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II 

FIRST MEETING.

Held on Monday, February 20th, I928, at II a.m.

Chairman: M. BENES (Czechoslovakia).

1. General Discussion.

The CHAIRMAN. - I have the honour to open the second session of the Committee on Arbitra-
tion and Security. I have ventured to convene you immediately upon the completion of the
work contemplated by the Committee with a view to the preparation of its second session.

What is the purpose of this session ? At the first session we drew up our programme;
and now, within the scope of our programme, we must embark upon the task entrusted to us
by the last Assembly; the Committee has been asked to prepare a first report as to what
measures we consider likely, in the present conditions of international politics, to increase the
security of States.

I consider it my duty to give you at least a brief account of all that has been done in the
period which the programme describes as the first stage, i.e., the period between the Committee's
first and second sessions.

As soon as our Committee's first session was closed, the Secretariat of the League of
Nations immediately set to work to prepare the necessary material. A considerable amount
of work has been accomplished, for which the Secretary of our Committee, M. Sugimura, and
his colleagues deserve our warm thanks. Among the results of this work are valuable studies
on conciliation and arbitration, with a revised and enlarged edition of the publication of I926
entitled " Systematic Survey of the Arbitration Conventions and Treaties of Mutual Security
deposited with the League of Nations"; an excellent study on the treaties of defensive alliance,
of mutual guarantee, etc., with synoptic tables of these treaties, and a remarkable historical,
political and legal study of Article Io of the Covenant. I know the Rapporteurs will agree
with me that the Secretariat's work has greatly facilitated our task.

Upon the conclusion of the Secretariat's preparatory work, the Rapporteurs appointed
by the Committee at its first session set to work to prepare their memoranda. In these memo-
randa they did not state the views of their respective Governments but only their own personal
opinions. A glance at the volume containing their memoranda, which you have before you,
will be sufficient to show you the extent of their labours. I think I shall be speaking for you
all in thanking them very warmly.

The Governments could make known their views on the problems under consideration
by sending written observations up to December 31st last. When I learned that certain
Governments proposing to send in observations required more time; I felt myself justified, in
the interest of our work, in prolonging the time-limit until January I5th. Even after this
date, indeed, we saw no objection to accepting the observations of Governments. Obser-
vations reached us from the Swedish, Norwegian, Belgian, British and German Governments.
They were sent to you; you are familiar with them, and it is therefore unnecessary to deal
with them here. I should, however, like to express the gratitude of all those of us who have
taken part in the preparatory work of this session for the observations of these Governments.

We have been able to appreciate the efforts of the Swedish and Norwegian Governments
to assist in the preparation of the memoranda by making concrete proposals, and we also
appreciated the great importance of the British Government's having stated its point of view
in so clear and definite a manner; we fully recognised, too, the value of the excellent suggestions
contained both in the British and in the German observations.

It is greatly to be hoped that the spokesmen of the States represented in this Committee,
and perhaps of other States also, will make known their views on the various aspects of the
problems under consideration with the same frankness, clearness and precision. For one of
the chief conditions of the success of our work is that we should be well acquainted with the
political possibilities to be reckoned with. Otherwise, most of our work will not be of the
kind that can be followed by acts, but will merely consist of theoretical studies.

As soon as the Rapporteurs had completed their memoranda, I convened them, together
with the Sections of the League Secretariat concerned, to a meeting at Prague.

Although I do not wish to anticipate the verdict of my honourable colleagues in the
Committee, I think I may say that the three memoranda as presented and discussed at Prague
give proof of a strong sense of political realities. The Prague discussions have, I hope, omitted
no important question. They took into account all the vital interests of the different groups
of States. The draft memoranda were based upon the idea that general security cannot be
organised all at once or by uniform methods, but only step by step; underlying them was the
conviction that any proposals which represented an ideal and complete solution of one or
other of the aspects of the problems at issue would, as the experience of the last few years
has proved, be going beyond what is politically practicable in many countries, and would
therefore be foredoomed to remain no more than an interesting piece of legal or political theory.
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Rather, on the contrary, the memoranda represented efforts to formulate proposals which
would be a definite step forward. You, gentlemen, will judge whether we have been successful.
The memoranda were examined jointly at meetings held between January 26th and February ist.

The principal aim of the joint examination of the memoranda was to eliminate any proposals
which, under existing political conditions, would be inacceptable to certain States. We
had to perform this duty, because we desired that, in the interests not only of security but of
the Preparatory Commission's work, our labours should be practical and not theoretical.
For this reason we examined all proposals in the light of the opinions which Governments have
on different occasions expressed regarding various features of the problems studied; in particular,
we took account of the statements contained in the above-mentioned observations by
Governments. At the same time, it was necessary to proceed in such a way that the various
opposing arguments should nevertheless appear side by side in the memoranda in order that
our Committee might finally be able to decide with a full knowledge of the facts. In short,
the work which we are submitting to you aims at being a well-considered and balanced adjust-
ment of different points of view. I repeat, gentlemen, you yourselves will judge whether
your Rapporteurs have succeeded or not.

The second duty of the Prague meeting was to co-ordinate the memoranda so as to form
"an organic whole ", as requested by the Committee. As the members of the Committee
have already been able to realise, it was impossible, owing to the classification of questions,
to combine the memorandum on arbitration and that on security in a single memorandum,
according to the programme. I think, however, that this does not in the least affect the
organic nature of the results of the Prague meeting.

I should point out that, although the memoranda remain under the personal responsi-
bility of their authors alone, unanimity was obtained upon all the points contained in them, with
the result that each memorandum is now submitted by all the Rapporteurs and the Chairman
as being suited to serve as a basis for the Committee's discussions. During the Prague delibera-
tions, the Rapporteurs and the Chairman had occasion to make certain general statements
which have been recorded in the Introduction to the three memoranda. We expedited the
discussions in order that the members of the Committee might receive the memoranda a
fortnight before the present meeting, as they had requested.

I must emphasise the fact that the memoranda only contain suggestions based upon
certain principles generally accepted or recognised in existing treaties, or in drafts which have
not come into force, or relating to certain methods for putting these principles into effect.
They are not, therefore, full-fledged truths to be imposed upon our honourable colleagues.
For this reason these memoranda contain a number of alternative suggestions. According
to the memoranda, it is not for the League as such but for the different Governments quite
freely to take measures to increase the degree of security in different parts of the world. Nothing
would be asked from those who were not willing to participate in these measures. The
collaboration, contribution or, if you like, the initiative of the League which might result
from these memoranda would not commit the different States unwilling to participate in
these measures to any special undertaking, but it would be in the nature of a guide should
a State desire, together with other States, to organise security on behalf of peace. The League
would only become a factor in certain circumstances and when States were unable to agree, and
in this case it would offer them its good offices. It seems to me desirable that States should be
free to choose their method of putting into practice principles recommended by the League,
for, as M. Politis aptly remarks in his memorandum, security has also its subjective side, and
it is upon this subjective security that the inclination of States to reduce and limit their
armaments mainly depends.

We asked ourselves at Prague whether, taking into consideration every aspect of the
problem before us, we should, in this initial stage of our work, submit to you the texts of the
model treaties of arbitration, conciliation and security. Finally, wishing to reserve you full
freedom of action, we decided to make all necessary preparations, but not to do so immediately,
pending your decision on the subject. We have laid down the principles which would be
embodied in model treaties. Following these principles, and making use also of the material
collected in the publications and treaties registered by the Secretariat, we could produce
in a very short time the few model treaties for which you might ask.

As regards procedure, I think the memoranda are so clear that there is no need for the
Rapporteurs to make any immediate explanatory statements. We might therefore at once
proceed to the general debate, during which the Rapporteurs could give any explanations
that might be asked for. It is obviously most important, as I have ventured to say with some
emphasis, that we should know clearly and definitely the views of the various Governments;
I would therefore ask my colleagues to have their names placed on the list of speakers, and to
give a general statement of the views of their respective Governments on the memoranda.

Thus, at the end of this first stage of the discussion, we should know on what points we
are all generally agreed, and those points could then be left out of the debate. There would
remain the points in dispute. At the close of the general discussion, the Bureau would under-
take to present to you any points on which delegates might have made reservations or announced
new proposals. We should thus enter upon the second stage of the discussion, during which
we should make a special study of each of the disputed points in turn. In the course of this
second stage, any amendments to the text or new proposals that might be announced in the
general debate would be presented and upheld.

We shall, I think, endeavour not to prolong the general debate unduly, so that we can
pass on quickly to a detailed examination of the special passages in the actual texts of the
memoranda.
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This procedure which I am suggesting is based on the assumption that sub-committees
are not to be immediately set up. We shall see later on whether they are necessary or not.
I may add at once that I do not wish to force your hands in any way, and that all I am offering
you is a suggestion which I have worked out after talking to our colleagues of the Secretariat
and to some of my fellow-delegates. On the other hand, the suggested procedure would
involve the appointment, during the second stage of the discussion, of a drafting committee
to prepare the new texts of which the substance had been adopted as the outcome of the
Committee's debate and of the new proposals or amendments submitted by our colleagues.

In any case, I think we shall see from the issue of the general debate what is the best
line to follow. I myself shall be ready to accept any decision my colleagues may reach.

That, gentlemen, is all I have to say about the work that has been done so far and the
work that we have still to do. Our opening proceedings were followed with misgiving in
some quarters, with doubt and scepticism in others. On the whole, our first results have
been favourably received; it is realised that we have done very useful work on which measures
tending to increase the degree of security and to advance the work of disarmament can be
based.

That is certainly what we all wish. For my part, I have no doubt of the success of our
efforts. Even if, in the course of our discussions, we are called upon to surmount serious
obstacles, even if we find difficulties in our way when we try to co-ordinate the various views
of different Governments, we must, gentlemen, unremittingly, unflinchingly, unfalteringly,
with patience, with energy, with decision and mutual goodwill, pursue our work and press
straight on towards the goal. We shall have our reward-another triumph for the League of
Nations. I am sure, gentlemen, that we shall succeed.

Lord CUSHENDUN (British Empire). - I desire at the outset to tender my most grateful
thanks, on behalf of the British Government as well as myself, to our distinguished colleagues
who have so ably prepared the way for our discussion by the memoranda which they have
submitted, and I should like at the same time to say how I appreciate what you yourself, sir,
have done in arranging this preliminary work and in writing your able and informative intro-
duction to those memoranda. I am particularly glad to note that, in the observations which
you have just made, you have expressed your approval of the memorandum which was sub-
mitted by the Government which I represent. That memorandum was prepared with the
greatest possible care, and with an earnest desire to assist the work upon which this Committee
is engaged.

The procedure which you have outlined I think an admirable sketch of the way in which
we should proceed. There will come a period, no doubt, when we shall have to examine the
memoranda in detail with considerable care, and it would be too much to expect that no
grounds of criticism will be found. I have no doubt that here and there, in matters of detail,
we shall have to adjust the conclusions reached and arrive at an agreement after adequate
discussion. For the moment we are only engaged, as I understand, in a general discussion
of the principles involved, and I shall restrict myself for the moment to a general view of the
work before us.

For that purpose I think it is necessary to remind ourselves of our objective. The
Preparatory Commission, whose aim was to prepare the way for a definite scheme of disarma-
ment in accordance with the obligations of the Covenant, found itself confronted with very
great difficulties in arriving at an international agreement, and it was in order to smooth the
way for the work of the Preparatory Commission that we were charged with the duty of
investigating the cognate question of security, which we all recognise as being very closely
entangled with that of disarmament, so much so that it is sometimes very difficult to decide in
one's own mind which of these two is cause and which is effect. We ask ourselves: Does
disarmament depend entirely upon security, or does security depend upon disarmament ?
Speaking for myself, I think the more one reflects upon those two propositions, the more one
sees that they are interdependent, and our duty in this Committee is to see whether any
practical measures which we can adopt will smooth the path for the Preparatory Commission
in order that it may achieve what we all so earnestly desire-a large measure of international
disarmament as a security for peace.

I want the Committee if possible to realise that, unless during our work in this session
we can among ourselves arrive at some real, practical measure which will give a greater sense
of security to the nations of the world, we shall have very little hope of doing anything really
practical and useful in the way of disarmament.

I welcome very much, Mr. Chairman, some words of yours which I intend to quote in a
moment. I have often heard criticism in England, and indeed elsewhere, to the effect that the
work of this Committee in earnestly seeking measures of security indicates a lack of confidence
in the League of Nations itself and in the Covenant which is its authority, because, after all,
we must remember that it was intended by the framers of the Covenant of the League that
the establishment of the League itself should be a security to the world against the recurrence
of war, and unless the League of Nations with its Covenant accomplishes that object it must
be regarded as a failure. But I am not ready to make any such admission, and it is for that
reason, Mr. Chairman, that I particularly welcome the wise words which you have set out
for us in Clause 5 of your Introduction, which I should like to read. You refer there to the
application of Article ii, and to the Memorandum on the Articles of the Covenant which is
now submitted to the Committee; you then continue: they . . . "bring out the fact that the
Covenant creates a measure of security which needs to be appreciated at its full value. "
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We cannot too often remind ourselves that this is true. We are apt, in the discussion
of subsidiary measures of security, to forget that the Covenant itself creates a measure of
security which needs to be appreciated at its full value, and you remind us, Mr. Chairman, that
the articles of the Covenant itself are capable of being applied in such a way that in the majority
of cases they can prevent war. I think it is very desirable that this fundamental proposition
should be emphasised by this Committee. It does not, of course, in the least preclude us
from desiring to find subsidiary and supplementary measures-far from it-but we should
keep clearly in mind that in the majority of cases the prevention of war may be secured by
the Covenant itself.

