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I repeat, the situation would be impossible. I should then have only one request to make of
you, that you should abandon the jargon of international fellowship. There would no longer
be any reason for it; it would no longer exist. It does not depend upon your will; it is an organic
law of national psychology, against which it is quite as impossible to contend as it would
be impossible for me to climb along this wall and walk with my head downward and my
feet on the ceiling. I mention this hypothesis only because of its logical impossibility, its
psychological impossibility, its political impossibility, for I cannot believe that the very
Powers which reached such a high ideal at Lausanne would shortly after deal such a blow at
Geneva. They will not spoil at Geneva what they did at Lausanne. Realising that that is
impossible, I refrain from deducing the ultimate consequences of the immutable law of equality
of nations, to which I confidently hope justice will be done in the coming phase of our work.

M. PFLUGL (Austria). - I have asked to be allowed to address you, in order to explain
the reason for which the Austrian delegation will abstain from voting.

Before doing so, however, I desire to state that the delegation, while not supporting the
resolution now submitted to us, sees in it the fruit of long labour and strenuous effort which
have enabled the delegations, after reciprocally taking into account certain of their interests,
to agree on a number of results that undoubtedly represent progress in the way of disarmament.
This is particularly true, it seems to me, of the place given to the generous proposal
of President Hoover, which, along with other suggestions, we hope may dominate the future
of this Conference. It is true, also, of the admission of the principle of qualitative disarmament,
the effects of which are as yet only very inadequately reflected in the agreements recorded
in Chapter II.

While those agreements lag far behind the proposals of our delegation and of what the
world is waiting for, we observe that, at all events, they bar the road to anyone who might be
tempted to turn back.

Having said so much, I note that the agreements in question are all that is offered in
answer to the claim of the Austrian people for as general, effective and far-reaching a reduction
of armaments as possible, a reduction which it maintains has been promised it, while, in answer
to our other claim, based on Austria's inalienable right-legal equality, on the basis of Article 8
of the Covenant-there is nothing.

This will give you some idea of how the Austrian people, profoundly pacific as it is,
after following the work of this Conference with such high hopes, will view the resolution,
which is intended, not only to close the present phase of our proceedings, but also to serve
as a starting-point for the next phase, when the Conference meets again, perhaps a year
after the date for which it was first convened.

While the place to which the Austrian people will be entitled as a signatory to the general
Convention has hitherto played but little part in the discussions of this Conference, Austria
will not allow this state of affairs to continue in the future. Upon the place that she occupies
will depend her final attitude towards the Convention itself.

We note with pleasure the interpretation given by our distinguished Rapporteur in his
remarkable statement on Chapter IV of the resolution, when he said that security and equality
of rights were among the proposals of a political character submitted by the various delegations
in regard to which the present resolution would in no way prejudice the attitude of the
Conference.

We have no doubt that an equitable solution will be reached in the future, but we look
in vain in this resolution for any such promise.

Sir John SIMON (United Kingdom). - Before any one of us decides finally how his vote
should be cast to-night, it is very necessary that we should keep clearly in mind what it is
that this resolution is attempting to do. If, indeed, the resolution now proposed to us by our
admirable Rapporteur were the final conclusion of the Conference, if it were the draft of some
treaty which we were to sign on behalf of our countries this evening, I could well understand
in many quarters grave hesitation before one could approve and grave dissatisfaction at the
suggestion that one should adhere.

But that is not the object of this resolution. Its object, expounded perfectly clearly in
what was first suggested, and pursued ever since, is three-fold. It is, first, to record the progress
which has been made and to consolidate the results which, in fact, have been attained. It
may well be that, before such a resolution is voted, regret should be expressed that
the results are not greater, that more progress has not already been achieved; but, at least,
let us keep a balance of mind and a sense of logic and observe that that is the first of the three
objects of this resolution. No man is entitled to say that he rejects the resolution on the
ground that it does not contain something else, unless he is prepared to go on and say: " We
have already, all of us, discussed, debated and agreed something else ".

The second object of this resolution is to acknowledge the stirring call made by President
Hoover. I was very glad indeed to hear my friend Herr Nadolny, in his striking speech this
afternoon, describe President Hoover's declaration as a firm and solid platform for our task.
Very well then, let us occupy the platform and go on with the work. There is such a thing as
being " more Royalist than the King ". What I note is that my American friends, who
presumably are more interested in President Hoover's proposal than anybody else, are not
voting against the resolution. It would be a sad pity for any of the rest of us to be more
" Hoover " than the Americans !
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In the third place, the object of this resolution is to prepare for the second phase of the
Conference, and I venture to submit that those three purposes, which are the declared purposes
of this resolution, are fairly and squarely fulfilled by its terms.

Our object has been to obtain, at this first stage, the largest possible amount of general
consent for a series of propositions. And I would add this : there are two conditions which
ought to be fulfilled by such a resolution if it is to do no injury to any interest or to any delegation
here. First, we must be sure that the resolution contains no commitment which contradicts
the essential convictions of anyone. We have no right to prejudge against any of our comrades
here any issue, great or small. The second condition is this: we must make sure that

our resolution is one which plainly reserves questions not now dealt with, so that no one, by

voting for it or acquiescing in it, is asked to renounce any principle that is dear to his country.
I claim that, by every fair test, this resolution fulfils both those conditions. It contains no
commitment which is contrary to the essential convictions of anyone; none at all. And it

does most plainly reserve questions which we have not discussed, including a great question
which my friend on my right mentioned to-day ; it reserves those questions, so that nobody
is asked to renounce any principle whatever. You may say if you like, " What a pity it is

that we did not discuss this question or that before ". It may be so ; but you have no right
to say that, by voting for this resolution, you are asked to renounce any principle for which
any one of us stands.

It is undoubtedly one of the applications of the principle of the equality of rights that
every delegation is entitled to vote as it thinks right. That is certainly true. But I would most
respectfully observe that, once we really consider what it is that this resolution is trying to do,

once we bear steadily in mind that no one is being invited to treat this as the final decision,
once we appreciate-and let the public outside for whom we speak appreciate-that this is

an attempt to gather such gains as there are, that they may not slip away again, then I venture
to say that no argument has been advanced in this General Commission this afternoon which
would justify voting against this resolution.

