive proof that Fascist Italy had done its utmost to attain a radical measure of
disarmament. At the present stage of the work the Fascist Government deemed it necessary
to state that a mere declaration of goodwill by the assembled Powers, conceived in general
terms' would make no impression on the world, which was seeking and expecting definite results.
The Italian delegation, after making sincere and untiring efforts to achieve the triumph of
principles which, within the general framework of armaments, would have enabled the
Conference to secure positive results, was obliged to state that the effort made had been in vain
or, at any rate, entirely inadequate when compared with the wishes and the hopes of the world.

He would therefore not take part in the vote and, as the reasons he had given applied to
the whole draft, this .declaration of abstention should be taken as extending to all and to
each of the parts of the resolution.

The Italian delegation had, of course, no difficulty in accepting, as an entirely separate
proposal, the resolution in which the Conference would recommend to the Governments the
renewal of the truce for which provision was made in the Assembly's resolution of September
29th, I93I.

M. NADOLNY (Germany) said that the German delegation also had various observations
to make on the points contained in Chapter I and in the other chapters of the resolution. He
reserved the right to submit those observations when the time came to vote on the resolution
as a whole.

M. BoscH (Argentine) said that the Argentine delegation, which had already acceded to
President Hoover's proposals, also approved the recommendations in M. Benes' resolution, in
the hope that, when they were studied in their three-fold aspects-land, naval and air-
account would be taken of the special situation in which the Argentine was placed for the
geographical and demographical reasons which would be explained in due course, and which
would justify her divergence of view in regard to some of the principles and conclusions
mentioned in the draft resolution.

The PRESIDENT said that, in accordance with the Rules of Procedure, the Commission
would proceed to vote on the question whether the words in the draft which the Soviet
amendment proposed to delete should stand part of the resolution or not.
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Upon a vote being taken by roll-call, the delegations voted as follows:

For the retention of the text:

Afghanistan, South Africa, Argentine Republic, Australia, Belgium, Brazil, United
Kingdom, Canada, Cuba, Dominican Republic, Spain, United States of America, France,
Greece, Hejaz, India, Japan, Luxemburg, Mexico, New Zealand, Panama, Netherlands,
Persia, Poland, Portugal, Roumania, Sweden, Switzerland, Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia.

Against:

Albania, Colombia, Lithuania, Turkey, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.

A bstained:

Austria, Bolivia, Bulgaria, Chile, China, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Germany,
Hungary, Irish Free State, Italy, Latvia, Norway, Siam, Venezuela.

The Commission decided by thirty votes to five, with sixteen abstentions, that the words in
question should stand part of the resolution.

M. NADOLNY (Germany) stated, on Germany's name being called, that he had already
mentioned his intention of abstaining from voting until the resolution as a whole was put to
the vote.

Cemal HtSNtU Bey (Turkey), on Turkey's name being called, stated that the Turkish
delegation reserved the right to express in due course its opinion on the whole of the questions
dealt with in the draft resolution.

As regards the paragraph which had been put to the vote, he recalled that, in explaining
the Turkish delegation's attitude to the Hoover proposal, he had stated that a reduction of
33 per cent in all land, naval and air armaments constituted, in Turkey's view, an important
advance towards the general reduction of armaments, and that this reduction should be
applied simultaneously to the three categories of armaments. He had added that it
was necessary to take into account the special situation of certain countries as regards the
reduction of land armaments, and to adopt for this purpose a scale similar to that specified in
the Soviet delegation's initial proposal. In accordance with this attitude, the Turkish delegation
welcomed the Soviet amendment, subject to the same reservation, in regard to the application
of the percentage to land armaments, as in the case of the Hoover proposal.

M. LITVINOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) thought that the normal procedure for
the taking of votes on an amendment had not been followed. It seemed both natural and
logical that the amendment should have been voted upon first, but that procedure had been
reversed and, as a consequence, he had some doubt as to whether delegates voting for the text
had thereby voted against his amendment.

The PRESIDENT replied that he had followed the procedure laid down by the Conference
itself in Rule XII, paragraph 5, of the Rules of Procedure. In accordance with that procedure
the Commission had decided that the words in question should stand part.

He would next ask whether the Commission was in favour of the preamble as a whole
standing part of the proposal.

The Commission agreed that the preamble as a whole should stand part of the resolution.

PART II.: CONCLUSIONS OF THE FIRST PHASE OF THE CONFERENCE.

First Paragraph.

The first paragraph was adopted without observation.

I. Air Forces.

The PRESIDENT recalled that the Soviet delegation had proposed the following amendment:

To substitute for clauses I and 2 the following text :

"The High Contracting Parties agree to the complete prohibition of all aerial
bombardment and the total abolition of all bombing aircraft.

" The measures to be adopted for the purpose of rendering effective the observance
of these decisions shall include

" (a) Unchanged;
" (b) Unchanged."
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M. LITVINOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) asked the President to explain to
the delegations, that delegates voting for the text as it stood would at the same time be
voting against his amendment.

M. MOTTA (Switzerland) noted with satisfaction that the draft resolution and the state-
ment made by M. Benes at the twenty-third meeting strongly emphasised the danger of
bombardment from the air.

The draft resolution laid down the principle of the prohibition of bombardment from the
air; consequently, any air attack on the civilian population was absolutely prohibited.
However, the part dealing especially with the idea of the abolition of bombardment from the
air contained certain reservations. The resolution stipulated that the acceptance of the
prohibition of bombardment from the air would depend on -an agreement to be established
between the contracting parties, that this agreement should cover, in particular, certain
questions-for example, the limitation of the number of military aircraft and the restriction
of the characteristics of aircraft-and that it would then be a question of ensuring the strict
and effective regulation of civil aviation, the principle of full publicity being applied throughout.

All this was excellent, but he felt obliged to say that the resolution in its present
form would leave clear-sighted men with a feeling of uneasiness and dissatisfaction.

At the present time there was probably no problem upon which the eyes of public opinion
were fixed more anxiously than upon this question of bombardment. It often happened in
human affairs, in public and parliamentary discussions, that a certain question arose, became
as it were symbolic, and that judgments were focused upon it. In his view, the judgment which
public opinion would pass on this first stage of the Conference would largely depend on the
manner in which the Conference dealt with this question of bombardment from the air.

At the outset of the Conference, the International Committee of the Red Cross had sub-
mitted several documents. It had been asked by all the national Red Cross organisations to
concentrate its efforts and studies on the question of the prohibition of bombardment from the
air. In accordance with those instructions, the International Committee had examined all the
aspects of the problem and had submitted to the Conference a document the fundamental
conclusion of which was that aerial bombardment in all its forms should be totally, strictly
and absolutely forbidden. He urged the Conference to give the closest attention to this
document, which was the outcome of a long, patient and conscientious study.

On behalf of the delegations of Belgium, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, the Netherlands,
Norway, Poland, Spain, Sweden and Switzerland, he said that those countries would have
liked to go very much further than the draft resolution. They trusted that, in the second stage
of the Conference, which, he hoped, would be conclusive and would lead to a general Convention,
further efforts would be made and would result in the total prohibition of bombardment
from the air. This principle was absolute. Any attempt to make exceptions-for instance,
to restrict bombardment to the battlefields-was bound to lead, by the very nature of things,
to the most bitter disappointment. If the Conference had not the courage to proclaim this
total prohibition, the probability was that the noble humanitarian principles laid down by
it on paper would one day be refuted by the facts. Certain consequences must of necessity
be drawn immediately from those principles: the abolition of bombing aeroplanes, the
prohibition of other aeroplanes and seaplanes and of aircraft in general above a given unit
weight, which should be fixed as low as possible. He would not mention figures, as the time
had not yet come to do so. It was necessary also to have the courage to proclaim that certain
weapons should be prohibited; that projectiles used for bombing from the air should likewise
be forbidden; and, lastly, as an inevitable consequence, that States no longer had the right
to train men for bombardment from the air.

In view of the declarations of principle contained in M. Benes' statement, he hoped that
the Conference would agree next year to accept the consequences to which he had just referred.
It was on that condition that the delegations on whose behalf he was speaking were prepared
to accept for the moment the results embodied in the draft resolution, results which they
thought too vague, too elastic and not sufficiently definite or concrete.

It should not be said that this was impossible; nothing was impossible if the goodwill
existed. Many things which had been considered Utopian had become realities, including the
League of Nations itself. Compulsory arbitration and international justice were other examples.
The great Powers, which were doubtless called upon to make the greatest sacrifices in accepting
principles which were mainly in favour of the weaker Powers-those for whom right was the
only determining factor-had shown some hesitation, but one after another they had subscribed
to them. The day would come when the principle of the prohibition of bombardment from
the air would also triumph and that would be the greatest of human victories.

Count APPONYI (Hungary) said that he proposed to address the Commission on the draft
as a whole if the procedure adopted allowed him to do so. For the moment he
associated himself wholeheartedly with M. Motta's observations, and demanded a more radical
prohibition of bombing aircraft, which ought never to have been authorised.

The Hungarian delegation, ever since the beginning of the discussion on what had been
called qualitative disarmament, had adopted the view that the absolute prohibition of military
aviation was the only solution in harmony with the obj ect of the Conference. It would be difficult,
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if not impossible, for him to vote in favour of a proposal less stringent than absolute prohibition
-a proposal permitting certain things and prohibiting others.

For yet other reasons, this part of the Rapporteur's draft obliged the Hungarian
delegation to adopt a more radical attitude than in the case of the other parts, in view of
the vague character of the suggested obligations. He would have the opportunity
later of explaining his position in this matter. For the moment, he would vote against
this part of the draft, but this negative vote would not in any way prejudice the
attitude which the Hungarian delegation would adopt with regard to the resolution as a whole.
He was firmly convinced that the deletion of this part of the draft would not do any harm, but
would, on the contrary, be preferable from the point of view of the effects of the resolution
on public opinion.

M. MATSUDAIRA (Japan) said that his country was eager to see all possible measures taken
to exclude the risks which all armaments involved for the civilian population. The Japanese
delegation, therefore, was prepared to associate itself most wholeheartedly with the principle,
enunciated in clause (I) of the section on the air forces, regarding the prohibition of air attack
against the civil population.

The Japanese delegation considered, on the other hand, that the question of the total
prohibition of air bombardment should be considered in its relation to other armaments and
other methods of warfare. It should also be examined from the point of view of national defence,
which naturally assumed different aspects for different countries and depended on the strength
of their armaments and on their geographical and other special circumstances. The Japanese
delegation, therefore, must reserve its attitude in this matter for the present. It wished,
however, to make it clear that, recognising fully the importance of the total abolition of
air bombardment in the interests of civilisation, it was giving the matter its serious considera-
tion and was prepared to collaborate with the other delegations in finding a method by which the
object in view could be attained, due regard being had to the needs of national defence.

Sir John SIMON (United Kingdom) said that the most striking of the conclusions in
Part II of the resolution was unquestionably that relating to the air forces. There could
be no doubt whatever of the worldwide demand of ordinary men and women that the
Conference should make a supreme effort to get rid of the prospective horrors of air
bombardment, and, if it did not succeed in doing so before it closed, there would most
certainly be a growing dissatisfied demand in the world outside. In many cities in
Europe methods were being considered, organised and even practised, for fitting the
urban population with gas masks for the express purpose of protecting them from a gas attack
from the air, and that was the reason why, in its recent declaration, the United Kingdom
Government had stated that it was prepared to go to any length, in agreement with other
Powers, to achieve that object, and that, if more drastic measures were proposed from any
quarter and were shown to be practicable, it would examine them with the utmost sympathy.
He thought that the United States and the French delegations, as well as others, would agree
with him that it was in that spirit that they had approached the matter from beginning
to end.