I am also glad to note that our Chairman in his Introduction deprecates resort to a too
rigid procedure. At the end of Clause 5 he says: "The responsible representatives of the
States Members of the Council are equipped by the terms of the Covenant with extensive
powers for the preservation of international peace" .That peace" . . . can be exercised effectively
within the framework of the Covenant "and I would especially emphasise the following
words-" all the more effectively because that instrument does not provide any rigid code of
procedure for the settlement of international crises". That is a very wise caution, because
I notice in some quarters a rather unfortunate tendency to desire exactly what the Chairman
says we should avoid, namely, a too rigid procedure and too precise definitions as to the
measures to be taken if a crisis should arise.

I would also call attention to another very wise paragraph in the Chairman's Introduction.
I refer to paragraph I2, in which he says: "Those nations which consider that the general
measure of security afforded by the Covenant is inadequate for their needs . . . must at the
present moment regard the conclusion of security pacts with other States in the same
geographical area as the only practical or possible form of supplementary guarantee." That is
a proposition which, with great respect, I thoroughly endorse and approve. I believe
that the measures which we can elaborate as supplementary to the Covenant will be found
to be exactly those measures which the Chairman has in mind, namely, security pacts with
other States in the same geographical area, and when I compare his Introduction with the
three memoranda of our distinguished Rapporteurs, I find that, on the whole, they take the
same view as the Chairman. They frequently emphasise the great value of the example
which has been given to us by the Locarno Treaties. The British Government feel very
strongly that the Locarno Treaties do offer the very best models that we can hope to follow,
if we can get them applied in other areas. I realise, of course, the difficulties that there must
be in following a model such as that of Locarno, and undoubtedly we cannot hope to follow
it in every particular. If treaties of the same character are framed in other parts of the world,
there will no doubt be local and particular conditions to be considered, but, speaking generally,
I believe we shall find that the greatest hope of advance lies in following the Locarno example.

The Assembly has itself put forward the Locarno Treaties as a model which it would
desire to be followed elsewhere. The same idea has been expressed not once but several times,
and it was expressed, if I remember rightly, in the course of our discussion at our first session.
It will not be of very much use merely to repeat this pious hope, and I hope it may be found
possible to take some practical step forward during the present session of our Committee in
the direction of proposing a treaty on the Locarno model.

Not quite sufficient emphasis perhaps has been laid, in my judgment, upon the proposal
which was made by the Finnish Government for mutual financial support in a crisis. The
British Government feels that this is a proposal which deserves the very fullest consideration,
and it is prepared to support it. It believes that the proposal is an encouragement to preserve
the peace and that it also offers a most desirable means of giving effective aid to any nation
which finds itself the victim of unprovoked aggression. I hope that, in the course of our
discussions, we may find that there is agreement in the Committee in favour of that proposal
as one of the means of security.

It is quite clear from the reports that a large part of our discussion must centre round
proposals for treaties of arbitration and conciliation. Reserving all details until a later
period, it strikes me that in these reports two methods are presented to us for promoting
treaties of arbitration and conciliation. The first method is a multilateral or general treaty
which is or may be signed by all States, or at any rate by a maximum number of States. The
second method is the framing of a model treaty for individual States to follow when they
desire to enter into bilateral arrangements either with one other State or another group of
States. Both methods are worthy of the fullest consideration, but they are quite clearly to
be distinguished one from the other. In this connection, I would like to express my thanks
to the Swedish Government for the draft which has been prepared and sent to us of a treaty
which might serve as a model of that kind. I think that, if that treaty is taken as a basis
for the discussion which has been suggested, it will perhaps require some amendment, but
that will be matter for consideration when we come to discuss it in detail.

I hope that the Committee will not think that I am making too bold a claim when I say
that in this matter of arbitration and conciliation Great Britain has a very long and valuable
experience. Our acquaintance with arbitration treaties and conciliation treaties goes back
considerably more than one hundred years. A very large number of international disputes,
especially between Great Britain and the United States of America, have been amicably settled
in the past by this method. In some cases, very important disputes in which the almost
vital interests of one country or of both were at stake, where under less happy circumstances
war might easily have resulted between two great Powers, have been happily arranged during
the last hundred years or more by this method of arbitration and conciliation. Having
tested its value, not as- a matter of academic theory but from practical experience, we rejoice
to find that our example in that respect is now being very largely followed, especially since
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the great war, by other nations which hitherto have not given apparently quite the same
amount of attention to this mode of settlement as ourselves. I need hardly say that we are
ready to do all we possibly can to promote a large number of treaties of that sort between
different nations, either by assisting in framing a model or by any moral support that we can
give to our colleagues in this room and the Governments which they represent. We know
from experience that caution is sometimes needed in the framing of such agreements, and
we know that, though they are of almost unlimited value, there is also a limit to their applica-
tion. Our own Government does not particularly need a model conciliation treaty for its
guidance, since it has a great many such treaties in its archives; but it may very well be that
for States less familiar than we are with this method of settling disputes it might be extremely
useful that a model treaty should be framed, to be adjusted in its details by each State accord-
ing to the circumstances arising as between one particular State and another.

I wish only to say again that, as far as the general outline of procedure is concerned,
I fully endorse the proposal of the Chairman. He has most ably assisted us in our work and,
speaking for myself, I am more than willing gladly to accept his guidance.

2. Communication by the Chairman regarding the Absence of M. Urrutia, Vice-Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. - I venture first to thank Lord Cushendun for the very flattering
remarks which he has made concerning the Rapporteurs and the Chairman of the Committee.
I think his words are of good augury for our discussions.

Before closing the meeting, I would inform you that our Vice-Chairman, M. Urrutia, has
sent me a letter announcing that he cannot take part in the meetings of the Committee during
the session, and intimating that the Committee is free to appoint another Vice-Chairman.

We hope that our honourable colleague will be able to come during the session, or to
future sessions of the Committee, and I would therefore ask you not for the moment to elect
a new Vice-Chairman.

The meeting rose at I2.45 p.m.

SECOND MEETING

Held on Monday, February 20th, I928, at 4.30 p.m.

Chairman: M. BENES (Czechoslovakia).

3. General Discussion (continued).

M. VON SIMSON (Germany).- I would first both personally and on behalf of the German
Government associate myself with the words of thanks addressed this morning to the Chairman
and Rapporteurs.

The memoranda submitted by them for those who, like myself, have not been able hitherto
to follow closely the deliberations at Geneva contain valuable material together with proposals
and suggestions for the settlement of the serious difficulties involved in the questions submitted
to us.

I am glad to note that there is a certain measure of agreement between the views contained
in these memoranda and the opinion of my Government. It seems hardly necessary for me
to remind you of the views of my Government on the questions of principle concerning disarma-
ment and security. The different representatives of the German Government, in particular,
Count Bernstorff, have frequently explained them to you. Moreover, the German thesis
concerning the relationship which exists between security and disarmament and between
our Committee and the Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference is equally
well known to you.

In order to acquaint you more definitely with the point of view of the German Government
on certain fundamental problems of our work, I would observe first of all that I was very
glad to note that the Introduction contains particularly important observations on the
present state of security.

In effect, the existing position with regard to security-a point to which Lord Cushendun
alluded at the morning meeting-assumes an aspect essentially different from that which
existed before the creation of the League of Nations, particularly as regards States whose
armaments are on a different footing from those of other States. That does not mean that
we cannot undertake useful and necessary work. The point I would emphasise is the necessity
of avoiding giving the impression that the present conditions with regard to security are
particularly unfavourable. On the contrary, I would at the outset record my belief that,



thanks to the League of Nations and to the evolution which has taken place under its auspices,
the existing conditions with regard to security are more satisfactory than they have ever been
before. We should be starting from a mistaken assumption if we based our discussions on the
idea that the League of Nations and the agreements concluded in accordance with the spirit
of the Covenant are of small significance in the domain of security.

It is, in my view, of capital importance that the basis of our work should be an endeavour
to find methods for settling pacifically all disputes between States without any exception.
That view is put forward in the memoranda, but not everywhere with the same force. It is
my profound conviction that a real and effective guarantee of peace is only possible if we
find a procedure which may enable a pacific settlement to be made of all possible disputes.
Nothing really useful would have been done in merely prohibiting aggression and threatening
the aggressor with future sanctions. Just as in States it was necessary to introduce a system
of law in order to put an end to the practice of the individual seeking justice for himself and
of using brute force, so in international life peace cannot be really established without similar
legal institutions. This observation may appear somewhat elementary, but I consider it
to be of importance.

As regards the choice of means to conduct us to the end which we are seeking to attain,
I would associate myself in principle with the declarations of the Rapporteur, M. Holsti.
I will not for the moment deal with disputes of a purely legal character, as I believe that the
basis for the settlement of such disputes is sufficiently clear.

As regards the question of political disputes, which is specially important, it is not to be
expected that, in present conditions, a final solution such as that reached in the case of legal
disputes can be obtained. We must therefore, first of all, take into consideration the
procedure of conciliation as a valuable factor in the pacific settlement of such disputes.

In this connection, we already find very valuable suggestions in the numerous agreements
concluded since the foundation of the League of Nations. I think that we should closely
examine these agreements and derive from them certain elements of great utility. This is
evidently a work which is rather technical, but it is of great importance. We hope, however,
still further to broaden the indications to be found in these agreements. In this connection
the Swedish suggestion is very satisfactory, since it may serve as a basis for such studies.

The principal object of a procedure of conciliation is the material solution of definite
disputes, but another very valuable result of this procedure must not be overlooked. It is
that any form of procedure takes a certain time. When one is dealing with an international
dispute, it is extremely important to gain time. It is clear that, if it is possible to gain
time during a period of crisis, a great deal has already been effected, and it would be easy
to find historical examples in support of this contention. In order, however, to make good
use of the time gained, it is further necessary to provide for measures which will hinder the
parties to the dispute from abusing their opportunities and prejudicing the solution which is
being sought by means of the conciliation procedure.

This reflection suggests the idea of making it possible to prevent States from taking
advantage of the lapse of time entailed by the procedure of conciliation in order to change
the status quo. I might establish an analogy in this respect with a process which is embodied
in a great number of civil codes. I am referring to the steps taken by a judge in order to
preserve the status quo while a procedure is in progress by means of an injunction. Such measures
are fairly universal, and are in particular to be found in the Locarno Agreements.

I think it would be extremely useful to be able to bind States to abstain during a dispute
from any steps likely to have a prejudicial effect on the execution of the decision or on the
solution proposed by the organ of conciliation. Such a measure should not only be included
in special agreements but might be generally adopted for the procedure to be followed before
the Council of the League of Nations. I would draw your special attention to this suggestion.

Apart from the procedure of conciliation, the principal task of the Committee is, in my
view, to find measures to prevent war. As stated in the memorandum of the German Govern-
ment, it is not merely necessary to examine what should be done after war has broken out
but also what should be done in order to prevent war from arising. In this I agree entirely
with M. Rutgers, who in his very clear and lucid report has analysed the relation which exists
between Articles II and I6. M. Rutgers has said that, in preparing for the application of
Article II, one is also preparing at the same time, to a great extent, for the application of
Article I6. I also entirely agree with Lord Cushendun and M. Rutgers that it is not necessary
to embody in a rigid system the measures to which I have referred, and that it is advisable
to leave a very wide discretion in the matter.

I think it would be possible to examine whether it would not be feasible for States to
undertake during a time of crisis to abide by the recommendations of the Council. To put
the matter in a more concrete form, several States might undertake during a time of crisis to
respect the military status quo, and, if necessary, to restore the status quo if the Council desired
it to be maintained. I think that in this connection we might also have recourse to the
procedure of an injunction. It is extremely important in such cases not only to prevent
States from prejudicing the final solution but also to prevent them from embarking upon
military preparations which it is often very difficult to cancel. History shows us that such
military preparations have often more influence on events than the pacific endeavours of
responsible statesmen. It is true that the Covenant provides for a recommendation of the
Council concerning the measures to which I have just referred. But, however great the
authority of the Council may be, there is no obligation upon States to accept its recommen-
dation, and I think that we should be achieving an appreciable progress if we could frame
rules embodying this obligation to conform with the recommendations of the Council. I
would ask you to consider this suggestion.
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I would even go further. In my view, it is not only possible to stop hostilities in preparation
but to stop them also when they have been already initiated, either in the event of a war
breaking out in a breach of the Covenant of the League of Nations or in the event of a war
undertaken in conformity with the Covenant. If the Council considers that all possibilities
have not yet been exhausted of securing respect for the undertakings to safeguard the peace
of the world, it should be invested with the right to recommend an armistice on a footing
of equality to the belligerents, and to ask that they should loyally respect such an armistice.
This suggestion has been put forward by M. Politis, and it recalls, to some extent, the Protocol
of Geneva. In the memorandum of M. Politis and in the Protocol, however, the idea is expressed
less in the direction of preserving peace than of combating war by another war, since it
serves as a preparation for the procedure involving sanctions, and particularly for defining
the aggressor, which forms part of the procedure relating to sanctions. The suggestion, in
fact, refers not to prevention but to the preparation of sanctions, and on this point I differ
from M. Politis. In my view, what is necessary is to free the suggestion from the restricting
framework within which it has been presented to us, and to develop it organically. The idea
of a compulsory armistice would be of particular value in situations where it has been said
the " cannon are likely to go off of themselves ". I am-of opinion that States could prove
their will for peace better by assuming such undertakings than by concluding an abstract pact
of non-aggression.