You may ask : Does it contain much value or little value ? Opinions may differ.
I was very gratified to hear my friend and neighbour, speaking for Canada, assert in his very
effective speech that, in his view and in the view of his delegation, a very real advance had
been made. I must confess that, while I deplore, with any one of you, that there is not more
to be found in this document than it contains, I believe it is the fair judgment of all of us
that this document does contain more, and more of value, than some of us feared a few weeks
ago. Therefore, I most respectfully urge that, remembering what is the purpose of this
resolution, and remembering the reserves it so expressly, and so rightly, makes, it ought now
to be adopted by a great and overwhelming vote.

The question has been most naturally and properly raised, the tremendous question, how,
at the end of this Conference, certain States will stand which, at the end of the war, found
themselves under a special regime in the matter of armaments. Let no one suppose for a

moment that I complain that such a question is raised. Let no one suppose for a moment
that I do not know it to be one of the fundamental questions that the Conference still has to
decide. Let no one suppose that, in what I am saying now, I am speaking without compre-
hension and understanding of the intense feeling that lies behind that demand. Let no one

suppose that the man who believes in liberty and enjoys it ever turns a deaf ear to a demand
which is put forward in the name of liberty. But, at the same time, if between a quarter past

six and the time we vote we are going to claim as a right to introduce this great question and
have it, as it were, decided upon now, where are we going to stop ?

I see the President of the French Council of Ministers sitting here. His country, too, has put
forward proposals. Are we, then, to find that, before we vote, the whole French thesis of security
is to be put in the forefront of the resolution ? If M. Herriot were to come to this tribune and
say, on behalf of his country: " No, I will not go on with this Conference unless here and now
you acknowledge the principle of the French thesis of security ", I should take the liberty of
saying to him: "My friend, for once you have not shown that passion for clear thought which is

one of your many charming characteristics; you have forgotten what this resolution is about "'.
This resolution is for the purpose of recording the matters which we have discussed and on
which we have tried to agree; it is not a vehicle at this moment for the purpose of carrying
any other load, however essential that load may be, before we come to the end of our journey.

I heard my friend Herr Nadolny this afternoon state, when reading his Government's
declaration, that he and those for whom he spoke were ready to contribute to any efforts
made to achieve a decisive step towards general disarmament in accordance with Article 8 of
the Covenant. Well, I turn to this resolution. I do not know where the plagiarism begins, but I

find, on the first page, that those who vote for this resolution are " 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 ". Surely, everybody who affirms the principle I have
just quoted ought to look with a favourable eye on a resolution which contains that identical
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expression and which not only contains it but puts it in the very forefront and makes of it
the very basis of the proposition which follows.

In these circumstances, I would venture, in all possible friendliness, but at the same
time with frankness, to urge that we should most carefully consider what it is we are doing
at this moment. If this resolution were to be the end of things, if we were to exhibit it as the
final result of our work, there would be many of us who would join in rejecting the whole thing;
but when, in fact, we have not been discussing these great political questions-for we have not,
there is not one word in the whole of our detailed discussions concerning them; when we have
most expressly reserved these sacred principles for the reduction of armaments-for the whole
Conference is to be on the basis of Article 8; when in Part IV of this document we have
expressly stated that 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; when we have done that, may I most respectfully appeal,
on the basis of friendship and of fact, for some consideration of this matter in the light in
which I have tried to put it ?

It was brought to my mind during the speech to which we listened with so much sympathy
and admiration from the Grand Old Man of Hungary that he, with his long years behind him,
with his hopes which have been suspended and sometimes frustrated, that he is the youngest
of us all. For it isf to the part of youth to look to the future. He is not dwelling on the past,
but looking to the time that is to come. He appealed to us to observe the spirit of Lausanne.
What was the essential fact about the Lausanne Conference, dealing with a very much more
concentrated matter and involving a far smaller assembly of individuals ? It was this. We
did not begin that Conference by revising the language of any treaty. The appeasement which
I trust may come from Lausanne emerged from a series of practical solutions, from agreements
on practical points, with the result that the conclusion spoke for itself without anybody
endeavouring to beat down the door and impatiently demanding results.

I can well understand the truth of what was said just now-that the world outside is
impatient. We are all impatient. There is no Foreign Minister in this assembly who has been
attending here month after month but is weary and sick at heart at the time that has been
spent. But how easy it is to pronounce great, high-sounding propositions, and how difficult
it is to have the patience to work out in detail how these things are to be secured !

There is an English poet who describes the sensations of a man who was watching the
waves coming in against the shore, and was noting how time went by without any progress
seeming to have been made; then the spectator turned round and observed that the tide was,
in fact, coming in, that the level of the water was rising, and that places that were dry and
parched were now being fed by the stream. That is the history of many an international
conference. You believe, day after day, that you have exerted useless labour, struggled and
argued, and you ask what there is to show for it; but, believe me, in the end there may still
be a great result. These are the words of the poet himself:

" And while the tired waves, vainly breaking,
Seem here no painful inch to gain,

Far off through creeks and inlets making,
Comes, silent, flooding in the main "

I would say this to my friends here who were appealing to justice and to the response of
public opinion. If you really put your trust in it, as I know you do, you will find that, in spite
of the fact that temporarily we have an impression that but little has been done, in the end,
wherever justice lies, it will prevail. In the end, the judgment of public opinion represented here
will show itself to be the strongest force on earth. Do not let us turn our back and consider
only the past; let us look forward and resolve to move together out of this post-war period
into a new era of equal peace.

M. HERRIOT (France). - The delegation of the French Republic will vote for the resolution.
This text does not, of course, afford complete satisfaction to any member of this assembly.
We ourselves have put forward political proposals which our Rapporteur has been kind enough
to mention in Chapter IV. But France would not be willing at any price to shoulder the
responsibility for raising difficulties or for delay; she intends to associate herself with the
community of nations, to take her share in a task which has been infinitely difficult, because it
entailed a descent from the plane of the ideal to the plane of reality. It is not possible
to embody part of the ideal in the reality without some sacrifice. Yet that is what you have
done. There have been times when we may have wondered whether the verb "to disarm" was
not in every language an irregular verb, with no first person, and only conjugated in the future
tense. Nevertheless, from the mere negation of war you have advanced to a first affirma-
tion of peace.