The actual problem was one which could not be solved completely without considering
the case of the civil machine. Even if the Conference were to succeed, by a resolution, in
abolishing every military bombing machine, it would still be true, not only that it would have
to consider how it was to proceed in respect of military machines of great power not designed
for bombing, but also the possible misuse of large civil machines; and it was for that reason
and for that reason only, that there had been added to the resolution the absolutely necessary
words that the abolition which the Conference was seeking must be subject to agreement as
regards measures to be adopted for the purpose of rendering effective the observance of the
rule. The Conference would not succeed in preventing the bombardment from the air of the
civil population of a great town unless it succeeded in obtaining some satisfactory regulations
in respect of civil machines. There were, perhaps, parts of the world in which that particular
difficulty did not present itself and they were to be congratulated on their good fortune, but those
who lived in Europe were in a different situation. If, therefore, the Conference desired to do
good work in this matter, it must associate with its determination to carry through this
immense reform some practical measure by which could be secured the condition upon which
alone it could really and truly be carried out. Therefore, the resolution, after prohibiting
air attack on the civilian population out and out, after going further and stating that the
contracting parties should agree as between themselves that all bombardment from the air
should be abolished, proceeded to attach two indispensable conditions.

The first was the discovery of a really satisfactory method of limiting the characteristics
of military machines so that a military machine which was not a bombing machine should
not be used to bomb. The second was that there must be a satisfactory method devised which
would prevent the misuse of great civilian machines in time of war. Let there be no mistake;
the use of the air as a medium for peaceful transport was bound to continue and to develop.
The problem therefore was-and it would be solved before the Conference closed-to devise a
system which, without cramping the development of air transport for civilian purposes and
leaving free play for legitimate competition for civilian purposes, would at the same time
reasonably provide against the danger of the misuse of heavy civilian machines in a way which,
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if it were not effectively guarded against, would nullify the prohibition of the dropping of
bombs from the air. He thought that every one would agree with M. Motta's statement that
at the present stage there was no course but to support the resolution as it was drafted,
realising, however, that the Conference had more work to do on this head before it had
accomplished its task.

He would admit that the method by which the great civilian machines were to be
controlled had not yet been completely worked out. That being so, the Conference had to
provide-and quite correctly-that civil aircraft in conforming with the specified limitation
should be subject to an international regime-except for certain regions where such a
regime was not suitable-such as effectively to prevent the misuse of certain aircraft.

He deliberately supported the phrase " international regime " because it did not necessarily
mean-he thought that his Government would find great difficulty in so interpreting it-a
full system of internationalisation. For his own part, he had not yet appreciated how inter-
nationalisation by itself would necessarily forbid the misuse of civilian machines; but his
delegation thought-and he hoped all delegations thought-that some other form of inter-
national regime could be worked out for heavy machines. It must be sought, and the United
Kingdom delegation would contribute everything it could to find it, with a view to fulfilling
the conditions upon which the abolition of bombardment from the air as a practical matter
must depend.

Having been closely associated with this question, in conjunction with certain other
delegates, for the last week or two, he appreciated both its importance and its difficulty, and
he asked the Commission to support the Rapporteur's proposal, because it represented a most
significant pronouncement which every one who hopes for the future peace of the world ought to
rejoice to see. Its unanimous adoption at the present stage would be the best possible proof
of the intention of every delegation, at a later stage of the Conference, to make a good job of
the work to which they had set their hand and to deliver mankind in the future from the
haunting terror of assault from the air.

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia), Rapporteur, supported Sir John Simon's declarations. The
adoption of the text of the resolution would help the Conference to go further and to visualise
in the second phase of its work the manner in which it could put into practice the principles
and rules laid down therein.

He mentioned that certain delegations had suggested two drafting amendments which he
accepted. The first consisted in deleting the words " the potential use of " in the sentence
" The Conference deeply impressed . . ." and the second in deleting in the French text of
Clause i the word " dirigee ", which had no equivalent in the English text.

The amendments proposed by the Rapporteur were adopted.

The PRESIDENT proposed that the Commission should take a decision on the Soviet
delegation's amendment. He therefore put to the vote the question whether Clauses i and 2
of the draft resolution beginning: " (i) Air attack against the civil population . . . . " and
" (2) The High Contracting Parties . . ." should stand part of the resolution.

Upon a vote being taken by roll-call the delegations voted as follows:

For the maintenance of the clauses in question:

South Africa, Argentine Republic, Australia, Belgium, Brazil, United Kingdom,
Canada, Cuba, Denmark, Dominican Republic, Spain, United States of America, France,
Greece, India, Irish Free State, Luxemburg, Mexico, Norway, New Zealand, Panama,
Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Roumania, Siam, Switzerland, Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia.

Against:

Afghanistan, Colombia, Hejaz, Hungary, Lithuania, Persia, Sweden, Turkey, Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics.

A bstained:

Albania, Germany, Austria, Bolivia, Bulgaria, Chile, China, Estonia, Finland, Italy,
Japan, Latvia.

The Commission decided by twenty-nine votes to nine, -with twelve abstentions that the clauses
in question should stand part of the resolution.

M. YEN (China) submitted the following additional paragraph to be added after clause (2):

" (3) Pending the adoption of such measures, participating Powers at this Conference
will refrain from all bombardment from the air and from all forms of air attack on the
civilian population."



The Chinese delegation, in common with many others, had advocated the total and
absolute prohibition of aerial attacks and bombardment; but, in view of the statements that
had been made with reference to certain practical difficulties in the way of its immediate
adoption, the Chinese delegation had no desire to disturb unduly an agreement reached
after many days' intense negotiation.

At the same time, reminded during all these terrible months, and even at that very
moment by the poignant realities in China, endorsing with all its strength the words in which
the Rapporteur had condemned certain barbarous, inhuman and ignoble proceedings, and
desiring to implement, as far as possible, the splendid spirit evinced in Part V of the draft
resolution, relating to the " Armaments Truce ", the Chinese delegation felt bound to submit
an amendment which might be characterised as an " Aerial Truce ". By the adoption of such
an amendment, the Conference would be placing on record its disapproval, at present and in
the future, of methods of fighting contrary to the instincts and decencies of civilised men,
and would, in fact, be putting an immediate end to the slaughter of innocent men, women and
children through such methods, pending the adoption of measures to render the prohibition
of aerial attacks and bombardments definitive.

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia), Rapporteur, said that, in spite of his desire to give satisfaction
to all the delegations, he felt obliged, as regards the second part of the Chinese delegation's
amendment, to insist that the additional words proposed should not be inserted in the
text which he had drawn up. The methods recommended in the proposed addition were
of a political character and they had not been discussed, with the result that the new text
would alter the character of the Commission's decisions.

He therefore asked M. Yen not to insist on his amendment, and hoped that the General
Commission would accept the original text.

M. YEN (China) would consent not to press for the insertion of his amendment at the
particular place he had contemplated. Provided he might bring it up again during the discus-
sion on Chapter V of the resolution, he would withdraw it for the moment.

The PRESIDENT said that there was nothing to prevent M. Yen taking the course he had
suggested.

He would accordingly submit the entire part of the resolution under the head of " Air
Forces " for the adoption by the Commission.

Section (i), " Air Forces ", was adopted as a whole with the amendments noted above.

M. COSTA DU RELS (Bolivia) declared, after the vote, that he had been under the impression
that the Commission was voting only on the first paragraph of Clause 2. In any case,
the Bolivian delegation had decided not to submit an amendment to paragraph (a)
in order to avoid further additions to a text which had been drawn up with so much
difficulty. It desired, however, to draw the Commission's attention to the fact that the text
of this paragraph did not seem to allow of a reservation being made with regard to the limitation
by number and the restriction by characteristics of aircraft. Without being a technical expert,
he thought he was right in saying that aircraft lost a certain percentage of horse-power if it
had to fly over a territory situated at a certain altitude above sea-level. If no exception were
authorised, mountainous countries like Bolivia would be, to some extent, in a position of
inferiority in relation to maritime countries or countries of average altitude, inasmuch as,
although the horse-power of their aircraft would be equal on paper, it would be inferior in
fact.

2. Land Armaments.

(a) Land Artillery.

The PRESIDENT recalled that an amendment had been received from the Soviet delegation
and another from the Netherlands and Swedish delegations.

Amendments proposed by the Soviet Delegation.

I. Delete at the end of paragraph I the words " limited in number ", and substitute
"destroyed".

2. Substitute for the present text of Point (c): " For mobile land guns (other than guns
employed for coastal defence), the calibre shall not exceed a maximum limit of Ioo millimetres."

Amendment proposed by the Netherlands and Swedish Delegations.

Substitute for the whole of the Section the sentence:
"The Convention shall limit the number and maximum calibre of mobile land

artillery. "
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M. SANDLER (Sweden) declared that the draft resolution which the Commission was

considering was less unsatisfactory in some respects than had been feared, and less

satisfactory in others than had been hoped. In any case, it was far from constituting one of those

instruments which changed the destiny of mankind. With regard to essential points-and

this applied even to the part in which the agreements so far reached were recorded-all real

decisions were adjourned, because on one point the necessary information was lacking and on

anothe the application of a principle recognised as sound, and accepted, was made dependent

upon conditions which were to be fixed subsequently and the fulfilment of which was uncertain.

Consequently, the aspirations and hopes of the world had once more, to use a budgetary
expression, been carried to a " suspense account ".

What was the reason for this ? To refer only to a fundamental question raised in the draft

resolution-namely, qualitative disarmament-the position could be appraised fairly qclearly

if the reports of the technical commissions were read carefully. Those reports, which had not

yet been placed on the agenda of the General Commission, showed that, with regard to all the

points which were discussed, a very large number of States were prepared to accept measures,
in the domain of qualitative disarmament, of a much more far-reaching and definite character

than those recommended in the draft resolution. It was clear that the reresponsibility for the

unsatisfactory results recorded in the resolution did not lie with any of those States, among

which Sweden was to be counted.
The Swedish delegation had defined its attitude in the declaration it had made concerning

the Hoover plan. It had also contributed to the work on which the Conference was at the

moment engaged by adhering to the list submitted by the eight Powers to the President of the

Conference and to the general Rapporteur.
The draft resolution appeared to him to be ineffective and dangerous with regard to t wo

points in particular. One of them-that which related to aviation-had already been discussed.

The other concerned artillery. The general observations which he had just made applied to

both of them. For example, the principle of the prohibition of all aerial bombardment had

been enunciated. It must, however, be pointed out that this principle would remain in suspense

until the conditiontios to which it was subordinated had been determined. Did not then the

proclamation of a principle constitute a sufficient measure of progress ? He would indicate

what was in his mind by saying that to him this principle was overhung by the fearful
shadow of another principle, of another more solemnly proclaimed prohibition-namely, the

prohibition of war. All war was already prohibited, and yet the Conference was considering

laboriously designed formulae for prohibiting a particular mode of warfare. Was not this

inconsistency calculated to emphasise the truth that the concrete value of a principle rdepended
entirely on its application and, in the case of war and means of war, on its application in peace

time ? It was from this point of view that the great defect of the resolution submitted was

clearly apparent : as regards the application of the principle, it was uncertain and therefore
weak.

The agreement announced with regard to heavy artillery had been expressed in a formula

which appeared to him to be not merely weak but also dangerous. He realised that there

might be sound technical reasons for adopting the same limit of calibre for fixed coastal

guns as for naval guns, but these technical reasons could not be invoked with the same force

in the case of mobile coastal artillery. It was obvious that mobile coastal guns could be used

for land operations and would in that case increase considerably the strength of the attackers.

Hence, rigid adherence to the principle of equality between naval artillery and mobile coastal

artillery would render any effective limitation of land artillery extremely difficult if not

illusory. The limitations proposed in the resolution would only be effective if a quantita-

tive reduction of all the land artillery referred to were adopted at the same time.

In view of the stage which the Conference had reached and of the impossibility of discussing

and agreeing upon figures, and in order to avoid prejudicing anything in the future, the Swedish

delegation, in concert with the Netherlands delegation, had proposed the draft amendment

which had just been read.
This proposal was merely designed to establish the general principle of the limitation

in number and calibre of mobile guns and would result in the remainder of the text being

deleted, without prejudice of course to any decision which might subsequently be taken with

regard to the various limits.

M. RUTGERS (Netherlands) said that among the various parts of the resolution there was

none which was less satisfactory to the Netherlands delegation than that relating to land

artillery, especially what was said under No. 2 with regard to mobile coastal artillery.