I come now to"the question of regional agreements, which has been the subject of a very
close study by M. Politis. I would, first of all, observe that these agreements do not constitute,
as was said this morning, the sole means of increasing security. I think I have already shown
that this is the case by the proposals which I have just put forward.

There is also the question of the subjective aspect of the idea of security. I do not deny
the existence of this aspect of the problem, but I do not think that too great importance
should be attached to it, in view of the fact that it is a very uncertain element.

I think that it is necessary for us to examine the question of regional agreements,
particularly as we are invited to do so by a resolution of the Assembly. I must, however,
confess that I am somewhat sceptical in regard to the matter. The Locarno Agreements
have often been held up as models which may serve as a basis for the framing of similar agree-
ments. I am quite convinced of the great value of such agreements, and, as a representative
of the German Government, I should be the last to under-estimate their importance. I do
not think, however, that they can be easily applied to other regions.

Let us recall the history of these Locarno Agreements. Seven States participated in
them, and they had to negotiate for a long while in order successfully to adopt a system which
might be adapted to the interests of each of the adhering Powers. I do not share the optimism
of some of my colleagues as to the possibility of using these agreements as models. My doubt
on the subject, however, will not prevent me from loyally collaborating in any effort which
may be made in this direction.

On behalf of my Government, I would venture to emphasise the two points already
referred to in the memorandum

i. It is essential, if regional agreements are to be effective, that they should be concluded
by the contracting States in full liberty and without any pressure being brought to bear upon
them. The least appearance of pressure would be injurious to the cause of peace. For these
reasons, the collaboration of the League of Nations would be limited, so far as the conclusion
of such agreements was concerned.

2. Regional agreements which may at a later stage be framed should only settle points
affecting the contracting parties as between themselves, and should not result in constituting
certain groups within the League of Nations. Such groups might use their influence against
Powers which were not parties to the agreements, and such a state of affairs would be in
absolute contradiction with the spirit of the Covenant. This contradiction has been emphasised
by the British Government.

In our view, regional agreements do not, therefore, constitute one of the most important
methods of increasing security. The question which especially interests us is what preventive
measures may be found, and I do not think that such preventive measures should be based
on regional agreements, but that they should have a very much wider foundation. I am.
thinking rather of free conventions, to which different States may adhere, but which would
not require as a condition of their application the adherence of a certain number of States.
Such agreements might come into for'ce by continents.

There is another question: it is obvious that the efficacy of my suggestions would be
increased if the rule of unanimity necessary for the decisions of the Council could be abandoned
in that case and if a simple or qualified majority could suffice. I consider that this point
might be examined, but for the moment I reserve my final opinion.

The essential point, in my view, is that we should accomplish a practical and not anacademic work. The central problem is to establish methods of preventing disputes. I
believe that the preventive measures which I have had the honour to propose are easy to
understand and likely to be appreciated by a wider public than that of the Chancelleries.

In conclusion, I would summarise the three measures which I propose. The first is the
injunction intended to prevent the parties to a dispute prejudicing the solution which may be
reached. The second is that the recommendations of the Council should have the force of
an obligation on the parties, which should conform to them and maintain or restore the military
statuts quo. The third is the suspension of hostilities by an armistice, which the Council would



-—1--

require from the belligerents, who would be under the obligation to conform to the recommenda-
tion of the Council.

These various proposals seem to me very clear, and likely to have, I think, the advantage
of being easily understood by public opinion.

The German Government is convinced that one of the most effective methods of ensuring
peace is disarmament itself. It does not, however, deny that there are other means of streng-
thening peace. I think that the explanations which I have just given show that we are ready
to work in that direction. Nevertheless, I am not prepared to say, in the event of our Committee
failing to find the solutions for which it is seeking and for which it hopes, that the problem
of disarmament has reached a deadlock. In any case, the German delegation very strongly
hopes that the Committee will succeed in accomplishing the task which has been entrusted
to it, and will collaborate in its work to the utmost of its ability.

M. SATO (Japan). - May I be allowed to say that I have read with the greatest interest
the three remarkable memoranda submitted by our colleagues, M. Holsti, M. Politis and M.
Rutgers ? I also would wish to join in the tribute paid by the speakers who have preceded
me to the admirable and conscientious manner in which the three Rapporteurs and the
distinguished Chairman, M. Benes, have fulfilled their delicate task.

The observations which I am about to make include several points upon which I am in
agreement with Lord Cushendun. I am very happy to note that on these points our views coincide.

I was struck by several very important and very interesting points raised by the German
representative in the speech which he has just made. These deserve to retain our attention.
The Committee will certainly agree with me when I urge that a very full study of these questions
should be made.

I fully agree with the Rapporteurs in recognising, as they have explicitly stated in their
reports, that the Covenant has established a form of security the full scope of which must
be appreciated. M. Rutgers, in the first paragraph of his most interesting conclusions, conse-
quently urges the view that it is intended that nothing should be added to or removed from
the rights and duties devolving on Members of the League. The Covenant thus remains
the firm and solid foundation upon which all our work must be based.

The three Rapporteurs have also been careful to emphasise that the common desire for
peace can be expressed within the framework of the Covenant all the more effectively in view
of the fact that the Covenant does not lay down a rigid code of procedure for the settlement
of international crises. The new investigations which have been made and submitted to the
Committee of Arbitration and Security conclude, as did the preceding, with a statement that
it is at the moment impossible and perhaps even inopportune to draw up in advance a complete
list of the measures to be taken. I am happy to note that here, too, I am in complete agreement
with the Rapporteurs.

During these last years, the omissions in the Covenant, more especially those which appear
to result from paragraph 7 of Article 15, have been much discussed. The Chairman of the
Committee with perfect truth recognises in the Introduction that there was an omission from
the legal point of view. He hastened to add, however, that, from the political point of view,
there exists a force working in favour of peace in the threat constituted by the fact that freedom
of action would thus be given to Members of the League in circumstances upon which the
public opinion of the whole world would pass judgment. The Rapporteurs express the conviction
that the Council could certainly use the position thus created in order to work for the
maintenance of peace. Compensation for the legal omission will therefore be found in the
political advantages accruing from this freedom of action.

In the view of the Japanese Government, the best method of favouring the cause of
arbitration consists in the conclusion of arbitration treaties between two or more States; that
is to say, between a restricted number of countries capable of contracting varied engagements,
with a full understanding of their actual scope and taking into account the special situation
of each country.

This opinion indeed coincides with that of the Rapporteurs, who, in their report, point
out that, during the last years, numerous States, particularly in Europe-a continent where
the problem of security is the most acute-have concluded special or collective treaties fo
arbitration and security, and that this method appears to be the most practical which can
be recommended at the moment to States seeking greater guarantees of security. The resolution
of the Assembly of September 26th, I927, also recommends this method of special or
collective agreements, in order that all States may share a, spirit of mutual confidence. M.
Holsti has been careful to emphasise that the differing character of the positions of States
suggests that a certain difference should be made in the provisions of the arbitration treaties
to be concluded. The Japanese Government, however, would have no objection if the Committee
on Arbitration and Security proceeded immediately to a study of the whole problem from
the legal point of view, in order to draft a model treaty which could usefully serve as a model
for future arbitration conventions and to which countries desirous of concluding such treaties
could, with profit, refer. My Government is also of the opinion that the Committee, when
making these investigations, should take into consideration the draft conciliation convention
recommended by the Assembly at its third session, in order that it should be developed and
made more general at the same time as arbitration treaties.

tAs far as the reservations usually inserted in most arbitration treaties and which limit
to a greater or less extent the scope of the engagements undertaken by the contracting parties
are concerned, it is my duty to say that, up to the present, the Japanese Government has
excluded from the sphere of application of such treaties all disputes affecting the independence,
honour or vital interests of the country. These reservations might have appeared too large
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because they depend to a great extent on tlhe interpretation given by each party concerned.On the other hand, they used to correspond to the position of the contracting parties at themoment when the treaties in question were concluded. This position is perhaps not the sameto-day as it was he It s for this reason tha th te Japanese Government contemplatesproceeding to a revision of the existing reservations and it is at the moment submitting thisproblem to a very close scrutiny, of which the result will be communicated to the Committeein due course.
As far as the various concrete and special suggestions contained in the three memorandaare concerned, I reserve my right to make known my opinion when we begin the detaileddiscussion.

M. SOKAT. (Poland). - Mr. Chairman, Gentlemen,-l first of all wish to associate myselfon behalf of the Polish Government with the tribute paid to the Chairman and the Rapporteurs
for the very remarkable work which they have accomplished. I think that this work is thebest proof that the Committee on Security was a necessity, and that there is something tobe done in the sphere of security. I congratulate them on this result, which I welcome, forthe Polish delegation has always taken the view that the establishment of such a Committeewas indispensable.

My Government has taken note with the greatest interest of the memoranda submittedby the Rapporteurs and of the Introductory Note of the Chairman presenting the preparatorywork submitted to our Committee for examination.
I will confine myself to certain observations of a general kind without entering into adetailed examination of the document before us.
In the first place, the fundamental view of the Polish Government has always been thatthe reduction and even the limitation of armaments, if they are to be contemplated from the

point of view of political reality and not merely theoretically, or for purposes of propaganda,can only be achieved by increasing security-at any rate, in certain parts of the world. Theco-operation of the representatives of States and the exchange of views which has constantly beentaking place on this capital point have resulted, I think, in a rapprochement of hitherto opposingviews, which is beneficial. I heard this morning with great satisfaction the representativeof the British Empire refer to the interdependence of security and disarmament. I think
that the view according to which disarmament pure and simple without any correspondingincrease of security can be sought has now been abandoned. We can note with satisfactionthat the Committee on Arbitration and Security has proved its usefulness in accomplishing
the first preparatory stage of the task entrusted to it.

With a view to increasing security, which.is the precise duty of the Committee, it hasoften been asked what is the actual state of security at present, and whether and in. what
measure the Covenant of the League of Nations establishes an effective degree of security.We admit that the Covenant can contribute to the establishment of a real sense of security,
but this depends on a great number of circumstances, which vary according to the differentcountries and their different positions. The security afforded by the Covenant is not a factorwhich can be measured. It is to a certain degree an unknown factor---as long, in fact, as noconcrete case arises. To increase the feeling of confidence, which, as has been so well statedby M. Politis, results from the subjective appreciation of the state of security, it is necessaryto establish an element of security which shall bemeasurable and known in advance. Whatcan be done to create this element ?

Here I would recall the proposal of the French delegation submitted to the PreparatoryCommission, of which the object was to seek for methods and means whereby the help ofwhich a State attacked might avail itself could be rapidly mobilised. That is one method.
I would also recall the proposal of the Finnish delegation regarding the financial assistanceto States victims of aggression. During the discussion, the grant of this assistance wascontemplated not only in the case of victims of war but also as a preventive measure.
The memorandum of M. Politis contains the idea of regional agreements, for which allelements are to be found in the Rhine Pact. We have always put forward this idea ever sincethe time when it was apparent that a general agreement could not be achieved. It is enoughfor me to remind you of the Polish proposal submitted to the Preparatory Commission atits second session and which was studied by other organisations of the League. I am happyto see, therefore, that this idea of regional agreements has obtained all the support it deservedfrom M. Politis.
It is unnecessary for me to remind the Committee that it was on the Polish Government'sinitiative that the Assembly of the League at its eighth- session adopted a Declarationcondemning war of aggression. M. Politis quotes, among other elements in connectionwith regional agreements, the prohibition of recourse to force, and thus confirms anotherfundamental view of Poland.
I now turn to the question of treaties of arbitration and conciliation, and it is my duty tostate that the Polish Government shares the views contained in the memorandum of M. Holsti.

In my view, these treaties cannot be considered to constitute in themselves a sufficient
guarantee of security. They cannot have any real importance for the maintenance ofpeace unless they are connected with the development of the stipulations of the Covenant
or with the achievement of regional agreements of non-aggression and mutual assistance.

This view is in conformity with the proposal which Poland made at the eighth session ofthe Assembly, according to which the prohibition of wars of aggression was connected with thepeaceful settlement of all international disputes.
I listened with the greatest attention to the speech of the representative of Germany. Ifound in it many suggestions of great interest, which it would be well for us to study in the
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future. The suggestion concerning the possible future re-establishment of the status quo by

a decision of the Council, even in cases where the conflict has already begun, struck me as of

particular importance. I do not for the moment wish to enter into details, but I already

consider that this proposal requires, in order that its full value may be obtained, an effective
control on the part of the Council. I hope that we shall have an opportunity of examining
later on as fully as possible the very interesting suggestions which have have been made to
us this afternoon.

In conclusion, I desire to state that I reserve my right to make known on a future occasion

my views regarding the part which the League of Nations ought to play in the achievement

of regional agreements. This is a very important point of the report of M. Politis. I think
it indispensable for the moment to state that my Government desires to see the League of

Nations play a positive and active part in this field.

The Committee rose at 6.45 p.m.

THIRD MEETING

Held on Tuesday, February 2Ist, 1928, at 10.30 a.m.

Chairman: M. BENES (Czechoslovakia).