Our desire for that peace was already demonstrated eight years ago, when we contributed
to the drafting of the Protocol. Your indulgence will doubtless allow one of the witnesses of that
endeavour to pay his tribute both to the fellow-workers whom he meets again in this assembly
and to those who are no longer with us, such as my illustrious friend Aristide Briand. Since then
the reduction and limitation of armaments have been undertaken on different lines and in a
different form. It would be most unjust to underestimate the influence exerted by President
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Hoover's intervention on this work, which has been directed with such courtesy and authority
by Mr. Henderson. President Hoover's declaration is founded upon a noble idea which has

not, perhaps, received sufficient prominence. In explicit terms, referring to the Briand-Kellogg
Pact, which must be strengthened, it proclaims that arms must be used only for national
defence, should occasion arise, and that it is our duty to diminish the power of attack in order

to " increase the comparative power " of protection. It is in the light of this great principle
that the declaration as a whole must be interpreted ; and it is by this principle that we must
constantly be guided. Republican France adheres to it deliberately and wholeheartedly.
We are here to proclaim our abandonment of imperialism, whether avowed or disguised, and to
explain frankly and cordially how we propose to put that renunciation into practice.

Budget Reduction.

The French delegation would gladly have gone further than the text of the resolution on
certain points, more especially budget expenditure. The limitation of military votes seems
to us essential, if competition in the quantity of armaments is not to be replaced by competition
in their power, if the peoples are to be relieved, as President Hoover demands, of a crushing

burden, if disarmament is to be supervised by means of budgets, as your Expenditure Com-
mission, thinks possible. Armaments, also, must be expressed in accounts which are
clear, honest, devoid of concealments, and can be read by the general public. With
respect to supervision over these accounts, France accepts it without reservation, as

an effective contribution to a sincere peace under the guarantee of the League of
Nations. Observe, moreover, that, except by such a limitation of expenditure, it would not

be possible to exert any check either on the dangerous manufacture of spare parts or on certain
secret or indirect military formations.

Our Government has recently furnished practical evidence of its conviction by proposing
and passing through the Chambers an immediate reduction of about io per cent in the military
expenditure of France. Our intention in so doing has been, following the same idea as has
been expressed by President Hoover, to continue the task that our country has already begun
since the war by spontaneously reducing the term of military service from three years to one
year.

Manufacture of Arms.

With respect to the manufacture of arms, we trust that the Special Committee provided
for by your resolution will apply its investigations and its supervision to the private, as well
as the public, manufacture of war material, as our delegation has always desired and our
colleague, M. de Madariaga, has suggested.

We shall likewise be found ready, when the time comes, to uphold the reduction of the
unit tonnage of capital ships. We shall also defend any reduction of heavy land artillery
to the lowest level permitted for heavy naval artillery. In taking this view, we shall
be confirming the fifth principle of the Hoover prpoposal, which asserts the interdepeence of
land, air and naval armaments.

Chemical, Bacteriological and Incendiary Warfare.

One idea is already accepted. Chemical, bacteriological, and incendiary warfare is

forbidden. This satisfies the fourth part of our proposal of February 5th, I932. It is compre-
hensible enough that the country of Pasteur should be particularly gratified to see that one
of the most precious acquisitions of science is not to be exploited for a purpose of which the mere
idea strikes us with horror. If this prohibition of chemical and bacteriological warfare is to

be effectual, as the delegates of the Netherlands have demanded, it must apply, not merely to

the use of such barbarous methods, but to any preparations for their use. The decision as a

whole must liberate the peoples from the terror to which they have been subjected by the

practical extension of war until it no longer spared the aged, or women, or the sick, or children.
Despite the general development of civilisation, war had assumed an atrocious and

comprehensive character that took us back to the era of primitive savagery. The intention
of our resolution is to put an end to crimes that are truly monstrous.

Air Bombardment.

Another fundamental result has been secured in a similar field, and will be, we think,
the most markedly original achievement of this first phase of the Conference. Air bombardment
is abolished, subject to the logically necessary condition that there must be an effective
international system to prevent the unlawful use of civil aircraft and their conversion into
appliances of war. This is in fairness essential, as my friend, Sir John Simon, has so forcibly
demonstrated. Such was the object of the French proposal of February 5th last for the inter-
nationalisation of civil transport aircraft, in which the main lines of the essential organisation
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were laid down: the two measures of protection are interdependent. In order to prove the
sincerity of its adhesion to these principles and to allow of the desired abolition of all bombing
aircraft, the French delegation will table a detailed proposal for the internationalisation of
civil aviation.

Thus, even reduced to this first phase, the Conference has secured a result of
fundamental importance, inasmuch as it has sought, by dealing with what are at
once the most powerful and the most costly arms, to arrest the diversion of the latest achieve-
ments of modern science to illegitimate war purposes. Some people will accuse us of having
done too much; others will blame us for having done too little. If we wish to succeed, the path
of courage lies in making a choice and a decision.

The Problem of Egectives.

With reference to the second part of the Conference and the continuation of our work,
I would ask leave to explain myself with equal frankness. As regards effectives, the methods
of calculation adopted in the Hoover plan, whereby the military forces are split up into the
home police component, the colonial police component, and the defence component, seem to
coincide with the French view that, when peace is organised on sound lines, no forces should
be kept except for the internal needs of the home country, for colonial defence and for inter-
national police action.

But, for the very reason that we openly agree with these views, we feel entitled to put
before our American friends, and President Hoover himself, the three following observations:

(I) The calculation of effectives should be based, not merely on the apparent strength,
but on the real strength, not merely on openly admitted organisations, but on secret organisa-
tions.

(2) There would be very serious drawbacks to calculating the military force in proportion
to the population. To do so would put an unfair premium on quantity, and encourage
what I may venture to call mass imperialism. The great nations would be allowed such large
effectives that they would hold the small nations at their mercy. M. Benes has made it very
clear in his report, in connection with the forthcoming naval discussions, that there can be
no privileged groups. Speaking generally, there are no such things as small and great nations:
there are only nations.

(3) President Hoover's proposal seems not to have contemplated the possibility of
coalitions between those peoples each of which has had its effectives limited. As a matter of
fact, this danger already existed. In our view, however, the whole object of our work is to
protect all nations by a statute which, while obliging them to disarm, will guarantee their
security.

The French View.