In the domain of the qualitative limitation of artillery, mobile coastal artillery presented

a special problem. Much had been heard concerning the connection between the qualitative

limitation of coastal artillery and that of naval artillery, and it had been suggested that the

connection was a technical one. It was nevertheless true that several experts had affirmed

that the connection between the limitation in calibre of coastal guns and that of naval

guns was essentially a political question.
What did the draft resolution propose with regard to mobile coastal artillery ? It proposed

that it should not be limited too severely and that a maximum limit should be fixed for the

calibre of coastal guns which should be not less than the maximum calibre of naval guns. The

resolution made it impossible to go further in the direction of limiting coastal artillery, even

mobile coastal artillery, than in that of limiting naval artillery.



This question had been discussed in the Commissions, and no agreement had been reached.
The resolution under discussion recorded the agreements obtained; but he would point
out that in this particular case there had been no agreement, and the item which the Commission
was examining contained, not a limitation, but in reality a prohibition of a limitation. There
would therefore be mobile guns, called coastal, which could be used at any moment as reserve
guns for the army in the field. This was the more remarkable in that the resolution laid down
as a condition that an effective method should be designed to prevent the rapid conversion
of guns on fixed mounts into mobile guns.

He realised that the resolution did not demand that an effective method should be designed
to prevent the rapid conversion of mobile coastal guns into guns for the army in the field,
because it would be impossible to discover such a method. It was, however, for that very
reason and because it seemed to be contrary to the spirit of the resolution to prohibit the
limitation of the calibre of mobile coastal guns to a maximum less than a particular calibre
that the Swedish and Netherlands delegations proposed that the clause in the draft resolution,
which was very long, should be shortened and restricted to the two principles upon which
Points i and 2 of the Rapporteur's resolution were based : the principle of the limitation by
number and the principle of the limitation by maximum calibre of mobile guns. He thought
that, if the Commission confined itself to those two principles, it would avoid the regrettable
consequences which the present wording of the resolution might entail.

Mr. GIBSON (United States of America) observed that the Netherlands and Swedish
delegations' amendment represented exactly what the United States delegation had desired to
insert in the resolution. However, the consultations during the past few weeks had convinced
him that the text of the resolution as it stood represented the maximum of agreement which
could be reached for the moment, and also the best starting-point for achieving the purposes
of the amendment. This observation applied equally to other amendments which the United
States delegation desired to see realised in the Convention. The provision under discussion
was part of a complicated series of interrelated concessions, and, if this fundamental
question were reopened at the present stage, the result might be to open the door to the
reconsideration of another whole series of questions, with most unfortunate results for the
resolution. For this reason, he proposed to vote for the maintenance of the text of the draft
resolution.

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia), Rapporteur, said that he wished to confirm what Mr. Gibson
had just said. The text under discussion had been drawn up with much difficulty. He fully
realised that it did not satisfy all the delegations, but agreement had had to be sought by
way of compromise. The amendment submitted by the Swedish and Netherlands delegations
in its concise form was in some ways rather dangerous, because it prejudiced the solution of
certain important questions far more than did the text of the resolution. The latter perhaps
dealt with one or two matters of detail, but the adoption of the amendment proposed would
destroy the equilibrium between the arms mentioned in the resolution and certain others.
The amendment referred to mobile land artillery. He would remind the Commission that the
question as to what should be regarded as mobile artillery had been discussed at great length.
He did not think that what M. Rutgers had said was correct. The formula employed in the
draft resolution did not prevent limitation; it emphasised the interdependence of arms.
M. Sandler had said, with regard to the text of the resolution, that everything was made
subject to conditions. It must be frankly recognised that in the present stage of the discussion
and up to the last moment the various questions were necessarily interdependent. That was
no reflection upon the good faith of the delegations, inasmuch as they had undertaken to
continue their work in the spirit which inspired the text of the resolution. Seeing that the
resolution presupposed that the work of the Conference was to be continued, and seeing that
it was understood that land armaments depended upon naval armaments and that
both depended upon air armaments, it was obvious that conditions had to be laid down
with regard to certain points.

It seemed to him therefore that the authors of the amendment would be well advised to
withdraw their proposal, but, if they maintained it, he urged the Commission to vote in favour
of the text he had proposed.

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France) observed that the Preparatory Commission had rejected
several proposals put forward by M. Rutgers similar to the one which he had submitted that
day. That was not because the Commission was indifferent to the object at which the Nether-
lands delegate was aiming and which in general-for this was merely a special application
of the idea to artillery as a whole-consisted in the direct limitation of material. The Prepara-
tory Commission had rejected on several occasions the idea of a direct limitation of material, not
because it considered it undesirable, but because such limitation would necessitate so strict
a control and such detailed investigations that it had thought it inconsistent to accept a
principle, the consequences of which it had been decided in advance not to accept.

His reason for reminding his Netherlands colleague of these decisions was that his amend-
ment took the Commission far away from the qualitative limitation recommended in the
British and American proposals, which had led to the series of resolutions which the General
Commission was-now engaged in voting.

The text submitted by the Swedish and Netherlands delegations raised a very grave
general principle, a desirable one if means could be found for applying it-namely, the direct
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limitation of all material. In other words, by means of amendments in a series of resolutions
concerning a particular point-qualitative limitation-a general principle had been brought
forward again which had been consistently rejected by the Preparatory Commission.

It was only necessary to read the amendment to realise that it had nothing to do with
qualitative disarmament. It provided that all mobile land guns should be subjected to a double
limitation of number and quality. But why should such a limitation be applied to guns alone?
Why not apply this direct limitation to all arms ? The question had been raised frequently in
the Preparatory Commission, which, for reasons which he had just stated, had on each
occasion rejected the idea of direct limitation.

Referring to the discussions which had taken place with regard to qualitative disarmament
as a result of the British and United States initiative.-the original plan and intention of the
French delegation being of a different character-he added that it was with an earnest desire
for conciliation that the delegation which he represented had entered upon the new path
proposed.

M. Rutgers' amendment was lacking in precision, inasmuch as the proposed text should
only be considered in connection with certain definite objects. The French delegation was
endeavouring, in accordance with the views frequently expressed by the French Premier both in
Geneva and elsewhere, to associate itself with the ideas upon which the Hoover plan was based.
These ideas were, moreover, related to Sir John Simon's proposal, which was to distinguish,
if possible, among weapons of war those which, on account of their power of destruction, could
be regarded as specially suitable for aggressive purposes. In these circumstances, an amendment
of such a general character was quite contrary to the object in view, not specially that of
the French delegation, but that of the general body of the-delegations seeking to achieve qualita-
tive disarmament.

In conclusion, he felt obliged to renew, with regard to this amendment, the objection which
he had previously expressed in the form of a reservation. It had only been a reservation then,
because the authors of the United Kingdom and United States proposals showed clearly that
they had in mind certain definite types of weapons. He had said at that moment: " Let us
undertake this analysis; let us proceed along this path; let us distinguish, if possible, what is
suitable for defence and what is particularly powerful and capable of rendering aggression more
dangerous ". It had been seen in the discussions of the technical commission how difficult it was
to make the distinction, but an attempt to do so had been made, for the idea was worthy of
consideration, however uncertain and complicated it might appear. The reservation which
he had then made was that it was in any case impossible to conceive of such an analysis apart
from the interdependence of armaments. To try and secure acceptance of a resolution
such as that now submitted, which paid no regard to what would be done, he felt sure, in the
domain of naval artillery, and which therefore left coasts and towns at the mercy of heavy
guns which would not be limited, was to try and secure acceptance of something quite grotesque
which would certainly not meet with the General Commission's approval.

M. RUTGERS (Netherlands), replying first to Mr. Gibson, declared that all the delegations
had admired the proposals put forward by President Hoover, and also the sacrifices in the
matter of mobile coastal guns which the United States of America were prepared to make.
He imagined that the United States delegation must feel some repugnance in accepting the
rapporteur's draft resolution, and he admired the loyalty with which Mr. Gibson defended
a resolution which could not afford him any satisfaction.

It was true that there had been many discussions in the Preparatory Commission with
regard to the direct limitation of material-and this did not apply to artillery only. The question,
however, remained open, since the Preparatory Commission's decisions did not bind the
Conference. Moreover, on the occasion of the last vote in that Commission with regard to the
direct limitation of land material, there had been nine votes for and nine against. M. Rutgers
would not, however, have reopened the question at the moment if the draft resolution submitted
to the Commission had merely dealt with qualitative limitation, as M. Paul-Boncour suggested.
In fact, the draft resolution provided that all heavy guns would be limited in number. It was
therefore the Rapporteur, in agreement with such of the delegations as had accepted the draft
resolution, who had raised the question of quantitative limitation. It was still none the less
true that, as the text submitted by the Rapporteur made provision for quantitative limitation,
M. Rutgers had concluded with keen satisfaction that the delegations, which had previously
been absolutely opposed to any quantitative limitation of material, had finally found a means
of overcoming all their difficulties and that, if it were possible to effect a quantitative limitation
of heavy land artillery, it would also be possible to effect a quantitative limitation of all mobile
land artillery. M. Paul-Boncour had not, however, dealt with this point.

M. Rutgers, was very glad to note that direct quantitative limitation had been introduced
into the text of the draft resolution, although it had not yet been discussed by the Conference.

He had been asked by M. Paul-Boncour why he proposed direct limitation only in the
case of artillery. To that he would reply that, for the moment, the Commission was discussing
artillery, but that, if the amendment proposed by the Swedish and Netherlands delegations
were accepted, and if it were desired to follow the matter to its logical conclusion, he would raise
no objection. The Commission had, moreover, already adopted in the draft resolution the
principle according to which military aviation would be subjected to limitation by number.

The Rapporteur had declared-and M. Rutgers approved his declaration-that contro-
versial questions must not be prejudiced. In the amendment presented by the Swedish and
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Netherlands delegations, no word would be found which prejudged the question of the inter-dependence of armaments. It was precisely in this connection that he desired to express thestrongest objection to the Rapporteur's draft resolution, since it prejudged this question. Itstated that the maximum limit for the calibre of coastal guns should not be less than themaximum calibre of naval guns. This extremely controversial question was therefore prejudged-and prejudged in a peremptory manner-not merely as regards fixed artillery which couldbe used to protect ports and certain strategic positions, but also as regards mobile artillery.The Rapporteur had also raised an objection to the word " mobile " in the amendment.In the Rapporteur's draft resolution the word " mobile" occurred in paragraph 2 (c). TheRapporteur had asked what the meaning of the word was. In this connection M. Rutgersmight refer to the story of the elephant related by Sir John Simon. He did not think thatat the moment a satisfactory definition could be found for mobile artillery. In any case, theRapporteur must know what he had written, just as did the delegates themselves.

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia), Rapporteur, thought that M. Paul-Boncour was right insaying in reply to M. Rutgers that the present draft resolution was confined to qualitativequestions. If the first paragraph of the resolution were read carefully, it would be seen that theprinciple of qualitative disarmament was established therein and not the principle ofquantitative disarmament.
The second question raised was whether the resolution prejudged the Conference'sdecision in the matter of the interdependence of armaments. In this connection he desired thatthere should be no misunderstanding. He agreed with Mr. Gibson and M. Paul-Boncour thatit was the amendment of the Swedish and Netherlands delegations which would prejudgethe matter. For certain Powers the interdependence of arms was so important a principle thattheir desire not to accept any obligation with regard to a particular category of arms beforethey knew what would be done with regard to the others ought to be perfectly comprehensible;

they wanted the reduction in the various categories of armaments to be carried out so to speakon parallel lines. It would certainly be very unfair to prejudge the future by taking a decisionsuch as that which the Netherlands amendment involved. It was much less disadvantageous torecommend equality between certain coastal and naval guns than to adopt the amendmentrecommended by M. Rutgers.
With regard to the Netherlands delegate's last observation he would point out thatcertain politicians and certain specialists were convinced that fixed guns could easily berendered mobile. This had been done in the course of the last war. In this matter, therefore, it

was extremely difficult to feel any certainty.