4. General Discussion (continued).

General DE MARINIS (Italy). - Mr. Chairman, Gentlemen,-I shall not take up much of

your time, for I think the best method to achieve progress is not to waste time in holding a

general discussion, all the more so as the questions with which we have to deal are not before
us for the first time, and very numerous and very interesting discussions have already shed

much light on the hopes which we may propose to realise.
The three documents drawn up by the Rapporteurs, to whom I would pay the warmest

tribute, are definitely based on results of the studies which have been made. The arguments
developed in these documents, as well as the very clear summaries at the end of the memoranda
themselves, show how much our colleagues tried to bring their discussion to bear on well-

defined points by avoiding the theoretical side and by thus clinging to the task which we

have undertaken and which it has rightly been emphasised is of a political nature; that is to
say, a positive and constructive task.

This said, let me tell you as shortly as possible the point of view of my Government
regarding the most important suggestions contained in the reports before us. As far as the

measures to be taken to increase the feeling of international security are concerned, we share

the views of the Rapporteur that a general treaty open to all countries Members of the League
of Nations must be provisionally excluded, for, as the Rapporteur himself rightly pointed out,

the extent and uniformity of the guarantees which such a treaty would have to cover cannot

be adapted to the varying positions of the different countries and to the differing nature of
their relations. In our view, therefore, an endeavour must be made to increase general security
by means of special agreements. We consider that the efficiency of such agreements concluded
with a view to the maintenance of peace will be all the greater since they will be binding on

nations between whom motives for disputes and differences may arise. If this principle be

accepted, it is obvious that special agreements are particularly to be desired between countries,
which, because they are neighbours holding common interests, may find themselves faced

with the prospect of disputes arising between them. Agreements of this kind would be all the

easier to conclude since, when drafting them, it would be necessary to make provision for

dealing with a more limited number of possible cases of dispute than would be the case if it

were a question of a treaty binding on several States. It appears indisputable that, if all the

States composing the same continent could conclude bilateral agreements with their neighbours,
it would be possible to remove by this means the danger of war between neighbouring countries,
and thus a great step would be taken along the road to peace.

It may be that two States which are parties to a bilateral agreement may consider that

it would be of use to have a larger measure of security by associating one or more States in

their work, either in the capacity of guarantors or as parties to the same treaty. In those
circumstances, bilateral agreements would assume a wider scope, but they would not depart

from their original purpose, which must be to meet special necessities with a view to guarantee-
ing peace between neighbouring peoples.

Less necessary, but always useful in order to strengthen the feeling of security, would

appear to be agreements binding far-distant countries between whom a breaking-off of relations

is not probable, or even if such a break occurred it would be unlikely that immediate military
action would have to be feared. It may be said that such a statement is perhaps somewhat
optimistic in the case of countries which, possessing world interests, have the duty of defending
them and may thus run the risk of entering into disputes with far-distant countries whose

interests are similar in extent. Generally speaking, however, for the other countries it can

be admitted that pacific agreements concluded with all their neighbours would suffice to

give them more definite guarantees. Without such agreements, it is obvious that these
countries would have to seek other forms of agreements in order to safeguard to the best
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possible degree their security. Neveitheless, there is no doubt that, as is recalled in the
British memorandum, alliances between a group of friendly States which possess common
interests have not always served in the past to maintain peace, even when originally they were
based on considerations of a defensive kind.

A similar danger might accrue from regional agreements, in regard to which it should be
pointed out that, if they are based on an organisation of military guarantees carefully worked
out in times of peace, such measures might be imitated by other groups of associated countries
and thus re-create in a new form the competition in armaments for the sake of peace. It is
for these reasons that we think that bilateral agreements between neighbouring countries
must be considered as more useful for the development of general security.

This said, we do not exclude in principle the possibility of drafting a model regional
treaty which might be open to the adherence of several States, and we are fully ready to
co-operate in the preparation of one or more model treaties of this kind. The fact that we
have signed the Treaty of Locarno shows that we are not opposed to plurilateral agreements.
It must be pointed out, however, that the Treaty of Locarno has a particular character and a
well-defined object, which is to remove a specific danger from a particular region of the world,
as is pointed out in the British memorandum which I have. just quoted. It is therefore desir-
able that regional agreements should be concluded with very great prudence, that their object
should be clearly defined, that the procedure laid down for their enforcement should not be
of a nature which would give rise to apprehensions or fears on the part of countries which are
not parties to them, and that in any case they should be open to all States desiring to associate
themselves with them. We cannot therefore consider as very happy the. idea expressed by the
Rapporteurs that alternative formulae should be adopted for these treaties and a system of
reservations added to them, for the inclusion of these would be the best way, in my view, of
making the treaties of a general kind.

With regard to the procedure to be followed for the peaceful settlement of disputes-
arbitration, judicial settlement, conciliation and mediation-the report examining these
questions justly recognises the difficulties of adopting a system which would submit all disputes
without exception to a previously established procedure. It may be that a country which
was ready to submit to a particular form of procedure in connection with a certain country
would prefer not to adopt the same form of procedure in the case of other countries. It
might also happen that questions might arise between the same countries which, because
of their different nature, would require to be dealt with by different procedures. It would be
necessary, then, to make provision in the treaties for different methods for the peaceful solution
of the same class of dispute by leaving it open to the parties to adopt one or other of
the procedures provided. The more the contemplated system is supple and adaptable to the
interests and policy of the various nations, the more chance will it have of being welcomed by
a greater number of Governments.

As far as the means to be used to make it possible for States Members of the League of
Nations to execute their obligations under the Covenant are concerned, I would recall the part
played by the Italian representatives in the organisations instructed to study the articles
concerning these obligations. As far as Articles io, ii and I6 of the Covenant are concerned,
I think it possible for me to accept in principle the conclusions of the memorandum
concerning these articles.

The first Italian delegate has already laid before you on several occasions the views of my
Government concerning possible changes which might be made in the text of some articles of
the Covenant concerning the powers of the Council or of the Assembly. We consider that
any addition or amendment made with a view to fixing in advance the procedure to be followed
in any cases of dispute which may arise would be perhaps imprudent, for it would limit the
initiative which the Covenant has expressly left to these two great organisations of the League
in order that it should be possible for them to take advantage of the facts in each particular
case, truly to judge of which depends on circumstances too numerous and varied to make it
possible to foresee them.

The Rapporteur has refrained from defining the standards for the establishment of a
presumption of aggression and has drawn up a list of facts which might serve as an indication
for forming sucha judgment. He has thought it necessary, however, to point out that the same
act creates or does not create a presumption of aggression, according to the circumstances in
which it is accomplished. This is a wise reflection arising from all that has been said in Geneva
on this problem and which once more recognises the uncertain value of indications which
might serve to establish a certainty of which the definition depends on very complex elements.

I hope, therefore, that the Committee will renounce the idea of seeking a definition which
specially qualified organisations have not been able to find, while accepting as a mere indication,
of course, the list of such indications, although I much doubt whether some of them are well
founded, as I propose to point out when we examine them in detail.

I am confining myself to considerations of a general kind which I have the honour to put
before you without extending them to all the very interesting suggestions which are to be
found in the valuable report of the Committee.

I reserve the right to intervene in the discussion on special questions when they come
before us. Before ending I should like to assure you, gentlemen, that I propose to co-operate
with you in your work as devotedly and as diligently as I can.

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France): I rise to speak in order to comply with the request made to
us by the Chairman to lay before the Committee the observations of our Governments on the
texts submitted to us and also in order to express the gratitude of my country to our Rappor-
teurs and to the Chairman for having so accurately and completely fulfilled the programme
drawn up by the resolution of the last Assembly.
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France, in our opinion-and this is the reason why the French Government has not
submitted a memorandum-has sufficiently shown her position by the initiative which she
took at the last ordinary session of the Assembly in the Third Committee, for the step which
she then took resulted in the constitution of the Committee on Arbitration and Security.

Let me tell you that the French Government appreciates the step which, in its viewconsiderable, has been taken along the road which we have been following for so long, by theexistence of this Committee. I will not prolong the paradox so far as to say that, whatever
it does from the moment that it comes into existence, much has already been gained; but in
my heart of hearts I think that, by the very fact of its existence, by the very fact that you
have established it within the Preparatory Commission on Disarmament, this Committee
marks in a more concrete and more tangible form than ever before and in a more
organic and permanent manner the indissoluble connection between disarmament and security
which was referred to so strongly and so eloquently yesterday by the delegate of the British
Empire and which the delegate for Poland has also emphasised. Organic and permanent;
for it is this very element of permanence, as is the case with the Preparatory Committee for
Disarmament, which gives value to these institutions. This, indeed, was emphasised in the
resolution of the Assembly at its last ordinary session. These are not institutions which will
disappear as soon as the object for which they have been created first begins to be realised.
The Committee on Arbitration and Security, if, as I hope, it succeeds during its present session
in reaching definite proposals, will not have exhausted its task. It will never have finished it
any more than will the Preparatory Commission on Disarmament have finished if it succeeds
as I hope also, in drawing up the text of a preliminary draft convention making it possible for a
conference to be summoned. The task must be continued, for it is by successive stagesthat we shall attain the end which we desire. The organisation of peace which we have in
view is above all a work of continuous creation.

What France, gentlemen, desires to emphasise very strongly at the beginning of our work
is that our Committee is of value because of its technical character. Whatever may be thegeneral political atmosphere of Europe and of the world which sometimes prevents the League
of Nations from realising all that is expected of it, the League is of value because of the permanent
nature of its institutions, and because of the manner in which it prepares that which lately,
in a meeting in my own country, M. Henry de Jouvenel, who has worked for so long here,called the technique of peace and which I myself call the positive organisation of peace. This
technique, this labour of permanent organisation, are independent of general political circum-
stances which in any particular field may falsify expectations in comparison with the great hope
which might have been raised. We have to perform a technical task, and it is the technical
character of this work which our Rapporteurs have very strongly and excellently emphasised.

In what does it consist ? What is our work going to be ? Obviously, the beginning, asalways, is the principles of the Covenant, which constitute everything which is continuous
and abiding in our work. It is for this reason that each of the Rapporteurs and those who
criticised these reports yesterday began by paying a tribute to the principles of the Covenant.
I willingly associate myself with such a tribute. 

It is none the less true that, though we are here obviously to accomplish something, it
is because the obligations provided in the Covenant are according to the excellent formula
used by M. Politis, undefined in their principle, hazardous in their application and still more
hazardous by reason of that rule, obviously necessary, but extremely grave-the rule of unanimity.
To achieve definite reductions of armaments-for you must not forget, and the delegate
of the British Empire eloquently called our attention to it, that we are working here on problems
connected with security solely in so far as they concern the work of disarmament--not onlyis a vague form of security necessary, however certain it may be, but also definite security
is needed; M. Sokal added very rightly "measurable". As the representative of theBritish Empire pointed out, disarmament and security are so closely linked that it is notpossible to tell which is the cause and which is the effect. This is strictly true, and I associate
myself most warmly with this statement. Neither the one nor the other is the cause or theeffect. They are both of them the cause and effect and they must be considered unceasingly
as parallel problems without trying to solve one in order to begin the examination of the other
and without studying the second without having brought the first to perfection. In reality,
it is necessary to study simultaneously both security and disarmament, and this is the meaning
of our Committee.

How shall we proceed ? By the three ways opened to us by the Assembly at its lastsession. This was the great merit in my view of what was done in the last Assembly and thatwas why it ended in an atmosphere of hope very different from the atmosphere of frustrated
expectations with which it began. Wte looked things clearly in the face without mincingwords and by means of very definite and loyal statements we fixed what we could do and whatwe could not do for the moment. It is probably that which has caused the insertion in thethree reports of the statement which is to a certain degree preliminary in nature that an under-taking in a general world form giving the necessary precision of definition to the Covenant is
not perhaps possible at the moment, and it is obviously for the same reason that M. Politishimself- and certainly when he wrote it he felt that it was a massacre of innocents--stated
that for the moment the hope of the Protocol must be abandoned. At the same time, in the tenpages of his remarkable report, he has on six occasions invoked the principles of the Protocol.Therefore, and this verifies what I said at the beginning of my speech, whatever atmosphere
reigns in the general policy of nations which prevents any particular point from succeeding,
the merit of the technical work which we are undertaking here is to establish ourselves as akind of laboratory of international ideas and international organisations. Even if those ideascannot be realisedl in the form in which we conceived them at a given moment, they will continne
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to show their activity and to inspire us. They inspire us in a somewhat fragmentary manner,
but the total sum of their inspiration constitutes in the end what we hoped. They guide us
through the three breaches that we have driven in the wall which at the beginning of the last
Assembly appeared to block the horizon and shut out all our hopes. The first is the work of
my friend and colleague M. Rutgers--the study of the Covenant. Attempts to define the
Covenant have been put aside, and, I think, very wisely. If we desire at this moment to try
to add anything to the Covenant and to its obligations, we may achieve a result opposite to
what those hoped who desired us to make this attempt at definition, for perhaps we shall
not be able to regain the political and moral atmosphere which existed when the Covenant was
drafted. At that time, just after a terrible war, we were more concerned with contracting
international undertakings which would prevent its return. A great hope also existed at that
time to the effect that the great nation on the other side of the Atlantic would also sign the
Covenant. It is certain that the absence of its signature has affected to a certain degree the
definitions and obligations of the Covenant. There is, therefore, no question of definition, at
any rate for the moment, for I think that it would be imprudent to undertake any such task.
M. Rutgers used a very just expression and one which he borrowed from our colleague, M. de
Brouckere. He spoke of " exploration ". Let us explore, he said, the articles of the Covenant
and let us see what they mean in their present form. In company with M. Rutgers, we are
going to try to carry out this exploration. Nevertheless, do not let us explore Article I6 too
thoroughly, for I fear to fall into the error which I spoke of a moment ago. Let us leave it
alone, but here I am going to pick a friendly quarrel with my colleague and neighbour. The
report of M. Rutgers refers, for the interpretation of Article I6, to certain decisions of the Assembly
of I92I. He says that, though these interpretations were not ratified, nevertheless they exist.
I could reply to him by a similar form of reasoning. The Protocol was never ratified, and none
the less it exists, and consequently I am just as free to interpret the obligations of the Covenant
by means of the provisions of the Protocol of I924 as I am by means of the interpretations of
the Assembly of I92I. This would obviously lead to a discussion which would achieve no
success. Let us take things therefore as they are, with the inevitable lack of precision in the
principle, as M. Politis said, and the hazardous character of its application.