The French delegation would not feel that it had entirely fulfilled its duty
towards you if it did not put certain observations before you and call attention to certain
principles which it regards as essential to the construction of the final achievement. These
principles you have yourselves defined, as Count Carton de Wiart, speaking on behalf of
Belgium, has pointed out. At this first stage already, you are finding it essential to establish,
by your Article 4 of Chapter II of the draft, supervision in the form of a permanent disarma-
ment commission "with the constitution, rights and duties generally as outlined in Part VI of
the draft Convention submitted by the Preparatory Commission", and you are already finding
it necessary to contemplate for that permanent commission " such extension of its powers
as may be deemed by the Conference necessary to enable the Convention to be effectively
applied". Similarly, to ensure the enforcement of your regulations regarding chemical bacte-
riological and incendiary weapons, you are demanding rules of international law and " special
measures" dealing with infringements of these provisions.

It is you yourselves who say these things; and our Rapporteur, M. Benes, to
whose high sense of duty we cannot pay too great a tribute, has commented upon
these decisions of yours with his habitual authority. Speaking of possible infringements
of the undertakings entered into by the States, he said : " 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".

" Supervision and measures " : let me dwell on those two words. You, with your good
faith, will have understood the full force of this necessity. If we succeed, as the French
delegation hopes we may succeed, in establishing a general statute of disarmament, how can
anyone imagine that it will be effective or even admissible unless it is accompanied by measures
which shall permit of the supervision of its execution and the punishment of its violation ?

When commenting on Chapter IV, M. Benes said that the question of security was reserved
as being a political question. I note this phrase in order to remind you that, according to the
French view, the idea of security is associated with the idea of disarmament, as, moreover, with
that of arbitration, which, unhappily, all the nations have not yet accepted in its entirety. It
is, of course, understood that we do not demand security for ourselves alone. That guarantee
we desire for all the nations, great or small, for ex-enemies as well as for ex-allies. We are
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of the opinion that it may afford the solution of political problems which cannot be settled
independently of it. At the moment when an international organisation, based on the Covenant
and in accordance with its principles, is set up, the settlement of the question raised by Count
Apponyi, M. Nadolny and M. Pfluigl will be greatly facilitated. When the time comes we shall
make sure that this organisation has been set up, before we can accede fully and unconditionally
to the Convention. The reductions to be effected at any given moment can be the more drastic
the more soundly international security is organised. In our view, the outlawry of war must
be supplemented by the outlawry of the aggressor, the title of belligerent must be denied
this outlaw, the unprotected and possible victims must be safeguarded by the effectual
protection of the nations as a whole. As was said by Emmanuel Kant in his admirable Plan
for Perpetual Peace, in which he so clearly foretold the League of Nations: " Universal
law must be the last degree of perfection necessary to complete the codes of civil and public
law; for we must arrive at an international law for the human race".

To think and speak as we have just been doing does not mean that we are trying to set
up in the midst of our work an abstract theory which shall dominate that work. It means
that we entirely respect your freedom, as we desire to see our own respected, and that we
hope that your work may be crowned by an international organisation-the need of which
is very generally demonstrated-an organisation which would reflect, in the spirit of the
Covenant, a loyal association between the peoples. The French delegation, still hopeful of
achieving this result, will not allow itself to submit reservations which would imply a refusal
to support this resolution. It will vote for the resolution unreservedly, and extends to all
the delegations and to the peoples whom they represent the fraternal greeting of the French
Republic.

M. ERICH (Finland). - The Finnish delegation cannot but regret that the real and tangible
results of the lengthy debates of this Conference should not be more far-reaching and
substantial.

In voting in favour of the resolution, we desire to recall certain facts. Finland
welcomed President Hoover's plan with satisfaction, while urging that there should
be an equitable application of the dominant principles of that plan. We recognised also the
considerable advantages of the amendment proposed by the delegation of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics, which coincides very largely-more particularly as regards the
proportionate reduction of armaments and aerial bombardment-with the provisions of the
Hoover plan.

Though not a member of any of the special groups within this Conference and not bound
by any previous undertaking or compromise in favour of this or that solution, the Finnish
delegation, when confronted by the text of the resolution submitted by our distinguished
Rapporteur and the useful amendments which reflect our own point of view, felt, in connection
with various earlier votes, that the most suitable attitude for it to adopt was that of abstention.
To vote against a reasonable amendment based on a sincere desire to achieve a reduction
of armaments, and even the abolition of the most destructive means of combat, was incompatible
with the policy of the delegation, even though the author of the proposal did not insist on it.

Now, however, the incomplete state of the Conference's work, the differences-sometimes
fundamental-of opinion which have continually prevailed and the desire of the delegation
not to do anything to aggravate the disparity or to weaken the scope of the resolution to be
passed-all these considerations have prevented us from voting against the texts framed with
such care and such a desire for conciliation by our Rapporteur.

The attitude of the Finnish delegation, which has abstained from voting on questions of
detail, is explained by these considerations, which I was anxious to make clear, since the
Finnish delegation now declares its readiness to vote in favour of the resolution, limited though
the preliminary result embodied in that resolution may be.

M. LAIDONER (Estonia). - I simply desire to say a few words now that a final vote is
being taken on the resolution. I wish to state, on behalf of the Estonian delegation, that I
associate myself with the declaration made by the Finnish delegate. The Estonian delegation
will vote in favour of the resolution, for the reasons advanced by the Finnish delegate, though
the text in its present form is far from giving it complete satisfaction.

M. FELDMANS (Latvia). The Latvian delegation will vote in favour of the draft
resolution, and endorses the reasons which M. Erich, representative of Finland, has just
put forward.

M. LANSKORONSKIS (Lithuania). - As is understandable, a small country like my own,
the security of which is increased by the fact of qualitative disarmament, would be glad also if
all the provisions of the resolution could be strengthened and extended at once and if more far-
reaching results could be obtained in general, especially in regard to aerial bombardment,
chemical warfare and supervision. The authoritative speakers who have preceded me have
stated repeatedly that, for small countries, it is highly important that this prohibition should
not remain purely theoretical but that it should be directed chiefly against the instruction
and training required in the use of such weapons. The smaller countries might then reduce
their national expenditure very considerably, by definitely renouncing costly material, anti-
aircraft batteries, gas masks, etc,
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For the reasons explained by the Finnish delegate, Lithuania will, however, vote for the
resolution as a whole, while fully endorsing M. Erich's declarations.

M. SAAVEDRA-AGtERO (Chile). - Before we vote on the whole of the draft resolution
which has been submitted by our distinguished Rapporteur and has been examined in detail by
the Commission, I desire to state, on behalf of my delegation, that we accept the draft as a whole
and will vote in favour of it.