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) considered that the draft resolution represented a list of thepoints with regard to which agreement had been reached. The first part was the preamble, thesecond contained the agreed points which were already sufficiently ripe, and the third dealtwith the preparation of the sectond phase of the Conference and enumerated the questions inrespect of which the measure of agreement was not yet sufficient to be expressed in exactformulae but enabled the main lines of future work to be laid down.
He felt that agreement with regard to the question under discussion was further off thanwith regard to those examined previously, and he therefore proposed to include the questionof artillery in the third part of the resolution which dealt with those points in the programmeof future work on which it was only possible to make somewhat more vague pronouncements.

Sir John SIMON (United Kingdom), while agreeing that, if a vote were taken on theresolution as it stood and the Commission failed to support it, it would be very imprudentat once to substitute some other form of words, suggested, especially after the very longdiscussion that had taken place, that the Commission should first vote, and at that meeting,on the question whether or not it was prepared to maintain the resolution as it stood.

The PRESIDENT asked the Commission to decide whether or not it was in favour of main-taining as part of the resolution the text of paragraph i.
(A vote was taken by roll-call).

For the maintenance of the text:

Union of South Africa, Argentine Republic, Australia, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, UnitedKingdom, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Cuba, Dominican Republic, Estonia, United States ofAmerica, France, Greece, Hejaz, India, Irish Free State, Japan, Latvia, Mexico, New Zealand,Panama, Poland, Portugal, Roumania, Siam, Switzerland, Czechoslovakia, Venezuela,Yugoslavia.

A gainst:

Afghanistan, Denmark, Hungary, Norway, Netherlands, Persia, Sweden, Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics.

GENERAL COMMISSION 12.
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A bstentions:

Albania, Germany, Austria, Bulgaria, China, Spain, Finland, Italy, Lithuania, Turkey.

The Commission decided by thirty-two votes to eight, with ten abstentions to retain unmodified

the text of paragraph I.

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia), Rapporteur, observed that the authors of the draft resolution

had desired, generally speaking, to reserve until the second phase of the Conference's work

the question of what should be done in regard to armaments to be disposed of.

M. LITVINOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that he did not insist upon

a vote being taken on the second of his amendments.

The PRESIDENT moved that the section on land artillery as a whole stand part of the

resolution.

The Commission decided that the section as a whole should stand as part of the resolution.

(The continuation of the discussion was adjourned to the next meeting.)

TWENTY-FIFTH MEETING

Held on Friday, July 22nd, 1932, at io a.m.

President: The Right Honourable A. HENDERSON.

54. CONCLUSION OF THE FIRST PHASE AND PREPARATION OF THE SECOND PHASE OF THE

CONFERENCE: CONSIDERATION OF THE DRAFT RESOLUTION PROPOSED BY M. BENES,

RAPPORTEUR (continuation).

PART II. CONCLUSIONS OF THE.FIRST PHASE OF THE CONFERENCE (continuation).

2. Land Armaments (continuation):

(b) Tanks.

M. LITVINOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) moved that the sentence under this

heading be deleted and the following substituted:

"The High Contracting Parties agree to renounce the possession of any tanks

whatsoever and to destroy all existing tanks within . . . months from the coming into

force of the Convention."

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia), Rapporteur, recalled that it was not felt desirable
immediately to decide what should be done with tanks, heavy artillery and the other

particularly threatening weapons. It was decided to hold over the fate of material to be disposed

of. At the end of the discussion, the Commission would express its views with regard to abolition,

the placing of this material under the control of the League, and so on.

M. LITVINOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that, in view of the Rapporteur's

observations, he was prepared to withdraw the second part of his amendment reading ".and

to destroy . . . Convention".
He added that about twenty-two delegates had declared tanks of any size to be among the

most aggressive weapons.

The Commission decided by 26 votes to 6 that paragraph 2 (b) should stand part of the draft

resolution.

3. Chemical, Bacteriological and Incendiary Warfare.

M. LITVINOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) recalled that he had proposed to

replace this sentence in the draft resolution by the following text:

" The States represented at the Conference, in so far as they have not done so hitherto,
undertake to sign within three months and to take steps for the speediest possible
ratification of the Geneva Protocol of I925, concerning the prohibition of chemical and
bacteriological warfare."
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As, however, the principal amendments submitted by the Soviet delegation had been
rejected, it did not press for a vote on this amendment.

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia), Rapporteur, gave explanations with regard to the paragraph
on chemical, bacteriological and incendiary warfare.

After his statement made at the twenty-third meeting, some of his colleagues had asked
whether some distinction should not be drawn between bombardment from the air and chemical
warfare, as " barbarous and inhuman " means of warfare. He himself, however, had expressed
the view that such a distinction should be drawn when, in the first draft of the resolution, he
had accepted the idea of battle zones, in which bombardment from the air would be permitted.
When this question had been discussed, it had been admitted that, in substance, there was no
difference between land and air bombardment, but M. Benes had urged-and the General
Commission had been of the same opinion-that bombardment from the air should be
absolutely prohibited, chiefly for the following practical reasons.

In the first place, it was difficult to say where the battlefield ended. As experience
had shown, a certain number of countries might, in a future war, become one vast battlefield.
On the other hand, if zones were established, violation would become much too easy.
The Commission had therefore been unanimously opposed to this point of view.

Chemical, bacteriological and incendiary warfare, however, was unanimously proscribed,
not only for practical reasons, but for every kind of moral reason. In the Special Committee,
as in the General Commission, the Rapporteur had noted that there was unanimity on this
point. He hoped that the paragraph under discussion would also be adopted unanimously.

Sir John SIMON (United Kingdom) thanked M. Benes, on behalf of the United Kingdom
delegation, for his explanation and for the distinction he had just drawn.

The language used two days previously had, to his knowledge, created a sense of distress
in some quarters, among a very honourable body of men. Bombardment from the air,
particularly over the battlefield or on gun emplacements or other military objectives, was
absolutely indistinguishable in its nature from bombardment by artillery directed to the same
objective. The aeroplane relied upon the propelling force of gravity; the gun upon the
propulsive force of gunpowder or high explosives. As a method of warfare, therefore, bombard-
ment on the battlefield no more deserved to be condemned as " inhuman " and " barbarous "
in its nature than artillery fire. From the moral point of view, the airman and the artilleryman
were in exactly the same position, so far as the battlefield was concerned. As M. Benes had
pointed out, it was the width and possible range and power of bombardment from the air which
made special provisions on that subject so important from the practical point of view.

On the other hand, a wholly distinct question arose with regard to the bombardment of
the civil population, or the use of chemical and bacteriological methods of warfare. That was
indeed barbarous, that was indeed inhuman. Sir John Simon took leave "to say-and
he was sure this was also true of the air forces of many other Powers-that the air armaments
of his country had never been used in a barbarous and inhuman manner.

M. PAINLEVE (France); speaking as Air Minister, associated himself with the statements
of M. Benes and Sir John Simon.

M. RUTGERS (Netherlands) defined the attitude of the Belgian, Czechoslovak, Danish,
Spanish, Netherlands, Norwegian, Swedish and Swiss delegations with regard to the
Rapporteur's proposal.

Two questions arose in connection with the means of chemical, bacteriological and
incendiary warfare: prohibition to use them, and prohibition to prepare for them. The
resolution related only to the first of these two questions, which did not, however, signify that
the second was not covered. Indeed, as soon as the Conference had unanimously prohibited the
use of chemical, bacteriological and incendiary warfare, it would be impossible not to conclude
that preparation for this form of warfare would also be prohibited.

Another argument which proved that the proposal submitted to the Commission implied
that preparation for this form of warfare was prohibited was that it had been embodied in
Chapter II of the resolution. That chapter not only recorded concrete measures of disarmament,
but also laid down certain principles calculated to serve as a basis for further reductions
in armaments. It contained, not so much provisions relating to war time, as principles of
such a nature as to lead to measures that would be applied in peace time.

A third argument in support of M. Rutgers' view was that reference was made in the
proposal itself to the report of the Special Committee appointed to study the question of
chemical, bacteriological and incendiary warfare. It was stated in the conclusions of that
report that appliances, devices or projectiles specially constructed for the utilisation of
the noxious substances referred to in the resolution should be included in qualitative disarma-
ment, as also projectiles specifically intended to cause fires. The Special Committee's report
dealt with the preparation of chemical warfare only from the point of view of material. It
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did not deal with personnel, a question which was not within its scope. If the preparation of
material for chemical warfare were prohibited, however, the inevitable consequence-as the
resolution implied-was that training for chemical warfare was prohibited.

For these reasons, the delegations M. Rutgers had named would vote in favour of the
resolution.

M. LANGE (Norway) explained the attitude adopted on that point by his delegation during
the Conference.

It would be a grave error of conception and method to propose in the Conference to render
war humane. No distinction could be made between barbarous methods of war and less
barbarous methods. If it were desired to make such a distinction, however, it might be
necessary to conclude that chemical warfare was still the least barbarous method and that
death by asphyxiation was less painful than that produced by the bursting of shells. However,
that was not the right line of approach for a Conference for the limitation and reduction of
armaments. Sir John Simon had said, and rightly, that it would certainly be much easier to
abolish the most recent methods of war, as they had become less deeply rooted in military
organisation.

No one imagined that complete results could be achieved which would satisfy everyone.
It was necessary to proceed by stages and to concentrate now on abolishing those methods of
war which favoured sudden attacks. It was not necessary to contemplate what might happen
during a war, but what could prevent it from breaking out, in order to make it possible for
international peace organisations to intervene. If all efforts were concentrated on abolishing
air bombardments and chemical warfare, great progress which would be an earnest of success
in the future, would have been made.

It would, however, be a dangerous illusion to think that the abolition of these two arms
would be effective if their preparation were still permitted and the States were allowed to
remain in possession of those two methods of warfare. The General Commission must authorise
the technical commissions to go to the root of the matter and to study, not only the total
abolition of those two arms, but also the prohibition to train any troops in their use or even to
possess them. John Stuart Mill had said that " against serious evils small remedies were not
of little use : they were of no use at all ".

M. LITVINOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) stated that, although the Soviet
Government had no objection to this part of the resolution, he should vote against it because
his Government had already signed the I925 Geneva Protocol, which contained the same
elements.

He feared that were he to accept the paragraph as it stood, the Governments which had not
yet ratified or signed the Geneva Protocol would refrain from doing so. Indeed, one such
Government had already explained to the League that it had not ratified because the
Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference was still dealing with the matter.

Section 3 was adopted.

4. Supervision.

Count CARTON DE WIART (Belgium) said that his delegation attached very great
importance to Section 4 of Part II. It had, moreover, explained its views on that point when
it had declared its agreement in principle with the views contained in the message from the
President of the United States.

Without the guarantee of permanent and effective supervision, the work of the Conference
might prove fruitless. What point was there in thinking out means of restricting certain
characteristics and providing for certain prohibitions, if the States which were prepared
faithfully to observe those provisions were to be exposed to the danger of seeing them misunder-
stood or violated, or at least of always remaining in an atmosphere of suspicion ? Without
permanent and effective supervision, it would be impossible to create that atmosphere
of mutual confidence which was the essential psychological element of the system
of peace and reciprocal security which it was the aim of the Conference to establish.

In his statement, the Rapporteur had stipulated in that connection that there should be
set up a Permanent Disarmament Commission possessing, generally speaking, the constitution
and prerogatives outlined in Part VI of the draft Convention submitted by the Preparatory
Commission for the Disarmament Conference, with such extension of its powers as might be
deemed by the Conference necessary to enable the Convention to be effectively applied.

The Belgian delegation would subscribe to that formula on the understanding that it was
not to exclude other methods of supervision which were fully suitable for the object to be
achieved. In particular, it would be desirable if the signatory States would undertake to bring
their laws into line with the object in view and, if necessary, to refrain from inflicting penalties
on persons who revealed secret armaments.