On the other hand, let us explore very carefully Article ii. From this point of view,
I was interested in the observations made yesterday by the German delegate on the
conservatory measures to be taken and by the whole series of ideas which he developed.

All our colleagues must remember that on this point our work, if not ended, is at any rate
well begun. Do not forget, gentlemen, that, in connection with the preparatory work of
disarmament, a Committee of the Council has examined this point and drawn up a report.
This report was submitted by the Assembly of September I927 to the Council for adoption, and
the Council, at its meeting of December 6th, I927, adopted the report, pointing out, with much
truth and prudence, that it did not constitute a rigid rule binding in all cases which might
arise, but a very useful indication of what should be done.

Consequently-and I think that my colleagues will agree with me, for the continuity of
our work is obviously the condition of their success-we already possess, with the ideas to
which the German delegate has drawn our attention, a whole collection of work approved
by the Assembly and adopted by the Council. This work already constitutes a practical
realisation of the programme assigned to us. It consists of conservatory measures tending-in
order to remain within the scope of prevention--to prevent the outbreak of the latent dispute
which was brought before the Council of the League of Nations, and to prevent the carrying
on by both parties of those preparations which we know from recent history constitute the
massing of the clouds from which the lightning will soon flash.

The Committee of the Council has suggested a certain number of possible measures, but
at the same time it emphasises two things, and in doing so it has done good work, for this is
essential. In the first place, it considered that the greatest variation should be introduced
into the instructions or, if you prefer it, into the recommendation ordering these measures.
The Council was right, for circumstances are very varied and, according to the manner in
which a particular dispute may arise or according to the gravity of the threat which has led
a Member of the League to bring the dispute before the Council, it is obvious that the size
and scope of the measures ordered cannot in every case be the same. The Committee of the
Council has emphasised another essential point which corresponds to this psychological state
of mind, this subjectivity referred to by M. Politis. That point is the indispensable control
of the measures thus ordered. It is obvious that, at a moment of crisis, when a dispute arises,
when two nations are contemplating the possibility of war, the Council of the League must
possess sufficient authority to put an end to certain kinds of preparations. It is also, however,
equally obvious that a nation would not consent to this form of control unless it could be
assured that it would be applied in an equally effective manner to the other party also. It
is for this reason that the Committee of the Council, in its report approved by the Assembly
and by the Council in December last, drew up a list of experts to be kept constantly up to
date by the Secretariat, and from which in time of crisis involving the application of Article II

of the Covenant, the Council would choose a certain number to carry out immediately the
necessary enquiries on the spot; that is to say--to give this task its true name-to exercise
that indispensable measure of international control. On this point, gentlemen, a certain
amount of work has already been done. We must now discover whether we shall pursue and
confirm it.

There is a second way before us, a second door open-the report of M. Holsti on arbitration.
In agreement with the delegate of the British Empire, I am very happy to receive the interest-
ing suggestions made to us by the Swedish and Norwegian Governments on this point. Our
Scandinavian friends are particularly in favour of the idea of generalising arbitration, as is the
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case with anything which we. like. It is obvious that they have laid before us suggestions
which I think might serve as the starting-point of very useful work. Arbitration can be
considered in both its forms, the multiplication of special arbitration treaties or a general
arbitration treaty sufficiently supple to make it possible for a large number of nations to
subscribe to it. I myself prefer the second method. We are summoned here, however, and
do not let us forget it, to accomplish technical work which must be adapted to the plastic
nature of political conditions which are themselves extremely variable. Secondly, it will
be good, I think, to make provision in the study of the texts for both special treaties of
arbitration and a model general arbitration treaty.

On this point, gentlemen, and in order to fulfil the invitation of the Chairman, I am in a
position to state that France is entirely won over to the idea of a general arbitration treaty
of this kind. Quite recently a large Committee-the Committee on Foreign Affairs of the
Chamber of Deputies-adopted a resolution which constitutes in my view a very great encourage-
ment for us, for it states that it is awaiting the end of our work and the achievement of
these model treaties, making it possible to carry out that generalisation of arbitration which
wedesire, in order to take up a definite standpoint and to give effect to the results of the interna-
tional work which is being accomplished here.

It cannot be disputed that all this adds to security, but I would refer here to the observa-
tion of M. Sokal: We are not yet within the domain of precise and measurable degrees of
security for which reductions of armaments may be regarded as the counterpart, and these
degrees of security cannot be inscribed in figures on the credit side of the balance-sheet to
be balanced on the other side by corresponding reductions.

It is agreed that arbitration on as general a scale as possible and providing therefore for
the necessary existing diversities is a desirable thing in itself. It is agreed that this may be
a necessary consummation and that it will add enormously to general security. It is, however,
certain, as the representative of the British Empire reminded us yesterday, that, if our work
does not result in something tangible, precise and practical, it will be seriously compromised.

We must accordingly go further, and here we come to the third method of progress. It
is agreed that we must have generalised arbitration, but that arbitration must be guaranteed
and accompanied by sanctions. It cannot be denied that arbitration in itself adds to general
security. It enables the articles of the Covenant to be applied more rapidly and makes their
application more certain, since it enables the aggressor to be defined, and that is the principal
point which has to be settled. When arbitration exists under the general or special treaty, the
aggressor is the party which refuses to carry out the decision of the arbitrator and to that extent
any further effort in the direction of generalising arbitration undoubtedly adds to security.

There is, however, a possibility to be taken into account, namely, the case in which arbitra-
tion is refused. Here the guarantee comes into force and the sanction begins to play a part.
It is essential that this ultimate provision should be made. Naturally, it is repugnant to our
intelligence and to our feeling, but when nations come together in order to reduce their
armaments and partially to abandon factors of security which they possess, sentimental conside-
rations, however legitimate they may be, must be set aside. It is by taking into account a
supposition which is repugnant to our intelligence and to our feeling that the reductions of
armaments to be effected will have to be fixed. When we come together in order to discuss
those reductions, we must not allow ourselves to be misled. It is this very hypothesis of a
possible war which we set aside and which we are here to prevent, which on the contrary must
influence our discussions. It follows that it is essential that we should know what will be the
general or regional guarantees which will balance the reductions in security involved by the
reductions of our armaments.

Regional treaties are therefore essential in default of a general undertaking which, for
reasons that it would be superfluous to mention again, we cannot for the moment realise. In
the absence of the Protocol itself, we must have regional, local and partial applications of the
principles of the Protocol. It was thus that the Locarno Agreements were conceived. Every-
one pays a tribute to the work done at Locarno, but if the Locarno treaties are so excellent-
which I firmly believe-it is essential that we should not keep those treaties for ourselves,
but that we should endeavour to frame others. Since the Assembly of I925, it must not be
forgotten that we have been confronted with this formidable alternative: either to persist
obstinately in a task which still lies before us but in regard to which it may be asked whether
we can find an issue in precise definitions-in other words, the maintenance of the Protocol-
or, on the contrary, to progress towards a system of regional treaties which were at that time
in preparation and which were destined to result in the treaties of Locarno. Do not forget
what was clearly indicated, namely, that in all our discussions in the Assembly of I925 and
in the final resolution of that Assembly, we only accepted that solution because we regarded
it as a beginning which was to be followed up with similar operations in other parts of Europe.
It is indisputable that the treaties of Locarno brought about an improvement of international
relations in the part of Europe to which they applied, and for that reason the work of Locarno
should serve us as a guide in our present task. Those treaties added indisputably to existing
security, but it must not be forgotten that there are in Europe other rivers and mountains
and frontiers, and other districts in which conflicts are possible and in which the dangers to
peace are not less great. An essential part of the resolution of the Assembly at its last session
consisted in the affirmation that the League welcomed the work at Locarno with hopes for
the future and those hopes have not been disappointed as regards the region of Europe to which
the treaties apply. There have, it is true, been many other treaties, but these are merely
of a private character. Such treaties as are indispensable in present conditions run the risk
of bringing to life again groups which formerly existed and of restoring previous alliances which
we no longer desire to perpetuate, since the alliance for which we are looking is, if I may
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use a biblical expression, the new alliance or universal alliance of the nations and not an alliance
of special rival groups which may be opposed to one another. I repeat that these special
alliances are necessary in the present state of affairs but that they involve a certain danger.
We have said-and this is one of the three essential tasks of the Security Committee-that
it is necessary to discover methods of developing these regional agreements. Well, gentlemen,
we are dealing with that task and we have already before us the scheme of an excellent architect,
namely, the report of M. Politis.

The question at issue is whether we really desire to abstract from the principles of the
Protocol and the experience of Locarno the general ideas which may, subject to the necessary
means being found, be applied to other regions of Europe. That is our technical task. When we
have accomplished it, I fully realise that a further task will stillremain, but that is a task which
escapes us. This legal instrument which we shall have created corresponds exactly with what
is feasible at the present moment. By adopting this method midway between an engagement
of a general character, which the international mind does not for the moment render possible,
and strictly special agreements which run the risk of reviving the formation of groups which
is against the spirit of our international work, we shall have forged the instrument which will
enable practical progress to be made.

In order that this practical progress may be made, certain general political conditions are
essential. It is necessary that the Governments should desire such progress; it is necessary
that public opinion should urge them in that direction. Such conditions are to a certain extent
beyond our power to affect. You will, however, appreciate that all we are doing here is in
itself an instrument of propaganda. There is, however, another field and another aspect to
be considered, namely, that of the technical task entrusted to us. It will be for the Council
subsequently to decide to what extent it can make use of the technical instrument which we
have prepared. It would seem to be impossible that the Council, on whom the responsibility
of settling disputes will to some extent fall, should not have at its disposal the means of prevent-
ing such disputes, and it seems to be equally impossible that, if such a responsibility should
some day lie with the Council, it should not at least be able and willing to guard against the
possibilities of dispute by inviting States to conclude regional treaties in which our salvation
would appear to lie.

Let us confine ourselves to our present task, and, if I may venture to express a wish in
conclusion, let us apply ourselves to that task as quickly as possible.

I remember a sentence in the speech delivered by our Chairman yesterday, on which I
would venture to make an observation. Our Chairman told us, in agreement with the Rappor-
teurs, that he and his colleagues had wished, in order not to restrict the liberty of the Committee,
to limit themselves to general indications, though the precision of mind of the Rapporteurs had
necessarily introduced into those indications certain definite elements which were extremely
important. The Chairman had added that, in view of that fact, it would be possible to frame
texts very rapidly.

I do not know whether my colleagues are of the same opinion as myself, but in my view
our practical work will begin precisely at the moment when we start preparing these texts.
The inevitable differences of opinion or the impossibilities of ultimate agreement can only
be estimated when texts are in process of being established. In our discussions of general
ideas, which are certainly always a pleasure--for it is a pleasure to exchange ideas in the
atmosphere of courtesy which prevails at Geneva-we know in advance what our respective
positions will be. The interesting point is how we are going to bring them into agreement.
I would therefore very respectfully suggest that the general discussion should be closed and
that the discussion which has been opened to-day should be given concrete form and take a more
definite turn as a discussion upon actual texts.

M. ERICH (Finland): I would first associate myself with the expressions of gratitude
which have been addressed by members of the Committee to its Chairman, M. Benes, and to the
Rapporteurs for the important work which they have done, and which will doubtless assist
our discussions.

The Finnish delegates have heard with the greatest interest the declarations so far made
and particularly the speech of Lord Cushendun. They were extremely glad to hear the declara-
tion of the representative of the British Empire, which is in conformity with the previous,
declarations of Lord Cecil and Sir Austen Chamberlain in regard to the financial assistance
which may be placed at the disposal of a State threatened with aggression, or which has become
the victim of aggression.

The Finnish delegation expresses its sincere gratitude for this support, which is highly
appreciated by the Finnish Government. It is convinced that the Financial Committee,
which is dealing with this proposal, will give to it all the attention which it deserves, and that
the Financial Committee will take into account the important declarations which on various
occasions have been made on the subject. My delegation reserves the right to express its
views on the subject of financial assistance regarded as an essential part of the guarantees of
security as soon as this question is submitted for detailed discussion.

Before making a few observations on the report, I would venture to say something
concerning the preparatory work.

After having noted the observations submitted by the German Government, but before
receiving the memoranda of the three Rapporteurs, the Finnish Minister for Foreign Affairs
elaborated an opinion on certain questions raised by the German Governmant which I will
venture to read to you.

The German Government has submitted very interesting observations on the task of the
Committee of Arbitration and Security, which, in its view, consists in an ",.., endeavour to find
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for all conceivable disputes, without exception, a procedure which is calculated to lead to
equitable and peaceful solutions". The German Government at the same time has pointed out
that "under present conditions, there is as yet no possibility of all disputes of an exclusively
political character being submitted for compulsory and final decision to an arbitration
authority ". It would seem to follow from those references that the Committee must endeavour,
if necessary, to place at the disposal of States certain practical methods of procedure which
will serve as the origin of a more extensive system to be established at a later date, notwithstanding
all the difficulties involved, with a view to settling disputes of a political character.