I desire, however, to point out that I must reserve Part 4 of Chapter II, relating to super-
vision, for the subsequent decision of my Government.

As regards the measures to be taken in the second phase of the work of the Conference
in application of the principles set forth in the resolution on which we are about to vote, the
Chilian delegation notes with satisfaction that those measures are based on Article 8 of the
Covenant-that is, that account will always be taken in particular of the geographical situation
and circumstances of each State.

M. GARAY (Panama). - Owing to my absence from Geneva, my country's voice has not
been heard during the last two weeks among those which, from this platform, have greeted
the proposals of the President of the United States of America concerning the limitation and
reduction of armaments. I have asked to be allowed to address you to-day, in order to repair
that omission and to express the feelings of great satisfaction with which the Government
and the people of the Republic of Panama learned, at the time, of Mr. Hoover's happy initiative.

After this brief explanation which, though tardy, is still opportune--for President Hoover's
proposals are as present as ever in our minds, since they form the basis of the draft resolution
now submitted to us-I shall ask your permission to associate myself with the congratulations
and thanks which the Conference has so rightly extended to M. Benes, our distinguished
Rapporteur. We are grateful to him for the immense trouble he has taken in framing a text
which was particularly difficult to draw up and with which, he says himself, he is not entirely
satisfied. In the circumstances, you must not ask the delegate of a State which is entirely
disarmed to overflow with enthusiasm on reading this remarkable document.

I need not repeat that, whatever may be the text of the present resolution and of the sub-
sequent Conventions adopted by the Conference, they will not affect my country in any way.
A hypothetical reduction of 33 per cent applied to military and other effectives does not
compare with the accomplished fact of a reduction of ioo per cent.

But while the results of the Conference do not interest Panama directly, we none the less
attach great indirect importance, on moral and humanitarian grounds, to collaborating with the
other peoples and nations in the establishment of an order of things which shall be more
jealous of justice and of peace than of material force. Our attitude then was bound to be one,
not of obstruction, but of co-operation and conciliation.

Although the resolution which we are asked to vote falls far short of the ideal we hoped to
achieve at this first stage of the Conference and although, as regards aerial bombardment for
example, we have not at once arrived at as definite a prohibition as in the case of chemical,
bacteriological and incendiary warfare, I admit, none the less, that the text before us constitutes
in itself an encouraging beginning, a first constructive effort which, in the long run, will be
supplemented by other efforts very much more far-reaching in their effect. On these grounds
my country is glad to give the resolution its full and sympathetic support, for it sees init
the pledge of a better understanding in the future and of universal appeasement at a not too
distant date.

M. MIKOFF (Bulgaria). - The Bulgarian delegation has maintained from the outset and
is still firmly convinced that only a Convention based on equality and guaranteeing security is
calculated to ensure the maximum success of the Disarmament Conference. The Rapporteur
told us the other day, in the course of his masterly statement that the draft resolution sub-
mitted to us for approval represented "the mean of the ideas, convictions and interests that are
represented in this Conference to-day ".

The Bulgarian delegation is not opposed to the adoption of the text now before us. It
can, however, support it only to the extent to which this document constitutes a contribution
towards the framing of a Convention acceptable to all, a point which cannot be settled now and
which must depend on the future work of the Conference.

Such being the case, I shall abstain from voting. The Bulgarian delegation reserves the
right to express an opinion later on the principles and proposals embodied in the draft resolution,
when the General Commission has examined and settled the questions referred to in Chapter IV
of the draft.

The Bulgarian delegation earnestly hopes that the General Commission will deal with these
questions on the resumption of its work and that our united efforts will result in the conclusion
of a Convention which will satisfy the aspirations of the peoples and the hopes of mankind.

(The continuation of the discussion was adjourned to the next meeting.)
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TWENTY-SEVENTH MEETING

Held on Saturday, July 23rd, I932, at Io a.m.

President: The Right Honourable A. HENDERSON.

56. 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 (continuation): ADOPTION OF THE RESOLUTION.

M. POLITIS (Greece). - On behalf of my delegation I also fully support the draft
resolution.

I am bound to say that it does not satisfy me in all respects. I should have liked a resolution
more complete and definite in substance and even in form, and particularly in the choice of
expression. But in my opinion this draft has one great merit which makes up, to a considerable
extent, for its inadequacy and defects: with regard to the fundamental aspects of the problem
of disarmament, it records the general and almost unanimous agreement of the sixty nations
that are meeting here. It records that agreement, and that is a very important achievement; for
I need only remind you of the difficulties encountered by great international conferences of
a political character at which a large number of countries are gathered together. The great
difficulty is that their diverse conceptions, mentalities and, above all, interests, very often
prevent them from arriving at an understanding, or compel them, in order to achieve agree-
ment, to be content with the lowest level.

I could give you many examples; you are familiar with them, but, for the moment, I
can only think of what happened two years ago at The Hague during the first Conference for
the Progressive Codification of International Law. Three questions were placed on the agenda
after long and careful preparation. The Conference made a statement admitting failure to
solve one of those questions, and drew up a somewhat decapitated draft Convention,
since the main principle on which it should have been based was not mentioned, for the second,
and adopted a Convention on the third, the contents of which can be considered as absolutely
colourless.

This time the difficulty has been overcome, for we have reached agreement, not on a
minimum of no practical value or meaning, but on an average the value of which is enhanced
by the fact that it is a first step towards more radical reforms, a step towards more
comprehensive solutions and more far-reaching measures of disarmament.

To appreciate this result, we have only to remember that agreement has been reached upon
four principles which are all very important-the prohibition of bombing from the air and
chemical, bacteriological and incendiary warfare; the qualitative and quantitative reduction
of all armaments; the limitation of national defence expenditure; and finally, and above
all, for I personally attach to it the greatest importance, supervision by a permanent com-
mission. The latter principle is both an index of the intentions of the Conference and a practical
guarantee that the Convention will be loyally executed.

These results are particularly valuable because we have promised to draw up rules and
take other steps to ensure their practical efficacity. To this I attacfh special importance,
because I share the convictions expressed yesterday by M. Lange, which you approved. It
is not enough to proscribe bombing from the air, and chemical, bacteriological and incendiary
warfare. Preparation and training for this kind of hostility must also be prohibited.