There were two possible methods of supervision: external supervision, permanent or
occasional, accompanied or not by investigations on the spot, and internal supervision, which
might be more effective and would in any case be the only real supervision, as it would proceed
from public opinion in the signatory countries. Through the action of the Press, public meetings,
parliamentary meetings, workers' trade unions, etc., a kind of supervision could be exercised
in each country ensuring the effective observation of the restrictions and prohibitions
provided by the Conference.
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Naturally, regulations of a technical nature, special characteristics and methods of national
defence could legitimately be kept secret, but that did not apply to restrictions and prohibitions
relating to effectives or material, for which provision would be made in the Convention to
be drafted. To a large extent, publicity could serve as that safeguard of peace for which all
were looking. The League of Nations had made publicity one of its constitutional rules.
In matters such as military expenditure, effectives, importance of material, and prohibitions
laid down in the Convention, it would be desirable to bring national laws into line with the
provisions which the Conference proposed to establish. The Belgian delegation reserved
the right to refer at a later stage to that conception, which it was by no means impossible
to reconcile with the formula proposed in the draft resolution.

In the meantime, it would vote in favour of the draft resolution in the hope that, if alarge
majority-or better still unanimity-were obtained on the Commission, public opinion would
rejoice and would see in that fact the sincere desire of the States to achieve tangible results
and not merely formulae.

M. LITVINOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) considered that, as the draft
Convention mentioned in the paragraph in question had never been discussed, Part VI could
not be accepted.

Moreover, a Permanent Disarmament Commission would be appropriate if there were
disarmament. So long, however, as no disarmament had been decided upon, it would be
premature to set up such a commission.

Section 4 was adopted.

Part II as a whole was adopted.

PART III. - PREPARATION OF THE SECOND PHASE OF THE CONFERENCE.

First Section.

Count APPONYI (Hungary) considered that the provisions of the first paragraph of Part III
were inadequate. It would be desirable, in order to ensure the success of the Conference and
increase the chance of arriving at unanimous conclusions on the most important points, that not
only the Bureau but also any delegations which so desired should be able to take part in the
preparatory work referred to in that paragraph.

There was no doubt that it was easier during a preparatory stage to arrive at the
compromise necessary for ensuring acceptance of particular solutions. There was more chance
of solutions being unanimously accepted if the delegations especially interested in certain
questions could take part in the examination of those questions.

He therefore proposed the following amendment : in paragraph I of the Preamble to
Part III insert after the word" framing "the words" with the participation on a footing of
complete equality of rights, of any delegations which may desire to be represented and
with the collaboration," etc.

M. SCHOU (Denmark) and Cemal HUSNt Bey (Turkey) supported the proposal on behalf
of their respective delegations.

- M. BENES (Czechoslovakia), Rapporteur, regretted that he was unable, for practical
reasons, to associate himself with the proposal. The Hungarian delegate's suggestion
would have the effect of rendering still slower the work of the Conference and he,
for his part, would be loth to distinguish between questions of special interest to
certain States and those of less interest to them. The Government delegates were
required by their national duty to take an interest in all the questions. Moreover, in the
draft resolution and in his statement, the Rapporteur had pointed out that the Governments
had a guarantee to which they would be able to give effect when the time came, in order to
safeguard the interests of all countries.

The PRESIDENT associated himself with the Rapporteur's observations.

On a show of hands, Count Apponyi's amendment was rejected by 25 votes to Io.

The first Section of Part III was adopted.

I. Effectives.

M. LITVINOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) pointed out that the adoption of the
passage " invites the Bureau to examine . . . the proposal of President Hoover relating to
effectives" would preclude the examination of any other proposals regarding effectives.

The passage " These studies . . . forces " implied that the effectives would have to be
settled separately for each country, since " the actual conditions of defence ", as also " the
number and character of its forces ", were individual and particular to each country. That
appeared to be in direct opposition to President Hoover's proposal, in which special attention
had been called to the necessity for retaining relativity. There could be no relativity if the
peculiar circumstances of each country were to be taken into account.
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2. Limitation of National Defence Expenditure.

Sir Herbert SAMUEL (United Kingdom) pointed out that this section of the resolution was
very important. because the Conference had set out, not only to provide means to weaken the
methods of attack in order to lessen the possibilities of aggression, and not only to prohibit
the more inhuman forms of warfare, but also effectively to secure a reduction in the heavy
financial burdens which pressed upon the peoples.

It would not be enough to lighten the burden resting on the left shoulder merely in order
to shift it to the right, or to lessen the burdens pressing upon the shoulders by moving them
to the back. It was essential to secure an effective reduction of expenditure upon armaments,
and this subject necessarily raised problems of its own, partly owing to the different financial
systems and methods of public accounting in the different countries, and partly owing to the
differences in their recent financial history.

On the basis of the figures published in the League Armaments Year-Book, it would be
found that the expenditure of the United Kingdom on armaments had been reduced, between
the years 1925 and I930, by 15 per cent. Since that date, further reductions had been made
which gave a total reduction of 20 per cent in seven years.

If a simple cut were made in armaments expenditure on the basis of the present year,
that would not represent an equal reduction as between countries which in recent years
had largely reduced their budgets and countries which had not done so. The former would
be required to make their cuts twice over, whereas the latter would only be required to make
them once.

That had a most important bearing upon the whole system of international conferences,
the success of which was so momentous to the progress of mankind. After an interval of
years, there would probably be a second Disarmament Conference, and if at the present time
no account were taken of reductions already effected, when the time for the second Conference
approached various States which might be in a position to reduce their expenditure would wait
until the year of the Conference, for fear credit should not be given them for such reductions.
From the standpoint of precedent, therefore, and taking a wide view of the future, it was
essential that the Conference should not ignore the reductions already made.

There were other considerations which had made it necessary to insert in the draft
resolution the words " taking into account the special conditions of each State ". For example,
there were countries, the armies of which were already below the contingents allowed under
President Hoover's plan, that had reduced their expenditure below the standard implied by
that plan. In one such country, owing to the financial crisis, reductions in the pay of certain
sections of the army had been made in the present year on the definite understanding that, as
soon as conditions allowed, they would be restored. There were countries which, owing to the
financial crisis, had suspended for the present year the annual training of their volunteer
militia, the best of all forms of defence. Such suspension could not be continued in future
years.

If the Convention permitted of economies in other directions which would cover the
restoration of those special cuts, well and good. But the Conference must be careful not to
prevent, by too rigid, definite and detailed restrictions, the fulfilment of pledges which would
in no way add to the power, the numbers, or the strength of the armaments of a particular
country.

Mr. Gibson's statement that the Government of the United States, while approving
of budgetary limitation of material, did not approve of the global limitation of expenditure
had been noted.

The United Kingdom delegation regarded considerations such as those Sir Herbert
Samuel had mentioned as being covered by the words " taking into account the special
conditions of each State". On that understanding, it supported the resolution and would
gladly co-operate in framing an arrangement for preventing unrestricted competition in
expenditure upon armaments.

M. LITVINOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that the Soviet Union was passing
through a period of reconstruction and intensive development, and considerable demands were
made upon its officials. He was not sure, therefore, whether his Government would be prepared
to allow its representatives to stay at Geneva to attend the National Defence Expenditure
Commission after the Conference had adjourned, and must reserve its decision on this point.

M. MATSUDAIRA (Japan) said that the Japanese delegation entertained certain doubts
as to the practicability of the latter part of paragraph (a) of this Section in its actual application
to the special circumstances of each country. As, however, it would be given an opportunity
of discussing the problem fully in the future, the Japanese delegation would not object to the
adoption of Section 2.

M. DE VASCONCELLOS (Portugal) said that, in his capacity as President of the National
Defence Expenditure Commission, he did not hesitate, on behalf of the Commission, to agree
to undertake the immediate work demanded of it by the resolution. The Expenditure
Commission had worked uninterruptedly since its appointment, and he desired to pay to it and,
in particular, to its admirable Technical Committee the tribute due for the zeal, devotion and
competence with which they had attacked their heavy task. In order to give an idea of that work
it would be sufficient to recall that the Commission had to examine in detail the armaments
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budgets and closed accounts of all the Powers represented on the Conference. 'Furthermore,
it had to study a considerable number of very important technical questions, such as the
purchasing power of the currency, the total limitation mentioned by Mr. Gibson in his statement
and numerous other problems of equal importance, and to take decisions with regard to them.
Such a task, if it were to be carried out conscientiously, demanded much time. For that reason,
the Technical Committee, even by sacrificing part of its holidays, would not be able to-submit
a final report before November or December. It was hoped, however, that when the delegations
had received the report they wouldfind that the Commission had supplied them with a practical,
solid, firm and accurate basis for the limitation and the reduction of armaments.

Section 2 was adopted.

3. Trade in and Manufacture of Arms.

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) said that he had nothing to add on behalf of his delegation to
what had previously been said on behalf of the eight States by M. Motta. He would merely
recall that his delegation considered that the total abolition of military aviation was
indispensable to the maintenance of peace and security throughout the world and that such
abolition could only be achieved by the total internationalisation of civil aviation. That was
necessary, if only in the interests of civil aviation itself, which, in the opinion of the Spanish
delegation and contrary to the general opinion, was hampered in its development by
excessive nationalism and by the stranglehold of the military authorities over it. But on that
point, as on others, the Spanish delegation, in its desire to achieve results, had not insisted
too strongly.

It was necessary, at the time of discussion, to support what was desirable and, at the
moment of taking resolutions, adopt what was possible.

The real spirit of Geneva was that of conciliation and compromise, but, if in a spirit of
compromise the delegations accepted resolutions which were not perhaps precisely those which
they would like to accept, they must reserve the right of endeavouring, at a later date, to
attain what they had not been able to attain before.

For that reason he would ask the Commission to adopt a proposal which he was submitting
not only on behalf of the delegations of Belgium, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Norway, the
Netherlands, Sweden, Switzerland and Spain, but also on behalf of the delegations of
Poland, Estonia, Finland, Mexico, Roumania and Yugoslavia.

That proposal aimed at bringing State manufacture under the supervision provided for in
Section 3 for the private manufacture of arms. The original amendment proposed by the eight
States was to suppress the word " private ", but on reflection it was considered that it would be
more practical and clearer to keep the word "private " and add the words "and State .

The paragraph would thus read as follows:

"The Bureau will set up a special Committee to submit proposals to the Conference,
immediately on the resumption of its work, in regard to the regulations to be applied to the
trade in and private and State manufacture of arms and implements of war."

As regards private manufacture, paragraph 5 of Article 8 of the Covenant contained a
phrase which needed no comment:

" The Members of the League agree that the manufacture by private enterprise of
munitions and implements of war is open to grave objections. The Council shall advise
how the evil effects attendant upon such manufacture can be prevented . . .

But to the necessary supervision of the private manufacture of arms should be added
supervision of State manufacture. By adopting a Convention for the reduction of armaments,
the States would be transferring the question of armaments from the national sphere, to which
it had belonged hitherto, to the international sphere. Could they, under the circumstances,
allow the open armaments markets to continue ? It would be impossible to control
the armaments market if, after having supervised private manufacture, it was not known
what was being done in State-factories..

That first argument would of itself be sufficient to make the Commission accept the
amendment proposed, but there was another. If the delegates accepted supervision of the
private manufacture of arms and agreed to the generalisation of the I925 Convention on the
supervision of arms, they would be placing those countries which possessed arms factories in
a privileged position, since, under the terms of that Convention, every time arms passed a
frontier, they were subjected to international supervision through the publicity given to
them, whereas no one knew what was happening with regard to arms which did not pass
the frontier and were transferred from State factories to State stocks. As Spain possessed
arms factories, he could scarcely be suspected of pleading pro domno.
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He would also recall that paragraph 6 of Article 8 of the Covenant stated that:

"The Members of the League undertake to exchange full and frank information as
to the scale of their armaments . . . and the condition of such of their industries as are
adaptable to warlike purposes."

No distinction was made here between State or private enterprise because, in the intention
of those who drafted the paragraph, all industries capable of being used for war were included,

to whomsoever they belonged". The need for extending the scope of that paragraph to State
factories was therefore clearly shown.