It may hardly seem the moment to deal with questions of organisation which may at the
present moment be too readily described as purely theoretical. A very important Member of
the League of Nations, however, has indicated that it is the task of the Committee to endeavour
to create for all disputes without exception a procedure likely to result in equitable and pacific
solutions, and it would, therefore, perhaps be possible to consider certain hypotheses which
might well deserve consideration on the part of the Committee.

If the category of legal disputes is to include all cases in which the point at issue can be
considered on the basis of existing law, the category of disputes of a political character is
appreciably extended, since it does not only include disputes which are essentially political,
but also disputes which fall outside the category of legal disputes, not owing to their intrinsic
character, but owing to the lack of any applicable legal regulation. There is, so to speak, an
intermediate category of disputes which will tend to be reduced in proportion as international
law develops. On the supposition that the Permanent Court will have to found its decisions
on, among other things, the general principles of law recognised by civilised nations, the Statute
of the Court provides for the case in which a dispute submitted to it is not capable, partially
at any rate, of being settled by means of regulations which are purely legal, either customary
or conventional. The German Government and certain other Governments have emphasised
the utility of submitting disputes of an exclusively political character either to a conciliation
commission or to the Council of the League of Nations. The Norwegian Government is
disposed to go still further. It is evident that the two systems are clearly indicated in this
connection. Whether one or other of these procedures is employed, the task of the body
which will have to settle the dispute may be very appreciably facilitated by a practice according
to which the parties themselves would agree on the general principles to be applied in cases
where there is no rule of international law directly applicable. In this way, the element of
uncertainty will be removed or diminished. It is also desirable to contemplate an arrangement
according to which a conciliation commission may, under certain conditions, become an
arbitral tribunal, either directly, by virtue of a general prescription contained in a collective
convention, or by a special agreement established for the purpose between the parties. Further,
the possibility may also be taken into consideration of applying to a report unanimously
adopted by a conciliation commission the principle embodied in Article 15, paragraph 6, of
the Covenant, to the effect that it shall not be lawful to resort to war against a State which
conforms with the conclusions of the report.

The jurisdiction of the Permanent Court is not limited exclusively to disputes essentially
legal in the strictest sense of the term. It may happen that the Court is asked to deal with
the dispute which is not capable of being settled merely by applying rules recognised as forming
part of international law, either general or particular. It is generally admitted that the
disputes in which the political element prevails cannot regularly come within the jurisdiction
of the Court, and that they may more suitably be settled by arbitration in the strictest sense
of the term, provided, of course, that the parties agree to submit such disputes to a procedure
which will result in a compulsory sentence.

On the other hand, it follows from the nature of the general duties of the Council of the
League of Nations that, even in cases where a dispute submitted to it has an indisputably
legal aspect, the Council may not be prepared to ignore the political considerations which, to
a great extent, must guide its activity when it comes to recommending a settlement which
may be acceptable to the parties. It is therefore natural that the Council, when confronted with
a gap in existing law, should allow itself to be guided by considerations of political expediency
inherent in the specific case without endeavouring to create, so to speak, a legal precedent
capable of general application. In these circumstances, it will be understood that States may
hesitate to have disputes arising between them settled by the Council. On the other hand, if
there were adequate guarantees that all the legal arguments would be taken into consideration,
and particularly if regard were had to general principles of justice and equity which may
exercise a considerable influence in a given case which is not, in the first instance, regarded as
being of a legal character, it is possible that many States would be prepared to confer on the
Council by special provisions a competence exceeding that contemplated in the provisions of
the Covenant for the settlement of international disputes.

It is, of course, possible for the Council to ask the Permanent Court for an advisory opinion
which, without being obligatory on the Council, may be extremely useful to the Council when
it comes to deal with the point of law. Apart from the fact, however, that States are not
always disposed to apply to the Court, the Council may find itself in a position in which the
point at issue is not to interpret a legal rule, but to discover a new legal rule and to establish a
precedent. In such cases the problem is to settle a question by analogy or, in other words,
to fulfil a function which is essentially of a legislative or quasi-legislative character. If in
disputes of this nature the Council were regularly assisted by a body of independent jurists,
the States would perhaps be more often disposed to bring them before the Council, not only
with a view to obtaining a recommendation, but with a view to having the dispute settled
by the Council. By this means it might be possible, if only to a very limited extent and in
cases more or less exceptional, to have certain disputes settled in which the political element



is predominant by means of a procedure which, without losing the elasticity characteristic of
the procedure of conciliation, would at the same time have the advantages of an objective
and impartial examination resulting in a compulsory sentence. The application of such a
rigorous principle would naturally presuppose a special agreement between the States concerned.

The Finnish delegation has thought it desirable to present these few general observations,
which were, as I have said, drafted before the publication of the report, in view of the fact
that the observations of the German Government may be regarded, so to speak, as an invitation
to collaborate in the search for a pacific procedure for all disputes which have hitherto been
causes of war, a procedure likely to result in equitable and decisive solutions. It is impossible,
however, to take up the study of this problem without realising that the stipulations of the
Powers in compulsorily undertaking to apply a particular form of procedure are subject to
many reservations and that at present the problem is to frame various possibilities and to
place at the disposal of States new methods to be used at their own option. The Finnish
delegation is of opinion that the proposals of the Norwegian and Swedish Governments may
usefully serve as a basis for collective conventions to be concluded in the future with this
object in view.

The Finnish delegation is glad to note that some of the considerations above mentioned
are confirmed by the observations of the Rapporteurs. Thus, the memoranda on arbitration
and conciliation reckon with the possibility of establishing provisions concerning the laws to
be applied by arbitrators when they are dealing with special disputes of a non-legal character.
Similarly, the memorandum on questions relating to security contemplates, among other
things, the possibility of agreeing that the unanimous recommendation of the Council shall
be recognised by the interested parties as final and compulsory; in providing for the reference
of the dispute to a body of arbitrators, the Rapporteur has also expressed an idea more or
less analogous to that put forward by the Finnish Government.

The Finnish delegation, while regretting that circumstances lead to such a conclusion,
can only associate itself with the view of the Rapporteur who regards the possibility of a
general treaty of security as provisionally excluded. Such a thesis, however, cannot, in the
opinion of the Finnish Government, be admitted without an important reservation. The
Polish proposal concerning wars of aggression unanimously adopted by the Assembly in
September 1927 might be usefully transformed into a formal convention capable of completion
by special agreements of non-aggression and security. The Assembly declared that wars of
aggression are and remain prohibited, and wars of aggression are now condemned as an inter-
national crime. It is, of course, legitimate to draw certain practical conclusions from the
fact that this declaration does not take the form of a strict and conventional obligation, but
it is no less evident that it expresses a general principle of law recognised by civilised nations,
or at least by the great majority of them. It is equally evident that the Members of the League
of Nations, in unanimously adopting that declaration, acted quite seriously and with a full
appreciation of what they were doing. Why, therefore, should not the logical consequences
of that expression of opinion be drawn and the general declaration be transformed into a
concrete convention ? By endeavouring to do that it would be possible to see to what extent
States were disposed to adopt the logical consequences of the declaration which they approved
and to ascertain what questions relating to aggression should be left for future settlement by
agreements and special conventions.

The Finnish delegation reserves the right to return at a later stage in detail to this
important question. For the moment it abstains from emphasising all the important
consequences logically implied in the resolution adopted by the Assembly, and it will confine itself
to indicating that, in emphasising the necessary connection between the prohibition of aggression
and the obligation to use all possible measures of a pacific character, the declaration of the
Assembly is a recognition of the fact that the more a State is disposed, so far as it is concerned,
to submit all its disputes with other States either to arbitral or judicial settlement or to the
procedure of conciliation, the more it is justified in pleading on its own behalf a certain
presumption in its favour when the question arises of determining the aggressor and the victim.

The Rapporteur, M. Politis, justly emphasised that it is desirable in regional agreements
to reserve to the Council the right to consider among other things the restoration of normal
relations and the question of reparations at the charge of the aggressor. It is perhaps well to
remember that the Finnish Government, in a memorandum forwarded to the Preparatory
Disarmament Commission in February 1927, gave its views in detail concerning the conclusion
to be drawn from the obligations based on Articles io and ii of the Covenant. The Finnish
Government expressed itself as follows:

" . . . if Article II really means that any war is a matter of concern to the whole
League, we may draw the vitally important conclusion that, not only the outbreak and progress
of a zear, but also its settlement are matters of concern to the zehole League, and that, in view
of this fact, it must take measures to bring about a just solution of the conflict and one
in conformity with the principles of the Covenant. It would hardly be in accordance
with these principles that the victim of aggression should be obliged to suffer the
losses and damage caused by war (compare Article IS5 of the Geneva Protocol); it would
be still more unjust if it were to suffer in its independence or territorial integrity. Unless
the fundamental provisions of Articles Io, ii, I6 and i7 are to lose their real and uncon-
ditional force, intervention by the League must also extend to the final phase of a war."
In regard to the liquidation of war, I would venture to refer to a declaration previously

communicated to the Preparatory Committee on Disarmament, because this declaration
contains certain ideas which are intimately connected with the observations of M. Politis.
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FOURTH MEETING.

Held on Wednesday, February 22nd, I928, at 10.3o a.m,

Chairman: M. BENES (Czechoslovakia).

S. General Discussion (continued).

M. ROLIN [AEQUEMYNS (Belgium). -- Mr. Chairman, Gentlemen,--Coming for the first
time to Geneva to represent Belgium on the Committee on Arbitration and Security, I remember
with some emotion meetings at which I had the honour to be present at the Hotel Crillon
under the chairmanship of President Wilson, where I met for the first time Lord Robert
Cecil and M. Leon Bourgeois. I have preserved an undying memory of those meetings.

Since then I have remained far from Geneva, but I have followed with interest the wise
and prudent working and development of this institution which I saw at the outset of its
career, and it is with confidence that I am undertaking the task entrusted to me when the
Belgian Government did me the honour of appointing me as its representative on the Committee
on Arbitration and Security.

It seemed that my first duty was naturally to acquaint myself with this important enter-
prise, and I will not disguise from you that at the end-of four days, when I had successively
received documents continually more numerous and interesting, I felt myself somewhat
overwhelmed. It was accordingly with a feeling of relief that I received the able reports of
M. Holsti, M. Politis and M. Rutgers and the clear statement of our Chairman. These
documents inspired me with the hope that I should be able to collaborate usefully in your work
and that somewhat restored my confidence in myself. I shall not venture to congratulate
our Chairman and our Rapporteurs, for I do not feel myself qualified to do so. I do, however,
address to them my sincerest and deepest thanks.

My first duty here is to acquaint you with the feelings and intentions of the Government
which I have the honour to represent. I think I may be extremely brief on this subject. I do
not think that anyone can doubt for a moment the interest which the Belgian Government
continues to take in the development of arbitration and the strengthening of peace in the
world. I will in this connection refer to the speech of M. Hymans, present Minister for Foreign
Affairs, who was Foreign Minister in I924 and who at that time addressed to the Assembly
words which I have just been reading. These words showed a firm faith in the ideal so splendidly
embodied in the Protocol which was at that moment under consideration, but whose
realisation was perhaps to be regarded as rather distant.

I scarcely need remind you of the active and distinguished collaboration of our Minister
for Foreign Affairs, M. Vandervelde, in the work done at Locarno. Perhaps I may be permitted
to refer also to the special participation of M. de Brouckere in the work of disarmament. M.
de Brouckere was here for numerous sessions and I have studied the results of his labours
in various notes and speeches.

These documents show the views of the Belgian Government. These views remain what
they have always been and nothing has been changed. They require that I should whole-
heartedly devote myself to the work of peace for which the League of Nations was created
and to the more special work which we are undertaking at the present moment, and I shall
do so in all sincerity.

Success, however, does not mean that everything can at once be accomplished, and
the present aim, in my view, is to make a further step forward, but a step which shall be
clearly in the direction of pacification. That should be done without going too fast, as
precipitancy sometimes makes it necessary to go back on work already done. Security
and disarmament will result from the work of pacification. I do, not say that we are to take
a first step in that direction, for the first and greatest step was that which I saw taken when
the League of Nations was created. But, since then, several steps in advance have been made
and I hope that we shall now take yet another step forward and as soon as possible.

It is in that spirit that I have read the previous protocols and the memoranda of our
Rapporteurs and it is in that spirit that I have asked myself what should be the general observa-
tions which I am now to make to you.

As regards arbitration, I must confess that the intervention of the League of Nations in
special agreements between one State and another does not, frankly, seem to me of very great
importance. Reference has been made to a model contract. What, however, is the good of
such a contract ? Contracts are drawn in accordance with circumstances and requirements.
The same country will make an arbitration contract, drawn in certain terms, with a particular
Power and will make a different contract with another Power which is more distant or established
on another one of its frontiers. Moreover, if models are necessary, there are many in
existence. Perhaps it would be better not to add new models to those which already exist.
We shall run the risk rather of confusing the issue and are not likely to make any progress.
I accordingly conclude, subject to further information, that this question of special arbitration
and conciliation agreements and the question of the model contract may, without any
disadvantage and even with profit, be left on one side.

Does this, however, lead us at once to a general protocol on arbitration ? Nothing is
further from my thoughts. We know that to undertake such a task would be to come up
against a blank wall. This has already been said and I will venture to repeat it, and I shall.



retrain from inviting the Committee to go deliberately towards an obstacle which is at
present impassable.