In our agreement, we are promised these additional measu. res. repethatt I attach very
great importance to them, because I do not think anyone could doubt to-day that what is
important is not to prohibit certain forms of hostility, but to ensure that these hostilities
cannot occur. If, in order to make aggressive warfare more difficult, we really want to prevent
a particular form of attack, there is only one way-to agree that the States shall henceforward
not be in free and uncontrolled possession of the weapons with which to make such an attack.

I think I am entitled to say that we have achieved these results, thanks chiefly to the
happy initiative of the President of the United States of America. It was a very valuable
contribution to our work. Its appeal to public opinion to help us to achieve results undoubtedly
gave a decisive turn to our efforts. I do not think I am exaggerating when I say that but for
that proposal we should not to-day be in the fortunate position of being able to draw useful
and practical conclusions from the discussions of the past six months. My delegation is delighted
here and now to pay a sincere tribute to the head of the great American Republic.
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I know very well that what we have done and what we have embodied in the draft
resolution would not amount to much, would even amount to nothing, if our work were not to
lead to the final results which public opinion throughout the civilised world is awaiting. The
draft resolution will be but a vain affirmation of principle if, in the second phase of our work,
we do not achieve concrete results-practical and definite resolutions. But just as at the end
of a long road, when we realise that there is still far to go and that we are merely halting at the
end of the first stage, we can look forward with confidence to the continuation of our work.

I am so confident of the final result because, while working here for some months and
making reciprocal concessions, we have all formed ties of fellowship which will promote that
mutual understanding by means of which we shall be able to find the hoped-for solutions.

I know very well that many difficulties have still to be overcome, chiefly because political
problems of primary importance, which have been left on one side, must be solved. Their
solution will be found only if we realise, in examining them, their fundamental interdepen-
dence, as M. Herriot so emphatically and clearly indicated yesterday. With patience, goodwill
and mutual understanding, however, we shall achieve definite results.

Count Apponyi showed great wisdom when he said that time worked on behalf of those
problems which he had most specially at heart. I think he was quite right, but he would agree
with me that his statement also applies to the other problem-the organisation of peace. The
idea is maturing from day to day. Slowly but surely it is penetrating the conscience of all,
for to-day no one would deny that the organisation of peace is an indispensable condition
for real and definitive disarmament.

The progressive reduction of armaments depends upon the progressive organisation of an
international order capable of securing the rights of each, as well as the security and tranquillity
of all. But I am sure that we can solve these problems, for, in arriving at the solutions set out
in the draft resolution, we have had to make reciprocal concessions, as a result of which we have
laid the foundations for our subsequent work. You will all realise that in so doing we have
assumed towards one another a responsibility, as yet moral, for the risks to which the reduction
and limitation of our armaments would expose us.

I firmly hope that this still somewhat vague responsibility will be transformed into law
and will find clear, decisive and definite expression when the undertakings as to the substance
of the problem we are considering have themselves been embodied in a convention.

That is why, calmly and with complete confidence in the future, I can unreservedly approve
the draft resolution. My delegation will gladly vote for it. It sees in the resolution, I cannot
repeat this often enough, the seed of future harvests. All the delegations present here can
accept it. It is our duty to do our best for it.

My delegation is convinced that public opinion will see in the adoption of the draft
resolution the dawn of a new era, for the world will realise that, in adopting it, we clearly
affirm our conviction that, from this day on, disarmament is on the way.

Cemal HUSNt Bey (Turkey). - Undoubtedly the draft resolution submitted to the
General Commission for approval represents considerable and arduous work, and I desire to
associate myself with my colleagues' tribute to our eminent Rapporteur's zeal and ability.
In his masterly statement of the day before yesterday, he himself explained to us how delicate
and complicated was his task.

The draft resolution sets forth general principles and leads us to expect solutions in the
ear future. It is a resultant of certain combined points of view, a summary of certain nego-

t iations in which the Turkish delegation took no part. It would, of course, have been preferable
could the Conference have decided, at this stage of its work, upon a substantial, immediate and
effective reduction of armaments, or could at least have agreed to abolish specifically offensive
weapons. We were justified in hoping to find as a minimum, in the resolution which closes the
first phase of the Conference's proceedings, the total prohibition of bombing from the air; the
complete and unreserved abolition of bombing aeroplanes, tanks, and heavy mobile artillery
exceeding a certain calibre to be fixed now; and the immediate and total prohibition of
chemical and bacteriological warfare.

We should have found the draft resolution more satisfactory had it contained, not only
general principles, but also figures and details.

We are quite ready to admit that the adoption of the resolution will be valuable
in the sense that it will enable the various States to establish the necessary contacts
during the vacation, and to embark upon the necessary negotiations for the purpose of adding
to the decisions we have taken such details and figures as may give satisfaction to all the
States. These contacts and negotiations should this time, we hope, be more far-reaching,
more universal, and thereby more useful and more fruitful.

The Turkish delegation will have an opportunity of expressing its opinion with regard
to the various points of the draft resolution when the principles therein laid down are
examined with a view to their actual application. For the moment, it will confine itself to
noting the contents of the resolution.
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We have no intention of opposing the draft resolution. We shall, however, remain within
the framework of the proposals we have made in this Commission, and, guided solely by the
desire to confine ourselves to the purely technical side of the problem of disarmament, we shall
retain entire freedom of action and shall reserve our vote until the time comes to consider
the application of the principles and to perform the promises made in the draft. Meanwhile,
we support Part V of the draft resolution with regard to the armaments truce.

I take this opportunity to state once more that any radical solution of the problem of
disarmament, involving the abolition of aggressive weapons and a substantial reduction of
armaments equitable to all the nations, will always receive our full and complete approval.

M. DE VASCONCELLOS (Portugal). - On behalf of its Government, the delegation of the
Portuguese Republic supports the resolution which concludes the first phase of the proceedings
of this Conference. I associate myself with the thanks addressed to our eminent Rapporteur
for his good work. M. Benes, as the motive force and the great conciliator of the Conference,
has once again deserved well of peace.

This resolution marks a step forward, a necessary step, towards the international organisa-
tion of peace. It is particularly necessary just now, for I will not hide from you that, in my
opinion, since 1923-24, the organisation of peace, instead of advancing, has fallen back,
in spite of the League's efforts, to which I should like to pay the tribute they deserve.
I consider that the attempts made during these important years to organise peace by promoting
international fellowship were more rational and logical than measures which aim at achieving
peace through a relative insufficiency of weapons.