As for the possibility of regulating State manufacture, that could be proved by analogy.
There was, in fact, a Convention for the supervision of the manufacture of drugs which,
concluded under the auspices of the League of Nations, constituted a strong precedent. That
Convention was founded on the principle of legitimate requirements. The task of the present
Conference was to determine the legitimate requirements of the States in the matter of
armaments. Consequently, all manufacture which exceeded the legitimate requirements of
the States would become, ipso facto, internationally illegal and would have to be prohibited.
It would be well if the Commission to be set up were to base its work on the Opium
Convention, in order that any measures taken to control manufacture for legitimate require-
ments should be adapted, mutatis mutandis, to armaments.

All the apprehensions to which he had given expression on behalf of the delegations for
which he was speaking were based on the principle previously enunciated by M. Lange. Those
delegations were not primarily interested in what would happen once war had broken out.
What they desired was that it should not break out. It was not the methods of making war
that were inhuman, but war itself. Mankind, which was by nature cruel, must be educated
to the idea of the organisation of peace. Whoever desired peace prevented others from
preparing for war and did not prepare for it in his own country.

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia), Rapporteur, accepted the amendment submitted by M. de
Madariaga.

M. PAUL-BoNCOUR (France) said that his delegation had been the first warmly to welcome
the initiative of the Spanish representative when, at one of the previous meetings, he pointed
out that the Convention should contain a passage and important provisions relating to the
supervision of private manufacture. The arguments brought forward by M. de Madariaga
in favour of his amendment were such as to give entire satisfaction to the French delegation,
which did not desire to diminish in any way the force of Article 8 of the Covenant.

There was no doubt that there would always be this difference between State manufacture
and private manufacture-that the former was at least supervised by the State to which it
belonged, whereas the other was not so supervised. The Spanish representative had, however,
pointed out, and rightly, that, since the Conference contemplated the setting up of a
Commission with powers of international supervision, there could be no reason for not including
State manufacture.

In that spirit and assuming that that was the sentiment of the other delegations which had
submitted the amendment, he saw no objection to its adoption.

Mr. GIBSON (United States of America) said that the United States delegation fully
sympathised with the purpose of the Spanish amendment and was glad, with the acquiescence
of the other delegations with whom it had collaborated in drawing up the draft resolution,
to vote for that amendment.

The amendment to Section 3, submitted by M. de Madariaga, was adopted.

Section 3, as amended, was adopted.

Sections 4 and 5 were adopted without observation.

6. Future Work of the Conference: Procedure.

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia), Rapporteur, said, as regards Section 6, that some of the
delegations desired to add an amendment regarding the publicity of meetings of the Bureau.
The Rules of Procedure provided that the Bureau should be free to decide whether it would
hold public or private meetings. The delegations in question had stated that they were satisfied
with that explanation.

Section 6 was adopted.

Part III, as amended, was adopted as a whole.

PART IV. -- GENERAL PROVISIONS.

Part IV was adopted without observation.
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PART V. ARMAMENTS TRUCE.

Dr. YEN (China) said that the Chinese delegation appreciated the distinction drawn by
Sir John Simon in regard to bombardment from the air in war time. In drawing up its
amendment which had been submitted at the twenty-fourth meeting, it had had in mind more
particularly bombardment in peace time.

Having brought the matter to the notice of the Conference, however, and having heard
Sir John Simon's very lucid explanations of the paragraphs on air forces, Dr. Yen thought it
best to withdraw his amendment.

M. MATSUDAIRA (Japan) said that the Japanese delegation would accept the proposal
to renew the armaments truce in the same spirit and on the same conditions as when it was
first instituted.

Part V was adopted.

TWENTY-SIXTH MEETING

Held on Friday, July 22nd, I932, at 3.30 p.m.

President: The Right Honourable A. HENDERSON.

55. CONCLUSION OF THE FIRST PHASE AND PREPARATION OF THE SECOND
PHASE OF THE CONFERENCE : DECLARATIONS MADE BY VARIOUS DELEGATIONS ON THE

DRAFT RESOLUTION AS A WHOLE.

M. RUTGERS (Netherlands). - The Netherlands delegation will vote in favour of the
resolution. We regret that the paragraph concerning bombardment from the air is not more
explicit as to the effect of the principle laid down. We also regret that, as regards tanks, the
resolution consists of only one paragraph which, in reality, decides nothing at all. We are
sorry that, as regards the qualitative limitation of land artillery, the resolution contains
declarations which we are convinced cannot serve as a basis for an article of the Convention
and which will prove impracticable of application.

On the other hand, the resolution contains various decisions which constitute a very
considerable advance.

i. The resolution lays down the principle of the abolition of all bombardment from the
air. The importance of the adoption of this principle, despite the reservations with which it is
surrounded, is all the greater because certain delegations must have found it difficult to sub-
scribe to the words " prohibition of all bombardment from the air ". This is not a decision
which has been lightly taken by the Conference; it is a well-considered political engagement.

2. The resolution takes a first step towards the direct quantitative limitation of artillery
by providing for the limitation in number of all heavy land artillery of certain calibres.

3. The resolution condemns outright chemical, bacteriological and incendiary warfare.
This condemnation, which was accepted by all the Members of the Conference, will necessarily
lead to the prohibition of all preparation for these forms of warfare.

4. The resolution clearly states the necessity, not only for strict limitation, but also for
a real reduction of effectives.

I have referred only to a few matters in which we are particularly interested. I cannot at
this moment mention all the points of the resolution which have given a greater or lesser degree
of satisfaction to our delegation. I will omit any reference to the happy decision of this morning
in regard to the manufacture of arms, budgetary limitation, supervision and the extension
of the armaments truce.

I wish to mention only one other point. The resolution in no way prejudges the attitude
of the Conference towards more comprehensive measures of disarmament. The relevant passage
does not contain any decision or even any promise. It merely indicates a possibility and gives
cause for hope.
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The Netherlands delegation will continue to do its utmost to promote the realisation of
these hopes. Will the Conference be successful in this ? Will its second session achieve greater
results than its first ? If it is to do so, there is one essential condition-namely, that public
opinion, enlightened by its authorised guides, first among whom is the daily Press, continues to
give us its active support. I admit that it is not an easy matter to follow all the vicissitudes
of our work. The lyric art of a Horace or a Pindar is more to the taste of many readers than
epics in ten or twenty volumes, than the meanderings of the Odyssey or the ztneid. We who
have taken part in the six months' work which is about to end for the time being realise that
more than once public opinion has lost itself in the labyrinth of the complex technicalities of
our Conference and has nearly fallen asleep when listening to us. That is one of the greatest
dangers which the Conference has to face. It will only succeed if public opinion becomes more
and more vigilant, alert and eager.

M. NADOLNY (Germany). - It is undoubtedly more difficult for States which have already
disarmed under the Peace Treaties than for the other members of this Conference to pronounce
upon the resolution submitted to us concerning the results so far achieved and the continuation
of this Conference's work. The other States are called upon to examine the extent and scope of the
measures of disarmament contained or contemplated in this resolution and to express their
satisfaction or dissatisfaction therewith.

The position of the States disarmed under the Peace Treaties is an entirely different one.
It is true that for those States this Conference is also a Disarmament Conference, but it is not
a Conference the object of which is their own disarmament. Those States have to see that their
disarmament is followed by general disarmament, and that this general disarmament is in
harmony with the state of their own armaments. It is this situation which has led the disarmed
countries to formulate the demands with which you are familiar-namely, reduction of
armaments to the lowest possible level, and equality of rights, that is to say, the replacement
of the present state of unilateral disarmament by the regime provided for in Article 8 of the
Covenant, which applies to all countries alike.

The generalisation of the disarmament imposed upon us was, as you know, to be one of the
first acts of the League. This was promised in 1919, and it is now I932. I do not wish to
deal at undue length with the past. But no one can deny that, during the whole of this period,
the German people has displayed the utmost patience and the utmost moderation. This
spirit has been displayed-as I think you will all agree-most of all during this Conference.
A great deal of goodwill and courage was needed to enable us to take our seat at the Conference
table, after the adoption by the Preparatory Commission of Article 53 of its draft, which
requires of Germany the express confirmation of the discriminatory regime imposed by the
military clauses of the Treaty of Versailles vis-d-vis the whole world. Nevertheless, we have
endeavoured to collaborate loyally and with all our might in the work of disarmament,
in the hope of guiding it in the direction of just and equitable solutions and of being able to
advance hand in hand with other nations.

From the outset of the Conference we have constantly endeavoured to come to
an agreement with the other delegations, leaving on one side all questions of susceptibility
or prestige. We have collaborated in all the measures decided upon by the Conference, we
have ourselves made positive contributions and we have above all carefully avoided doing
anything which might create a clash of opinion or give offence. In short, we have done our
utmost to collaborate with the other delegations and to speed up the work of the Conference, so
that it may attain the object we have to achieve, and especially so that we may all meet on the
same footing. For this Conference too is a conference for the liquidation of the past.
It must close a chapter of post-war history which should have been closed long ago.

I apologise for speaking at such length of the part which my delegation has played during
this Conference. But I think that this explanation of our general standpoint and of the part we
are taking in it is necessary in order to explain and make clear our attitude towards
the resolution before us and towards the results so far achieved by our Conference.

The Conference has reached an important turning-point. For months past the peoples
of the whole world, filled with astonishment, have followed the curious spectacle of its work.
A large number of proposals, suggestions and complicated discussions have passed before
them without their perceiving any tangible result. It is true that among those proposals and
suggestions there are some of very great value from the point of view of effective and
substantial disarmament. Our thoughts naturally turn, in the first place, to President Hoover's
great proposal. That, although it does not go so far as the proposals of the German delegation,
which are based on the military clauses of the Peace Treaties, undoubtedly provides a firm and
solid platform for our work. It could very well serve as a basis for the accomplishment of
general disarmament and we have every reason to be grateful to the President of the United
States for his generous initiative. Side by side with the Hoover plan, there are the British
proposals, which also constitute an important initiative, although they do not, in my view,
cover all that should, in any case, be achieved. The German delegation also welcomed with
particular satisfaction the Italian proposals in regard to qualitative disarmament, which
afforded the Conference, at its outset, one of its most important guiding principles. It would
also refer to the proposals made by the Soviet Government concerning quantitative
disarmament, which are on similar lines. Neither must we lose sight of the large number of
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interesting proposals made by other States or groups of States in regard to special points. All
these propositions which, amidst general enthusiasm, followed the opening of the Conference,
raised high hopes in the peoples of the world. These hopes were also shared by the German nation.
Unfortunately, however, despite all this goodwill and the excellent intentions displayed,
negative forces seemed to arise which, working by slow opposition on matters of detail, have
impeded our work. The peoples are growing impatient for results, and this impatience is daily
manifested in the form of petitions and demonstrations. I feel sure that public opinion fails to
understand the delays in which this Conference has so often been involved. In any case,
it considers that the period for exchanges of views, preparations and preliminary work must
now be finally closed and the period for the achievement of practical results must at last
begin.

We thus have to ask ourselves whether the resolution before us is likely to inaugurate this
period. I confess that I do not feel very hopeful.

On April 22nd, the General Commission accepted the essential principle of qualitative
disarmament, which is of decisive importance for the work of the Conference. To what extent
does the resolution take into account this principle ?

It certainly includes the prohibition of chemical and bacteriological warfare, but, as
M. Litvinoff pointed out yesterday, this prohibition was already laid down in the Geneva
Protocol of I925.

The modest measures provided for heavy artillery are subject to such conditions
that, in view of the attitude adopted by the various Governments in the Land Commission,
it is difficult to see how they can lead to really practical and decisive measures. Moreover, how
are civilian populations to be protected against bombardment by the long-range artillery of
field armies and fortresses situated near the frontier ? I do not wish to repeat in detail what was
said yesterday by the delegates of Sweden, the Netherlands and the Soviet Union. I should,
however, like to express my approval of the general trend of their proposals.

Nor does the resolution provide for any decisive measure in the case of tanks. True, it
provides for the establishment of a maximum unit tonnage for tanks, but it does not contain
any indication as to the exact level of this maximum. Judging by what happened during the
discussions in the Land Commission regarding tanks, there is, unfortunately, reason to fear
that certain States would like to fix this maximum at a level which would leave the majority
of tanks now in existence completely outside qualitative disarmament. Can a formula which
opens up such prospects really be considered an effective measure of disarmament ? I do not
think so.