I will now pass to the problem of security. . fully agree with the practical conclusion
of the report of M. Politis in favour of regional agreements according to the Locarno formula.
I think that everyone agrees on this subject. There is, however, a special point to which I
would draw your attention. At first sight it is all very well to say that a decision should be
taken in favour of the Locarno Agreements and the conclusion of similar regional agreements
in other parts of Europe and of the world. When, however, that has been said, we have
merely issued an amiable recommendation, which may or may not be followed. I think that
it is important and interesting to give a concrete form to our views. I noted with particular
interest what the delegate for the British Empire, Lord Cushendun, said concerning the
possible intervention in favour of certain definite regional agreements which are of special
importance. I do not think that I am alone in attaching importance to those words, as I
found a reference in the same sense yesterday in the speech of M. Paul-Boncour. I would
venture to associate myself with these delegates in emphasising that, in any question of
regional contracts, that is the point of interest and the only point in which it will be possible
for us, in my view, to intervene. It is essential that we should recognise that the League of
Nations may prudently take the initiative, as it has already done, and in as definite a manner
as may be necessary.

Agreements of this kind have sometimes been confused with security agreements and
there has been a tendency to describe the Locarno Agreements as security agreements. May
I venture to urge, at the risk perhaps of shocking you to some extent, that I do not consider
that security agreements are calculated necessarily to assist the cause of security as we under-
stand it. Security agreements are one thing and security is another. The truth of that
observation is shown by the fact that, if security were complete, security agreements would be
useless. The fact explains perhaps how a certain confusion has arisen on this subject and why
the delegate for Germany, as I note in his memorandum and in a passage of his speech, expresses
himself as follows: "There is perhaps no need to stop at security. I think that the
intention was rather to speak of security agreements and that at a given moment it would
be possible to proceed directly to disarmament ".

I think, on the contrary, that we must try to encourage conditions of peace and the spirit
of peace in order to achieve at the same time disarmament and security. These things go
together. One is a factor of the other, and, as I have already heard M. Paul-Boncour say,
it is impossible to determine whether disarmament will come from security or security from
disarmament. I would wish, however, that the regional agreements which we are just now
discussing may enable us gradually to dispense with security agreements, which are, I repeat,
the consequence of insecurity and which do not in any way entail disarmament.

It will, however, be asked whether outside these regional agreements it is possible to
discover any possibility of taking that step to which I was referring a moment ago. I do
believe that there is assuredly all the same a method of achieving something more general
than security agreements. I go so far as to believe that we can make a general agreement.
I do not in any way despair of fulfilling the desire expressed by the delegate of France that
something should be done. I think that we shall certainly be able to do that something in as
general a manner as possible, at least in the direction of conciliation. It is in that spirit that
I have already addressed a letter to the Secretary-General expressing to him the sympathy
felt by the Belgian Government for the scheme annexed to the Swedish note. If you will
read that note again you will see that, as in the case of many special arbitration agreements, it
devotes two articles to arbitration and all the other articles to conciliation.

I was very glad to hear the declarations, appreciably in the same sense if I understood
them rightly, made by M. von Simson, the representative of Germany, and by the representative
of Japan. It seemed to me that these delegates also laid special emphasis on the advantage
of conciliation and that they pointed out very rightly that, in many cases when there was an
opportunity for discussion, catastrophes were avoided. What does conciliation amount to ?
It involves an obligation to discuss a question and when time is given for discussion the parties
probably become wiser and more reasonable.

My conclusion is therefore as follows: Apart from what I have said concerning regional
agreements, I submit a formal proposal that the Committee should consider whether the
Swedish scheme might not serve as a basis for our discussions, on the understanding, however,
that, if necessary, the few sentences relating to arbitration contained in the first two articles
should be eliminated.

I understand that that also is the opinion of the delegate of Finland, or at least I conclude
from what he said that he would be sympathetic with that point of view.

I have still to say a word on the question of the application of certain articles of the Covenant.
I have already referred to the subject in the letter which I sent to the Secretary-General on
the proposals and suggestions submitted by M. de Brouckere. If that question is discussed,
and to the extent to which it is discussed, the Belgian delegate will follow in the same direction
as far as possible, with only one reserve, however. The reserve is one to which I have already
drawn the attention of General de Marinis, the delegate of Italy. It is to the effect that it is
necessary to avoid binding ourselves too strictly by codifications and definitions which may
perhaps render the action of the League of Nations less elastic than it should be and than it
has, very fortunately, been up to the present moment.

For this reason I reserve these special questions until the time comes for their discussion,
and in this connection I merely venture to draw the special attention of the Committee to two
questions the solution of which appears to me to be extremely desirable from the point of view
of the working of the League.



30 —

One is the question of omeafs o/comm~ulinicationl. I know that work has already been done
on the subject but, in my view, it is necessary to reach a definite solution in order to ascertain
on what we may be able to rely. We must know what we' have to hope for and what we
must needs abandon.

In the same spirit I call the attention of the Committee to the question of financial
assistance. I know how difficult the question is to settle. I even wonder whether it will be
possible to achieve anything in this direction. Again, it is necessary to know as soon as
possible whether or not there is any means of doing something in the matter and, if so, what
exactly it is possible to do.

Dr. RIDDELL (Canada). -- It affords me great pleasure to associate myself with the
many expressions of appreciation of the able manner in which you and the three rapporteurs
have carried out the work that was entrusted to you at the last session of this Committee.

Since the Government of Canada has not yet expressed its views before this Committee,
I may perhaps be permitted to describe them in more detail than otherwise might have been
necessary. Many of the questions raised in this Committee have occupied the attention of the
best minds in my country for generations. Canada is a nation young in years, but she is old
in the practice of the principles which this Committee has been set up to promote. It is
now more than a century since the Rush-Bagot Agreement, which is referred to in your memo-
randum, was concluded for the purpose of giving greater security to two countries situated on
either side of the world's greatest system of inland waterways.

Arbitration and conciliation have been discussed here to a great extent. In the opinion
of the Canadian Government, the pacific settlement of international disputes is the primary
purpose of the League of Nations, whether this end be achieved by developing further the
machinery of the League itself, or by promoting treaties providing for special or collective
agreements for arbitration and security. Whichever course is followed, the value of conciliation
and investigation as distinct from traditional arbitration cannot, in the opinion of my
Government, be over-estimated.

We have heard much for and against the acceptance of the Locarno Treaties as a basis
of discussion, and no doubt it may be presumed that provision will be made for multilateral
or bilateral treaties furthering arbitration in justiciable, and conciliation in non-justiciable,
disputes, through special ad hoc commissions. As regards such treaties, the Canadian Govern-
ment desires to call the attention of this Committee to the desirability of States which have
geographical or similar difficulties considering the establishment of a permanent commission,
consisting of equal numbers of eminent citizens of each country, for investigation and report
or decision.

Canada and the United States have established an International Joint Commission of
this type. This Commission, created in accordance with the terms of a treaty of Igog, consists
of six members--three appointed by the President of the United States and three by His
Majesty the King on the recommendation of the Government of Canada. These groups
function not as separate national sections but as one international body. There is a Canadian
Chairman, who presides at meetings held in Canada, and an American Chairman, who presides
at meetings held in the United States. There are two secretaries, one in charge of the Commission's
offices in Washington and the other in charge of its offices'in Ottawa. The Commission holds
two regular meetings a year, one in Ottawa in October and the other inWashington in April;
other meetings or public hearings are held at such times and places as the two Chairmen may
decide. In broad terms, the purpose of the Commission is, in the language of the Preamble
of the Treaty, " to prevent disputes regarding the use of boundary waters, and to settle
all questions which are now pending between the United States and the Dominion of Canada
involving the rights, obligations or interests of either in relation to the other, or to the
inhabitants of the other, along their common frontier, and to make provision for the
adjustment and settlement of all such questions as may hereafter arise ".

Provision is also made for reference to the Commission, by joint consent of the parties,
of any matter of difference arising between them.

Seventeen years of experience of the working of this Commission have shown the great
value of permanence and equality in numbers in creating definite standards of procedure and
in inspiring mutual confidence and impartiality in its members. During these seventeen
years, twenty-three cases have been brought before this Joint Commission. Three others
are now pending. Of the twenty-three, all except two have resulted in unanimous decisions.
The two cases in which unanimity was not reached were considered during the first two years
of the operation of the Commission. It will thus be seen that all the cases brought before
the Commission during the last fifteen years have resulted in unanimous decisions. In
considering the question of model treaties and the setting up of conciliation bodies, it might be
advisable that this form of commission should be studied carefully.

As regards security, in reading the memoranda of the Chairman and Rapporteurs and
listening to the speeches which have been made during the present session, it has been most
encouraging to note the new emphasis which is being placed upon the Covenant as the basis
of security. Too much importance cannot be attached to the fact that the League gives
security by providing machinery for the solution of international difficulties and thus creating
the habit and atmosphere of co-operation and the will to co-operate.

During these meetings more has been heard of preventive measures and less of penalties.
There has been encouraging evidence that security is no longer considered as synonymous
with sanctions. That, in my judgment, is great progress. Undertakings to employ military
and economic pressure against a State violating the Covenant have their place, but, on the
whole, such a procedure is not only the least constructive but also the least profitable course



for the League to pursue. It has been Canada's experience that the most effective sanction, in the
settlement of either international or industrial disputes, is the force of informed and focused
public opinion. It is the considered opinion of the Canadian Government that, particularly
at the present time, security may be advanced more effectively by disarmament than by
increased pledges of armed assistance. Our experience of the working of naval disarmament
on the Great Lakes, which for a thousand. miles form the boundary between the United States
and Canada, and of military disarmament along more than two thousand miles of frontier,
has shown how the absence of armed forces promotes confidence and does away with the fear
and suspicions which are the enemies of security.

I come now to the second group of questions on our programme, that is, " the systematic
preparation of the machinery to be employed by the organs of the League of Nations
with a view to enabling the Members of the League to perform their obligations under the
various articles of the Covenant '"

As regards Article ii, the Canadian Government agrees that it is desirable to perfect
arrangements for the speedy and effective action of the Council and the Assembly in
emergencies.

As to Article Io, the Canadian Government considers that this article, which states a
general principle the application of which must be deduced from the specific articles which
follow, has already been interpreted by a resolution of the First Committee of the fourth
ordinary session of the Assembly. This resolution, as will be recalled, was as follows:

" It is in conformity with the spirit of Article Io that, in the event of the Council
considering it to be its duty to recommend the application of military measures in conse-
quence of an aggression or danger or threat of aggression, the Council shall be bound to
take account more particularly of the geographical situation and of the special conditions
of each State.

" It is for the constitutional authorities of each Member to decide, in reference to the
obligation of preserving the independence and the integrity of the territory of Members,
in what degree the Member is bound to assure the execution of this obligation by employ-
ment of its military forces.

" The recommendation made by the Council shall be regarded as being of the highest
importance and shall be taken into consideration by all the Members of the League with
the desire to execute their engagements in good faith."

As regards Article I6, the Canadian Government is of the opinion that any increase or
elaboration of the obligations of the Members of the League should await progress in solving
the problem of the possible attitude of neutral States not Members of the League. With
regard to the proposal of financial assistance to States victims of aggression, we agree that
it is desirable to explore the avenues of such financial co-operation as is contemplated in
Article I6.

As regards determining the aggressor, the Canadian Government is in agreement with the
following statement contained in the memorandum on Article io, paragraph 13:

" VWe are constrained to believe that any attempt to lay down rigid or absolute
criteria in advance for determining an aggressor would be unlikely in existing circumstances
to lead to any practical result."

We consider that, in the words of the Assembly at its second session, " it is the duty of
each Member of the League to decide for itself whether a breach of the Covenant has been
committed ". We are also in the fullest sympathy with the reservation made by the Chairman
in discussing the question of regional security agreements between Members of the League,
in paragraph 12, where he adds:

" Provided always that such treaties are conceived in the spirit of the Convenant of
the League and are co-ordinated within its provisions."

We believe that such agreements will require careful scrutiny and that, in order to prevent
their lapsing into ordinary military alliances, they should be made applicable to the aiding
of either party in a possible dispute according to the circumstances.

If, as has been frequently stated, Canada is a producer and not a consumer of security,
this is largely accounted for by the fact of her reliance upon conciliation and arbitration. In
fact, Canada has been a pioneer in the search for non-military security, and, like most pioneers,
she has had to pay a heavy price for her experience. Arbitration awards have always been
accepted, but sometimes not without a feeling that we have suffered unduly for our faith
in this procedure. The best evidence, however, of the success of our search for security is
seen in the very large measure of disarmament that we have already been able to attain
Canada is profoundly interested in disarmament, and any constructive steps toward its
achievement are assured of her earnest and sympathetic consideration.

M. UNDEIN (Sweden). - According to the procedure which has been proposed by the
Chairman and which I entirely approve, the various members of the Comlmittee are first, in
the course of the general discussion, to express their views on the principles which underlie
the memoranda of the Rapporteurs. At a later stage of the discussion, we shall have to examine
in a more detailed manner the special points in the memoranda concerning which differences
of opinion have arisen. I hope I am not exceeding the limits of the general discussion by
drawing immediate attention to certain special points which are, however, of general interest
and in regard to which I would like to submit a few observations.
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It is well known that the Swedish Government has felt it necessary to take advantage
of the opportunity offered to Governments by the Committee to address to its Chairman a
scheme of a general treaty of arbitration and conciliation. I would, on behalf of my Govern-
ment, very cordially thank the Chairman and the Rapporteurs :for the kind consideration
which they have given to this scheme. I would also venture to express to the speakers who
have preceded me in this discussion my sincerest gratitude for the words of appreciation
and approval which they have been so good as to utter on the subject of the draft treaty
submitted to the Committee by the Swedish Government.