I recognise, however, that world public opinion sets up disarmament as a mystic ideal
which should govern mankind. Let us then continue our work during the subsequent phases
of the Conference, but do not let us forget the proposals relating to compulsory arbitration
and to the preparation of a treaty of mutual assistance with which the foundations of a sound
legal organisation of peace will be laid.

On the day on which all the Powers, great and small alike, whether Members of the
League or not, accept their full responsibility in a definite pact of security, such, for example,
as the 1924 Protocol, disarmament will be very much easier. We all look forward most eagerly
to the dawn of that day.

General BURHARDT-BUKACKI (Poland). - The Polish delegation will vote in favour of the
resolution as a whole, although it is not completely satisfied with certain parts of it, even at
the present stage of our work. My delegation would venture to point out that the resolution
outlines a fairly detailed and extensive programme, We must hope that, at the second stage
of the Conference, we shall draw up more definite formulas emphasising, above all, the close
interdependence of all the problems of disarmament and international security. So far this
field is still untouched, in spite of certain programmes and proposals which must necessarily
receive our attention in the near future.

We are very satisfied with certain parts of the preamble and some of the clauses of the
resolution. They bring out clearly the need to avoid solutions of too formal or general a
character, which do not adequately provide for special situations. We must act in harmony
with Article 8 of the League Covenant-the fundamental basis of our work.

We will not disguise our disappointment that sufficient attention has not been paid to
some aspects of the problem of disarmament, in spite of their very special importance.

The difficulties with which the Effectives Committee has had to contend have made it
impossible to draw up clear definitions as to what was comprised by the armed forces of a
country. Unfortunately, therefore, there is some doubt as to the military strength of the various
countries, and any comparison between the armed forces of the States represented at the
Conference is for the moment utterly impossible. We venture therefore to express the hope
that the Bureau will give fairly precise and definite instructions to the special committee,
to enable it to do useful work in the interests of peace and international justice.

My country had real satisfaction in supporting the very important declaration of the
eight delegations with regard to bombing from the air. From the outset, my country adopted
a very definite attitude in this respect in the Air Commission. We are anxious that there
should be no possibility, in future undertakings on this matter, of getting round the prohibition
of bombing from the air, by adapting civil aircraft, which was very well developed in certain
important countries, for military purposes. Unfortunately, the Air Commission had hitherto
been unable to agree, even with regard to ordinary measures of publicity and regulation.

The great problem of the internationalisation of civil aviation has not even been touched
by the Commission. Until it is solved, the actual danger of air warfare will not be removed.
My delegation will continue to urge that a comprehensive solution of this problem be found,
and we shall be glad to work side by side with the many delegations who share our
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preoccupations in this direction: to preserve peace and safeguard the world against the
atrocities of air warfare.

The chapter relating to naval disarmament, viewed in the light of the Rapporteur's very
clear explanations, will enable us, with other States which have become maritime Powers
since the world war, to submit our naval programmes during the second phase of our work.
This modest programme will be strictly confined to our requirements for the defence of our
seacoast and our trade, which is increasingly seaborne.

The results of the Committee on chemical and bacteriological weapons which are recorded
in our resolution are very satisfactory. On several points, these results go further than the
I925 Protocol, to which Poland acceded at the outset.

We hope that this Committee will continue its work, particularly in the field referred to
in the resolution under " Violations".

The provisions with regard to this matter are fully in accord with the view our delegation
has always urged, both in the Preparatory Commission and in the Conference itself.

In surveying the results of our work, I feel bound to mention here a question raised by my
delegation at the beginning of the Conference-the problem of moral disarmament. The
Special Committee set up to study this problem-owing, to a considerable extent, to the
Polish initiative-has already achieved appreciable results. We hope that, during the second
phase, the Conference will draw up an agreement marking considerable progress in this matter.

As I have already said, my delegation will vote for the resolution as a whole. It will,
I am sure, constitute a basis for the efforts which we shall continue to make in the interests
of peace and international security. The troublous times through which we are passing set us
very special tasks. We must contribute to the framing of big comprehensive solutions. Nothing
would be more dangerous, in our view, than to lose sight of the organic interdependence
of all the problems connected with the organisation of peace. We could not contemplate
reconstructing one part of our building without at the same time strengthening the foundations,
and we must be guided in our work, not by theoretical and abstract formulas, but only by
practical considerations aiming at the maintenance of peace.

M. LITVINOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). - I said the other day that the
resolution proposed by the Rapporteur was not acceptable to the Soviet delegation. I explained
the reasons, and I shall therefore not occupy the Commission's time by recapitulating them.

I tried to amend the resolution, but I failed. Although so many delegations expressed their
dissatisfaction with it, it now stands before us practically in its original form. The attitude
of the Soviet delegation towards it therefore remains unchanged also, and my delegation is
compelled to vote against it.

The Soviet delegation finds itself in a peculiar situation. It offered to disarm totally, and
this offer naturally includes any measure for a universal reduction of armaments. The Soviet
delegation could calmly await offers for reduction of armaments from other delegations, and
its agreement could be taken for granted.

I am very much afraid, however, that, unless we show clearly our attitude towards the
resolution, the position of the Soviet delegation and the Soviet Government may be
misinterpreted as a change of policy. Naturally, I wish to avoid that. After all, the final
attitude of delegations towards the resolution will be judged, not by the speeches made and the
explanations given here, but by whether they vote for or against the resolution. It would be
sad, indeed, if the voting created the impression that the Conference unanimously accepts the
resolution as the limit of the will of all nations to disarm. It is absolutely necessary, in my
opinion, that the world at large should know that there are delegations who would not stop
at these limits but would strain their efforts in an endeavour to push the Conference as far as
possible towards a real reduction of armaments, and by short and decisive stages to total disarma-
ment. Real security for all nations lies in that way only. In the first place, there must be
security against war, security guaranteeing the independence of the nations and their free
development, in accordance with their own desires and ideals, without interruption or inter-
vention from outside. Only in that direction will the nations achieve that real equality which
we should like to achieve; not equality in armaments but equality in disarmament. Equality
established to-day will be upset to-morrow as long as armaments and their corollary, war,
exist.

I should like to believe that all those who are really interested in universal and lasting
peace, in security for all nations and in the equality of nations, would see a ray of hope, not
in the fact that so many delegations voted for an admittedly unsatisfactory resolution, but in
the fact that one delegation is always ready unmistakably to show its dissatisfaction with
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limited disarmament and is thereby working to bring nearer the time when, to use the happy
reference to grammar made by the President of the Council of the French Republic, M. Herriot,
the nations will never use the verb "to arm" in the present or in the future, but only in the
past tense, and then only with confusion and shame.