The chapter relating to air forces appears to satisfy a desire expressed by the German
delegation, among others-namely, the complete prohibition of bombardment from the air.
In the German view, however, this measure should take the form of the complete abolition
of military aviation, which would, at the same time, constitute its guarantee. The resolution,
on the contrary, merely prohibits, as between the contracting States, the launching of
bombs, does not provide for the complete abolition of bombing appliances and does not prohibit
either the preparation of those appliances or the training of personnel. So long as those gaps
exist, the rules laid down in the resolution in this connection must necessarily remain
problematical. Hence the terrible danger which threatens civilian populations in particular
will remain.

After the discussions in the Air Commission, I was very surprised to hear that the existence
of large commercial aeroplanes, the number of which is really very small, is regarded as an
obstacle to the total prohibition of bombardment from the air. Such an opinion seems to me
to be the less justified in that everyone agrees that a regime should be established which will
make it impossible to utilise civil aviation for military purposes if energetic measures are
taken in the domain of military aviation.

The discussions which have so far taken place in regard to qualitative naval disarmament
have produced no results.

The position is no more satisfactory in the domain of quantitative disarmament. In the
case of the effectives of land forces, the immediate acceptance of the Hoover proposals would
have constituted an important advance, because those proposals would have effectively reduced
the number of soldiers. The instructions given to the Bureau to examine these proposals do
not commit the signatories to anything and, therefore, do not constitute any real progress.
Apart from this, there is no reference to the extremely important questions of general
conscription and trained reserves, although we all know that the reservists are the real soldiers
in conscript armies.

As regards the question of the direct limitation of the land material authorised, the
resolution is also silent.

I am therefore forced to the conclusion that there is no reason to be satisfied with the result
of our six months' work, and the German delegation is not able to regard the resolution as
adequate from the point of view of the measures of disarmament for which provision is made.
However, despite its grave objections and in the hope that other more vigorous efforts would be
made during the second phase of the Conference, the German delegation might perhaps have
been content with a simple abstention from voting or might even have found it possible to
accept the resolution, subject to certain reservations, had it recognised the principle
without which no result from the Conference could be acceptable to Germany-namely, the
principle of equality of rights.

So far, we have taken part in the work of the Conference on the assumption that this
equality would be recognised. But the time has now come for the Conference to pronounce
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upon this principle and its practical application. The reasons are as follows. Up to the present,
the Conference was merely at its preparatory stage and no substantial decision had been
taken. However, the resolution represents the first concrete result in the direction of general
disarmament and contains provisions from which it is clear that general disarmament will
not follow the lines of our own disarmament. Moreover, it contains certain provisions which
would impose further obligations which are not at present incumbent upon us. Hence, a prompt
decision on the principle of equal rights was automatically essential and the question could no
longer remain open. That was why, as soon I read the first draft of the resolution, I at once
got into touch with its author and with the representatives of the countries most directly
concerned. I informed them at the outset that it was now essential that the principle should be
recognised and established. I said that I was prepared forthwith to enter into negotiations
as to the application of the principle, and I proposed a formula based on the letter and spirit
of Article 8 of the Covenant. However, instead of receiving the general assent that might have
been expected in a matter so closely affecting our position here and even our national honour,
we found, to our great regret, that unanimous agreement on this point could not be obtained.
You are all aware that Germany will never be able to affix her signature to a Convention which
is not based on the principle of equal rights. This is a principle which she cannot renounce
and the recognition and application of which, moreover, have now been urged, not only by
ourselves, but, we might say, by the whole world. In this connection, I would refer, for
example, to the resolutions recently adopted at Paris by the Union of League of Nations Asso-
ciations and the declarations of the groups representing international organisations which, on
February 6th, gave such an impressive account to the Conference of the petitions of hun-
dreds of millions of men and women who are in favour of disarmament. This latter
declaration states : " We are likewise convinced that the acceptance of the principle of legal
equality at this moment is of decisive importance ". Therefore, no decision in regard to general
disarmament can be acceptable to us without the recognition of the principle of equal rights.

In these circumstances, it is unfortunately impossible for us, in spite of all our goodwill,
to accept the resolution submitted, and my Government has asked me to make the following
declaration

"The German Government is prepared to continue its collaboration in the work of
the Disarmament Conference so as to contribute to the greatest possible extent to the
efforts made with a view to a really decisive step towards general disarmament in
accordance with Article 8 of the Covenant. Nevertheless, its collaboration is only possible if
the subsequent work of the Conference is based on a clear and definite recognition of the
equality of rights between nations.

" Equality of rights is the fundamental principle upon which the League of Nations
and the community of States in general is founded. If the Conference wished to establish
rules and principles prfor the general disarmament of States, at the same time excluding
Germany or other States from those general rules and principles and subjecting any
State to discriminatory treatment, such an attitude would not be compatible with
sentiments of national honour and international justice. It would also be contrary to
Germany's contractual rights, which she could not renounce. The German Government
finds, to its profound regret, that the present resolution does not take these views into
account. The work of the first phase of the Conference, and particularly the conversations
during the last few days, have, on the contrary, conveyed the impression that this essential
condition is not yet understood, or not yet admitted, by all Governments. The German Go-
vernment considers that this uncertainty in regard to one of the fundamental questions of
the problem of disarmament renders any useful work impossible. It must therefore urge that
these doubts be eliminated by a recognition, without further delay, of the equality of all
States in the matter of national security and the application of all the provisions of the
Convention. In so far as the various questions arising out of the application of the
principle of equal rights call for an explanation, the German Government is prepared
to enter into negotiations immediately with the States concerned. However, the German
Government must point out at once that it cannot undertake to continue its collaboration
if a satisfactory solution on this point, which for Germany is a decisive one, is not reached
by the time the Conference resumes its work."

I hope that the condition on which Germany's subsequent attitude depends will soon be
fulfilled and that we shall be able, in agreement with you, to enter upon the second phase of
the Conference, which will, I trust, be more fruitful than the first phase and will lead us to
our goal.

M; DUPRE (Canada). - I desire to associate myself with the speakers who have come to
this platform and stated that, though the text of the closing resolution does not entirely satisfy
them in its present form, it must, at the same time, be examined with goodwill and with a
sense of realities.

The text does not mark the final stage of the Conference. It is a milestone on the way, a
milestone recording the distance that has been covered and that which still remains to be
covered.
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Though not as great as might have been wished, the advance is none the less a real one.
There has been progress as compared with the atmosphere of caution and reserve which
prevailed at the opening of the Conference. Each of the delegations has sacrificed something
of its original ideas and has drawn nearer to the standpoint of the others. It is thanks to these
mutual concessions that it has been possible to frame the text of the resolution, which consti-
tutes a final compromise. Important questions of principle have been settled. The result of the
first six months of the Conference is an affirmation of the principle of qualitative disarmament
and the reduction of armaments. That affirmation is subject to certain conditions, but it
involves an honourable undertaking to proceed to a real reduction of effectives and of the most
powerful arms, to be supervised by public opinion desirous of peace and of effective measures of
disarmament. Furthermore, there is the invitation to the Powers signatories of the Naval
Agreements of Washington and London to examine together what new reductions may be
possible in the matter of naval armaments. Again, there is the imperative mandate entrusted to
the Bureau to prepare texts which shall incorporate the results obtained.

The present resolution already touches on all the problems of the future Convention and
indicates the lines on which we mean to prepare for their solution. On certain points we should
have liked the resolution to go still further; on other points we should have liked it to be more
definite, more precise. Thus it constitutes a minimum. It does not represent an ideal.
But this minimum to be realised represents the maximum agreement arrived at between
the most strongly armed Powers. It would be inexpedient deliberately to break the united
front of those Powers and to deprive the resolution of the character of a unanimous agreement.

To sum up, the Canadian delegation is in favour of this resolution, because we believe
it represents the biggest measure of agreement that we can achieve before we adjourn.

Moreover, the text of the resolution holds out a hope of attaining the object which the
Conference set before itself; it contains nothing which would prevent our insisting later on
more definite measures that might bring us even nearer to our final goal.

Count APPONYI (Hungary).- I will begin by indicating the attitude of the Hungarian
delegation towards the draft which is now before us for consideration. As regards the whole of
this draft, the Hungarian delegation will abstain. I will explain, as briefly as apossible, the
reasons for this decision.

The attitude of the Hungarian delegation towards the general problem of the limitation
and reduction of armaments was defined in the speech I made on February I3thl during the
general discussion. I summarised its substance in a few statements which I do not propose
to repeat integrally, in order that my speech may not be unduly prolonged. The gist of these
declarations was, however, this :

Hungary has two aims which for her are inseparable.- The first is to achieve, at this first
stage of the proceedings, an appreciable and substantial reduction of armaments. The second
is to eliminate the inequalities which at present exist in the international situation as a result
of the Treaties of Peace, but which, under the terms of the Treaties themselves, and in the
very nature of things, can only be regarded as temporary and must necessarily disappear
when the problem of the reduction of tarmaments has been solved.

It is from these two points of view-namely, a substantial reduction of armaments to be
obtained at this first stage of the proceedings, and the recognition of the principle of the legal
equality of all nations in the matter of armaments, as in all other matters-that I desire to
examine the proposal now under discussion.

With regard to the substantial reduction of armaments, I am bound to admit that there
are a few bright spots in the present situation, for I intend to survey, as far as my means
allow and in a spirit of absolute impartiality, the position as it is to-day. I may be mistaken
on certain points; my attitude is not, however, one of systematic denigration. My personal
desire is, through the truth, to achieve a general agreement and results satisfactory to all
concerned.

In the statement with which our Rapporteur accompanied his draft resolution, he said that
great progress had certainly been achieved, if only because the principle of the international
regulation of armaments was recognised and admitted by the whole world. He also claimed
that very great progress had also been achieved because the principle of qualitative, as well as
quantitative, limitation of armaments was recognised and admitted by all. I agree with him
in this respect. These two decisions do, indeed, constitute great progress in the evolution of
international law-an evolution in the direction we all desire towards a system which will
ensure true peace founded on mutual trust.

I would, however, venture to point out that the first of these great results-the unanimous
admission and recognition of the fact that, from now onwards, national armaments are a
matter of international concern-is not an outcome of this Conference. That principle was
established as soon as the Covenant of the League of Nations came into force, because
the Covenant lays down that the general reduction of armaments is an obligation, a promise
if you prefer, made to mankind as a whole by all the countries of the world. The principle,
therefore, is not a new one. Its recognition is not a result of this Conference. At the most,
it may be said that it has taken deeper root and that people are beginning to understand it
better.

1 See record of the ninth plenary meeting of the Conference.
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The second principle-that of the qualitative as well as the quantitative reduction

of armaments-is an outcome of the Conference. It has never, before this event, been expressly

proclaimed. It is, therefore, one real step forward achieved by the Conference. But this step

was achieved, and was assimilated by public opinion, about two months ago. People have

been asking whether, in the course of these two months, during which questions related to this

principle have been examined by technical committees, the principle itself has made any

substantial progress, any progress which would warrant our trustful acceptance of the draft

now before us.
I regret to say that my own reply to the question thus put must be in the

negative. This draft resolution contains a list of the results which, it is said, have now been

secured. There are in this list, regarded as a mere inventory which binds no one to anything,

several omissions and inaccuracies. Certain questions are referred to as points on which, it

is alleged, general agreement has been or may be reached; yet the substance of these questions

has not even been seriously discussed, at any rate, not in public, not in the technical commissions

and certainly not in the political commissions. These questions, therefore, cannot be referred to

as points on which real progress has been achieved.
I will take large guns as an example. The nearest approach to a result in this connection

following on the discussions of the Technical Commission, would be to fix the maximum

calibre at 6.I inches-a calibre accepted by the very large majority of nineteen delegations to

three. If the desire were really to estimate the progress realised, it would be natural to take

into account this limitation in favour of which so large a majority of the delegations have

already voted through the intermediary of their technical representatives. The draft resolution

has not a word to say on the subject, but incorporates certain postulates which have never been

discussed and regarding which no proposals have been made.
If, on the contrary, we were to regard this limitation as a new proposal, then the following

conclusions must be drawn. During the private conversations which have lasted for two

months, the few great Powers participating therein were unable to reach an agreement. They

have only succeeded in doing so in the last few days. How then can an assembly, consisting

of about sixty delegations, take a decision on a new proposal without any preparation

and without any detailed discussion ?

As they stand, the various statements of the position contained in the resolution represent

in substance, as compared with the problems to be solved, so insignificant a result-if result

it can be called-that it might have been better omitted from the draft. Public opinion which

is becoming more and more impatient would have found the draft more effective and would

have been easier in its mind if such microscopic results, which are little more than lists of

alternatives, had not been submitted to it as conclusions.

The present draft is, I am afraid, a result of the system which has been followed during

the last two months, a system which is the apotheosis of private conversations. I admit

that many arguments may be invoked in favour of this system, but not, I think, in favour

of the way in which it has been applied. The manner of its application has deprived certain

great Powers of continuous contact with public opinion and contact with all delegations.

If contact is maintained only with the delegations of a few small nations with whom it is

known in advance that agreement exists, such contact is sterile. Fertile contact is that which is

maintained with public opinion as a whole and which is not severed at any time. I will explain

what I mean.
I entirely agree that the important decisions must be taken in the first place by the great

Powers. The great are always powerful. The principle that all nations are equal in

the eyes of the law must be applied in the light of realities. It will always be for the

great Powers to give the lead, but what I desire is that these great Powers shall not prepare

their final decisions without being in contact with the smaller countries and without being in

continuous contact with public opinion. They should prepare their decisions bearing in mind

those great currents of opinion which the smaller nations often represent. They ought not

to come before all the nations with ready-made decisions on the acceptance of which their own

prestige depends. During the period of preparation there should be continuous and constant

contact between great and small, because, after all, though the great Powers are entitled to

have a preponderating voice because their responsibilities are greater and because, perhaps,

international problems are of greater import to them than to the smaller Powers, these smaller

Powers, nevertheless, taken together, represent a large part of humanity. It is perhaps

easier for them than for others whose position is more exposed to danger to make common

cause with the great inspirations of mankind.

This is really the distinctive mark of the present international situation--the international

system at present in favour, the system represented by the League of Nations as contrasted

with the former five-Power hegemony. The present system is one of continuous mutual contact,

the moral influence which all can exercise and it implies that the great nations must, when

preparing their final decisions, take into account the impressions they can obtain by contact
with the smaller nations.

It is precisely this absence of contact with the great currents of opinion which have grown

up around us that has crystallised into a sort of distrust of this assembly. It is the very

method adopted, in the application of which contact has been ignored, that is perhaps the cause

of what is now submitted to us as a sort of proposal in extremis. This proposal is not inspired

by any of that persuasive force without which nothing great can be accomplished. I admit

that idealistic impulse must be tempered by reflection. It is necessary to be an idealist in



accepting ideas and a realist in their application. Contact between the natural representatives
of ideas and those who are responsible for their application will ensure prudent progress, without
sacrificing the driving power of great ideals.

At times, in this assembly, we have felt this power. Those who were present at the meeting
when the Hoover plan was presented and when Italy signified her full and entire adherence
thereto must have felt that the Conference was making history. They must have felt that
these were suggestions which could, at any rate, be immediately accepted in principle. The
applause which greeted these acts was absolutely spontaneous: it could not have been prepared
beforehand, because the Hoover proposal came as a surprise to this assembly and to the public
then present. This manifestation of enthusiasm meant that a weight had been lifted from our
minds. We at last saw opening out before us a path along which we could advance towards
an ideal-the idea of an all-round reduction of 33 per cent in effectives.

My own feeling is that this idea could be accepted and proclaimed without the least risk,
provided, of course, the methods of its application were profoundly modified. At the
least, however, this great scheme ought to have been proclaimed to the world. Think what the
situation would have been if the resolution, instead of containing a few rather ambiguous
phrases announcing that the proposal will be studied, could have stated that the Conference
unanimously accepted a reduction of 33 per cent. What would then have been the attitude of
public opinion ? Whereas now, unfortunately, with regard to this text, we can only quote the
poet's words: "The native hue of resolution sicklied o'er with the pale cast of thought ".
Perhaps the nearest possible rendering into French would be "La couleur originale de la
resolution contaminee par la pdleur morbide du raisonnement ".

That is why I find the text before us so inadequate that I cannot agree to this, as I say,
possibly superfluous, recapitulation of our results, and why I cannot accept this slackening
down-beyond the measure of strict necessity-of our progress.

During this discussion I felt bound to vote against the enumeration, in the third part of the
resolution, of the so-called results obtained. My action certainly did not mean that I protested
against the prohibitions contained therein-for instance, the prohibition of certain kinds of air
bombardment. On the contrary, my attitude was due to the fact that this part contained certain
permissive uses, and I believe that nothing less than absolute prohibition of all air bombard-
ment and all air warfare will suffice. When this principle was proclaimed here by M. Motta,
on behalf of nine delegations, there was another burst of enthusiasm and confidence. Thanks to
that impetus and source of hope, thanks to the proof afforded that these delegations, and many
others besides, intend to push on with what is indeed something more than a half-measure
towards the final goal-namely, the total abolition of military aviation-I find myself able, for
reasons which I will explain, to limit my attitude to abstention as regards the whole resolution.

The first reason for which abstention is the least-or, if you prefer it, the most-I can
do in my desire not to hinder the progress of the Conference and not to diminish the possibilities
of my group from taking part therein, is the vagueness which characterises the obligations
that the acceptance of the draft resolution implies. As I have just said, all that is proposed
to us is a number of alternatives. Are we then to be satisfied in the final draft Convention
with the minimum of reductions contained in each of these parts of alternatives ? That
would be unthinkable. True, the Rapporteur has said, and the resolution itself declares,
that the latter does not exclude any method of progressing towards more comprehensive
reductions. That, so far as it goes, is excellent. But, if I voted for the resolution, should I
thereby be agreeing to be content with what has been done if no greater progress can be made ?
The very possibility that such an undertaking can be supposed prevents me from accepting
the draft. In view of this vagueness, the best I can do is to abstain.

The obstacle, therefore, to our acceptance of this part of the text is that we regard it as
being vague-vague in its appreciation of results, vague in the obligation owhich ths e acceptance
of the resolution wouldinvolve, and inadequate even as regards this first phase of our work.

The second fundamental principle, the second essential axiom of the Hungarian delegation,
is that this Conference should lead to the unanimous recognition of the principle of
legal equality in general, the equality from an international standpoint of all States, and that the
distinctions drawn by the Treaties of Peace between the vanquished and the victors, as regards
the right of armaments, should give way to rules equally applicable to all, as provided by Article
8 of the Covenant, which has become our own charter by reason of the fact that we have
become Members of the League.

As regards this principle, the proposal merely says that nothing is prejudged, that the
Conference is free to take a decision on this point.

The German delegation has felt that it can no longer temporise, can no longer take part in
the future work of the Conference unless, forthwith and at this stage, the principle to which I
have referred-the principle which we shall never abandon-is recognised. On behalf of the
Hungarian delegation, I agree to a more forbearing procedure. We are prepared to agree, for
the present, that this decision of the Conference shall remain in suspense; we do this in the
interests of the principle itself, because we believe that it is making progress, and we desire to
leave this movement of opinion time to gather force until the final end is achieved.
The difference is only one of tactics, and I wish to make it quite clear that there is no atom of
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divergence of principle among those nations which have had unilateral disarmament imposed

upon them by the Treaties of Peace.

In order that there may be no misunderstanding in this connection, I would repeat once
more, with emphasis, what I said in my speech of February I3th-namely, that no Hungarian
Government either could, or would, ever dare to accede to a Convention which was not
founded on this principle. A mere platonic recognition of the principle is not enough, because
it would not in any way change the situation; the principle must be applied in practice, so
that it shall take effect within some foreseeable period.

Since we shall have to revert to this point, and another discussion must take place before
the final vote of the Conference, I will refrain, for the present, from giving my reasons. I shall
have occasion to do that when the final vote is taken. As a matter of fact, I have
not submitted any new arguments; all that I have said I said in the same terms on February
I3th last. I will merely declare that the recognition of the juridical equality of all nations is not
only-as I have endeavoured to demonstrate-a strictly legal right which we possess under
the Treaties of Peace and as admitted Members of the League, but is, above all, a principle of
natural law, a condition for the co-existence of nations.

In political jargon this thesis-for I do not admit that it is a question-has been called
"the German thesis ". Certainly Germany is attached to it, and the thesis itself gains much
force from the fact that it is supported by the great German nation. But it is no more a German
thesis than a Hungarian or an Austrian thesis: it is a thesis at public law, a philosophical
thesis, a moral thesis, a fundamental condition for the possibility of the co-existence of nations.

I think you will all agree that it is not very pleasant to hear it implied that one is considered
as belonging to an inferior class of beings to whom the same conditions of existence cannot
be granted, but I feel it must be even more unpleasant to have to say so. I should be unable
to find words to express such an opinion from man to man, still less from nation to nation.
When the Briand-Kellogg Pact was adopted, it was accepted by all the nations, and at the same
time it was stated that this proscription of war could not affect the natural right of every
nation to defend itself. We, however, are in the position that it has been legally proclaimed
that we have not that right, and, in fact, it has been made impossible for us to exercise it.

The basis of the co-existence of nations, as of individuals, consists in never asking another
nation what you would not like to be asked yourself. Look into your own minds, gentlemen.
Would you accept this situation for your own nation ? No ! On that point, I can say at once,
any discussion will be out of the question when we take our final decision, for it is just as much
a question of personal as of national dignity. It is still more impossible for a nation to relinquish
its dignity and honour than for an individual. I make this statement, and I once again lay
down this immutable principle, to which we are and must remain faithful, even though all were
against us, for I consider that it is only fair to leave no doubt on this matter. Especially at a
time when the greatest of the nations in the same position as ourselves thinks fit to adopt a
different course from ours-which I refrain from criticising-I think it essential that there
should be no misunderstanding on this point.

I desire now to explain briefly why I have confidence. One of the principal reasons is to be
found in what occurred at Lausanne. A great deal is always said of the Geneva spirit. I shall
now speak of the Lausanne spirit, which is an improvement on and development of the Geneva
spirit. You have accomplished at Lausanne a piece of work the financial and economic
consequences of which I will not for the moment consider, although I believe that they will
be great and that they will contribute to the financial and economic recovery of the world.

I want to speak of the moral victory gained at Lausanne. I want to say how the Powers wa t a hich
participated in that Conference regarded it. In my opinion, this great victory was as
follows : Lausanne did away with the two categories of nations which, by a fatal mistake to

which I must call attention, not only have subsisted since the time of the Peace Treaties, but

were established by them. One of the duties of peace must be to do away, as soon as possible,

with the category of belligerents, a category which the Peace Treaties maintained. The Treaties

established two laws-one for the conquerors, the other for the conquered. Lausanne removed

that distinction between conquerors and conquered. It did away with the two categories of

nations, and established one category only in the economic and financial sphere. Further,

in the introduction to the Final Protocol, the Powers stated that the results achieved at

Lausanne were not of themselves sufficient to restore cohesion, solidarity and peace
in the world, that the other problems already in existence and those which might arise
must be settled in the same spirit as the economic and financial problems. Well, we are
at this moment faced with a problem which must be solved. No one could think otherwise.

There is another sphere in which two categories of nations exist: in armaments. There
are nations which have all the necessary conditions for national existence, including the
ability to defend themselves against any aggressor whatsoever, but there are others which are
deprived of this necessary condition of national existence.

We now have an opportunity of doing away with that category of nations, of taking a
tremendous step forward towards real pacification, of re-establishing harmony and co-
operation. If you refuse-which seems to me impossible-then you will have taken a step

backwards. The situation would be infinitely worse; antagonism would be more acute and,