The PRESIDENT. - I have waited for this moment since January 28th. I have done my
best to display all the patience that was necessary under exceedingly trying circumstances.
I have received thousands of resolutions by way of postcard, letter and telegram. I think I
can claim to know something, not of the opinion of one part of the world, but of most of the
countries represented in this Conference. The resolutions and other communications I have
received have given me some idea of the strength of public opinion in favour of disarmament.
These communications have been in favour of disarmament in three particular ways.

First of all, I received a considerable number of communications after the passing of the
Simon resolution with regard to qualitative disarmament and to the need for completely
abolishing aggressive weapons.

When the President of the United States of America made his declaration, I received
nothing short of a flood of communications supporting the President's proposals.

I have also received a very considerable number of resolutions in favour of the point so
strongly urged yesterday by M. Nadolny-the equal rights of States.

When I come to examine the resolution, I must admit that, having all this in mind,
I find it very far short of what I should have liked it to be. But if I were on the floor instead
of in the Chair, and the resolution were submitted to the vote, I could do nothing but give it my
wholehearted support. In all probability I should have taken the line that has been taken by
some of the delegations here; I should have voted against some clauses and tried to amend
others. I should probably have been very dissatisfied with one or two parts of the resolution.
Having made my protest, however, I repeat, I should have had to vote in favour of the
resolution when it was put to the vote as a whole.

May I tell the General Commission why ? I will quote three points from the resolution
itself, and, in doing so, I would ask every delegation to remember that if it votes against the
resolution it votes against these three points.

What, then, will be the effect upon the public mind ? After all we are very. much
concerned with the impression that this first stage of the Conference may have upon public
opinion.

Here is the first quotation:

" . the time has come when all nations of the world must adopt substantial and
comprehensive measures of disarmament . . ."

I could not vote against that. Let me give you a second quotation:

"Firmly determined . .

Note these words; and, if these words have any meaning, I am entitled to conclude that
all those who participated in the drafting of the resolution, on behalf especially of the great
Powers, are so determined:

"... .to achieve a first decisive step involving a substantial reduction of
armaments."

But, I am going to give you a third quotation. I heard Sir John Simon, I thought very
aptly and very convincingly, refer to the proposals of the President of the United States of
America. Here, then, is the third quotation:

" Decides forthwith . . . guided by the general principles underlying President
Hoover's declaration:

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

I repeat, how could I vote against a resolution, with all its shortcomings and imperfections,
that made such declarations as I have just read to the Commission ?

As I have endeavoured, from the moment I came here to open the Conference, to keep in
touch in various ways, and to keep you in touch, with public opinion, I felt it my duty to say
what I have said. As my last word, I say that I believe we have started, with the acceptance
of this resolution, upon the right road to disarmament. There will come a time-and no time
will be lost so far as your President is concerned-when all the great preparations in which we
have been engaged month after month for six long months will produce a great gathering-in.
May I say, and I hope the Commission will understand me, that, if I thought that that gathering-
in would not come in the second stage of this Conference, I should have to ask you to excuse me
from again coming here for a further six months ? I should have to ask you to excuse me if I
thought that there would be nothing more than the excitement of expectation which these
quotations undoubtedly produce. But I am going to trust the great Powers; I am going to



trust all the representatives who vote for this resolution to come to Geneva in the autumn
with the determination that we shall have a great gathering-in, and that our work will terminate
in a General Convention which will secure a substantial reduction of world armaments to be
applied to land, naval and air armaments.

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

For: South Africa, United States of America, Argentine Republic, Australia, Belgium,
Bolivia, Brazil, United Kingdom, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Den-
mark, Dominican Republic, Estonia, Finland, France, Greece, Hejaz and Nejd, India,
Irish Free State, Japan, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxemburg, Mexico, Netherlands,
New Zealand, Norway, Panama, Persia, Poland, Portugal, Roumania, Siam, Spain, Sweden,
Switzerland, Venezuela, Yugoslavia.

Against: Germany, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.

Abstained: Afghanistan, Albania, Austria, Bulgaria, China, Hungary, Italy, Turkey.

The President announced that the resolution was adopted by 41 votes to 2, with 8 abstentions.

The following declarations were made at the time of voting:

M. NADOLNY (Germany). - In very moving words, the President explained that those who
voted against the resolution would be voting against the idea of disarmament, against the
first decisive step towards disarmament and against the Hoover plan.

I do not vote against any of these principles. On the contrary, I should be the first to
support them.

I vote against the resolution. I had the honour yesterday to explain why my Government
has decided to adopt this attitude.

M. COSTA DU RELS (Bolivia).- The Bolivian delegation votes for the resolution as a whole,
with one reservation with regard to the relative restriction of the capacity of aeroplanes.

At this moment, when a South-American Republic is, by a form of aggression which I
should not like to describe in detail, somewhat disturbing the peace of the South-American
continent, I should like to make one recommendation. Let us hope that, when we resume our
work, we shall find everyone here-all the South American nations, that is, without exception.
If we desire to fulfil all our obligations and to act in accordance with Article 8 of the Covenant;
if we desire to keep the promises with regard to peace which we have made here, we must
come to Geneva to discuss our problems.

It is in this spirit that I urge all the South American nations to be here when our work is
resumed, so that that peace which Latin America so greatly needs at this moment may become
a reality.

Dr. YEN (China). - Mr. President, the Chinese delegation is in sympathy with
disarmament and approves the resolution as far as it goes, but unless and until the Sino-
Japanese dispute which is before the League has been solved in accordance with the principles
of the League and to our satisfaction, the Chinese Government, to its profound regret, is not
able to engage itself in any manner or form to disarmament. I therefore abstain from
voting.

Count APPONYI (Hungary). - The Hungarian delegation abstains from voting on
the resolution as a whole. I must point out that I was compelled to vote against the second part
of the resolution.

Mr. Sean LESTER (Irish Free State). - I vote for the resolution, but only in the sense of
President Henderson's declaration.

M. MATSUDAIRA (Japan). - I vote for the resolution with the reservations I have made.

Ali-Goli Kahn ANSARI (Persia). - I vote for the resolution with the reservations which
I have already had the honour to make.

M. LITVINOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). -- I vote for disarmament, but
against the resolution.