This draft, according to the opinion expressed in the Memorandum on Arbitration and
Conciliation, is one that may be adopted as a basis of discussion in the event of the Committee
thinking it desirable to frame a model general treaty dealing with the subject.

The Rapporteur, however, has at the same time drawn attention to obstacles more or
less of a political character which lie at present in the way of establishing a system of compulsory
arbitration. These obstacles arise even if compulsory arbitration covers only disputes of a
legal character, other disputes-namely, disputes of a non-legal character-- being submitted
to the conciliation procedure.

The British memorandum shows very clearly that such difficulties exist. Certain States
find it impossible to undertake generally to submit to an international tribunal all disputes of
a legal character which may arise between them and another country, and they reserve the
right themselves to decide whether an international dispute which may arise shall or shall
not be submitted to an international tribunal.

It is clear that the Committee is obliged to take this attitude into account. .Must it,
however, be concluded that the Committee is obliged to abandon the idea of a general or
collective arbitration and conciliation treaty ? In my opinion, such a conclusion would be
premature. I see, on the contrary, various possibilities of finding a way out.

First, it seems legitimate to suppose that the States which do not think it possible to
accept compulsory arbitration for all legal disputes without exception might be prepared to
sign a general arbitration treaty, subject to certain reservations, accepting the conciliation
procedure for disput-s which they do not consider themselves bound to submit to arbitration.

If this possibility is discarded, a second possible solution might be found in the establish-
ment of a collective treaty which might be signed by the majority of the States
in the near future on the understanding that the other States have the option of adhering
to it at a later date, possibly subject to certain reservations.

There is even a third possibility, namely, the establishment of a general or collective
arbitration treaty in spite of the negative attitude of a certain number of States. If these
States are not prepared to conclude an arbitration treaty with all States, they would perhaps
be ready to do so with a limited number of States. It might therefore be possible to frame
a general treaty, and the States to which we are now referring might conclude special agreements,
provided, that the general treaty should be applicable to disputes arising between them and
some other particular State. Such a procedure would appear to facilitate the development
of the system of arbitration and conciliation.

I would accordingly venture to suggest that the Committee should not confine itself to
framing a model treaty for bilateral treaties, but that it should, on the contrary, abide by the
idea of a collective or almost a general treaty, annexing to its report the text of such a treaty
for submission to the Assembly in September.

I would also, in reference to the excellent memorandum of M. Holsti, make certain observa-
tions on the relations between the Council on the one hand and arbitration tribunals and
conciliation commissions on the other hand.

As regards the relations between the Council and arbitration tribunals, the Rapporteur
confined himself to quoting a passage from the report of the Special Committee of Jurists
appointed by the Council resolution of September 28th, I923, of which I had the honour to
be a member. The Rapporteur evidently desired to associate himself with the conclusion
of the jurists, and I need not say that I entirely agree with him in this respect. The passage
of the report of the Jurists in question was as follows:

"Where, contrary to the terms of Article I5, paragraph I, a dispute is submitted
to the Council on the application of one of the parties, where such a dispute already forms
the subject of arbitration or of judicial proceedings, the Council must refuse to consider
the application."

Perhaps it should be mentioned that the report of the Committee of Jurists was explicitly
approved by the Council. I should perhaps point out that the heading of the chapter which
I have in mind, namely, Chapter V of the Memorandum on Arbitration and Conciliation
should indicate that it deals not only with the question of the relations between the Council
and conciliation commissions, but also the question of the relations between the Council and
arbitration tribunals.

If, however, this last question seems to be entirely clear and definitely settled by the
report of the Special Committee of Jurists approved by the Council, the other question, namely,
that of the relations between the Council and conciliation commissions, seems to me to be
more complicated and delicate. The Rapporteur has clearly emphasised the various points
of view which must be taken into consideration on this matter. On the one hand, no one
will deny that the Council should not interfere with the work of a conciliation commission
without very serious reasons; on the other hand, there are doubtless cases in which the Council
must intervene in order to maintain peace in the event of a dispute even if the conciliation
procedure before a special commission is provided for such a case. The case may even be
imagined when such intervention would be necessary though the conciliation procedure was
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already started before an international commission. It is clearly necessary to take these
two opposite considerations into account, both in establishing new general treaties and in
applying existing treaties. This last question, namely, the application of existing treaties,
must for the moment be left on one side. I would, however, draw attention to the fact that,
in several treaties of conciliation concluded by Sweden, there is a stipulation to the effect
that a dispute relating to the interpretation of the treaties shall be submitted to the Permanent
Court of International Justice at The Hague. If a dispute arises as to interpretation, the
Court would have the final word.

As I have just said, I am leaving this question on one side and I am considering first of
all the relations between the Council and conciliation commissions as they would be regulated
by a general or collective convention to be concluded. With this possibility in view, I cannot
entirely agree with the opinion of the Rapporteur expressed in sub-paragraph 5 of paragraph 43.
I would like to emphasise more precisely that only in exceptional cases and in situations which
involve a danger to the peace of the world should the Council consider itself competent to
deal with a dispute which, according to a treaty in force, must first be submitted to a conciliation
commission. I would venture to remind you of the conclusion at which the Committee
of Jurists arrived when dealing with this subject in the report which I have already quoted:

" If the matter in dispute, by an agreement between the parties, has already been
submitted to other jurisdiction, before which it is being regularly proceeded with, or is
being dealt with in the said manner in another channel, it is in conformity with the general
principles of law that it should be possible for a reference back to such jurisdiction to be
asked for and ordered."

Another Committee of Jurists appointed by the Council, of which I also had the honour
to be a member, expressed its opinion on this question in a report of July 3Ist, 1922, in the
following terms:

"The Parties will, in the great majority of cases, find considerable advantage in
submitting their disputes to examination by the Commission which they have created.
If, however, in the opinion of one of them, the dispute is of such an acute nature as to be
'likely to lead to a rupture '-a somewhat exceptional eventuality which would presuppose
in the majority of cases a failure of the Parties to adopt the pacific attitude which the
Convention imposes upon them during the conciliation preliminaries -Article 15 of the
Covenant can be applied. Moreover, even in this case, it will be the duty of the Council,
upon request by one of the Parties, to consider whether it should keep the examination
of the dispute in its own hands or refer it to the Commission for consideration."
I hope that this idea will be embodied in the report of our Committee in a form more

precise than that in which it is given in the memorandum.
Passing now to the memorandum on questions relating to security, I feel bound, like

several previous speakers, to associate myself with the views expressed by our Chairman in
his introduction on the value of the Covernant as an element of security. My Government
has always maintained that the Covenant must not be under-estimated from the point of view
of the security deriving from it. The Swedish Governement has not changed its opinion on
that point. It considers that the system of security embodied in the Covenant justifies the
carrying out of the provisions of Article 8 for the reduction of armaments.

In this connection I will make, in passing, a small observation. In the able memorandum
of M. Politis it is stated, at the end of sub-paragraph I of paragraph 56: "It is now regarded
as a twofold axiom that: (I) there can be no disarmament without security; and (2) there can
be no security without arbitration." If the view is accepted that the reduction of armaments
in peace constitutes an element of security-and that view seems to me to be absolutely in
conformity with the Covenant-it is necessary to add to the sentence which I have just quoted
the words " and the general reduction of armaments ". The sentence should then run as
follows: " It is now regarded as a twofold axiom that: (I) there can be no disarmament without
security; and (2) there can be no security without arbitration and the general reduction of
armaments." Everyone recognises that the rivalry in armaments constitutes the most
formidable threat to war, and the Covenant explicitly declares that the maintenance of peace
requires a reduction of armaments.

I already argued that the Covenant, in the opinion of my Government, has an intrinsic
value from the point of view of security which it is desirable not to under-estimate. I would
here more specially emphasise that the system of security embodied in the Covenant is bound
up with the system of compulsory arbitration, and that it accordingly seems an exaggeration,
or even perhaps an inexactitude, to say that the good faith of the parties is the only guarantee
for the execution of arbitral awards. There is in Article 13 of the Covenant a stipulation
requiring the Council to propose measures which would, in the event of a party failing to
execute an arbitral or judicial award, ensure that the award should be carried into effect.
The Council, according to the Covenant, is expected to use its influence with a view to ensuring
the execution of arbitral awards, and can, if necessary, bring to bear any methods of pressure
which are at its disposal in order to compel a recalcitrant to conform with the decision taken
by an international tribunal,

Permit me to say, moreover, that the suggestions of the delegate of Germany to the
effect that the Council should be invested with power to take conservatory measures, and to
order the cessation of preparations for war in a time of crisis, seem to me to be of very real
importance. It is true, as M. Paul-Boncour observed yesterday, that these questions have
already been studied within the League of Nations, and have been the subject of certain
recommendations of the Council and the Assembly, but it does not therefore follow that these
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recommendations should not be reinforced and that their execution should not be assured
by means of more definite undertakings. It is not possible for us to judge the practical scope
of the suggestions put forward by M. von Simson until he has submitted concrete proposals
on the subject.

As regards the idea of regional security agreements, I would confine myself to stating,
on behalf of my Government, that Sweden has no individual interest in this question. Sweden
has concluded two regional security agreements establishing demilitarised zones, namely,
an agreement with Norway which provides for the establishment of such a zone along a large
portion of the frontier between Sweden and Norway, and an agreement for the non-fortification
and neutralisation of the Aland Islands, together with the archipelago situated to the east
of the Swedish coast between Sweden and Finland. Moreover, we consider the agreements
made between Sweden and the three neighbouring countries for the pacific settlement of

disputes as security treaties. The peaceful settlement referred to in those treaties covers
all disputes, whatever their character may be. My Government does not contemplate that
Sweden will be a party to any other regional security treaties. It nevertheless welcomed
with the greatest satisfaction the conclusion of the Locarno Treaties. If similar treaties
can be concluded in other regions where the need for them is felt, the maintenance of peace
will no doubt be encouraged. It is, however, of the utmost importance that such agreements
should be of the same character as the Rhine Agreement, and that they should not constitute,
to use the words of the British memorandum, a mere alliance between one group of friendly
States whose interests are common. My Government shares the views embodied in the German
and British memoranda on this subject. These views seem to be entirely in conformity with
those of the Rapporteur.

In conclusion, I would emphasise that the welcome accorded by public opinion throughout
the world to the Treaties of Locarno is not merely due to the guarantee pact concluded between
certain Powers which signed the Locarno Agreements. The compulsory arbitration treaties
between several of these Powers are regarded as an essential part of the work of Locarno.
The Swedish Government, in view of the progress made in the field of compulsory arbitration
as a consequence of the conclusion of the Treaties of Locarno, hoped and still hopes that an
increasing number of States will accept in the near future the principle of compulsory arbitration.

It is not the same thing for a State to declare its readiness to resort, if necessary, to the
procedure of arbitration and for it to assume final obligations to that effect in arbitration
treaties. The difference between these two things is as great as that which exists between
the old treaties of friendship and a treaty of guarantee of the Locarno type. In the first
case, assurances of friendship are given. In the second case, there is a definite undertaking
assumed by the contracting parties and covering concrete cases. Treaties of compulsory
arbitration are not the expression of a merely useless formalism, but are integral elements
of international law, to which the League of Nations proposes to give a more solid foundation.

M. MARKOVITCH (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes). - Mr. Chairman,--In
reply to your request that the Governments represented on this Committee should make
known their general views at the present stage, I rise to speak in order to give you in outline
the point of view of the Government of the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes. I
shall confine myself to considerations of a general kind, reserving my right to speak again
during the course of the detailed discussion of the questions. I would join in the tributes
which have been paid by various speakers to the three Rapporteurs and to the Chairman of
our Committee for the very skilful manner in which they have fulfilled their task. I say
" very skilful " because, up to the present, every speaker has found in the reports before
us a confirmation of the essential ideas which they have expressed in the name of their respective
Governments. This is a proof that the reports have been drawn up impartially with the
object of furnishing us with a collection of material in which each of us may find, from his

own particular point of view, the arguments which he needs to defend his own opinion. I
consider that this was the principal task of the Rapporteurs. It is now for the members of
this Committee to draw, if it is possible to do so, practical conclusions from this work in order
to find a solution for the grave problems underlying international security.

In attacking the problem, I wish first to discuss the Introduction which refers,
quite naturally, to security in the form in which it exists by virtue of the articles of the Covenant
of the League of Nations.

In my view, and I think it is shared by all members here, the Covenant itself has created
a certain degree of security. I cannot, however, support the opinion expressed in the Introduc-
tion. I do not think that this security is sufficient. Nor can I approve the opinion
expressed that the articles of the Covenant in their present form could prevent the outbreak
of war in most cases. I do not think that the Council of the League of Nations, in the present
state of affairs, possesses the means and the authority necessary to prevent the outbreak of a
conflict.

In my view, the question of conflicts should not be judged by rule of thumb; that is to
say, by trying to discover whether in most cases the Council is capable, through the means
which it already possesses, of putting an end to an armed conflict. I think that it is more
important to examine the question whether the Council of the League of Nations as at present
constituted, and whether the Covenant itself by the principles which it enshrines, provide
means to prevent conflicts whose gravity is known to all and which may lead to catastrophe.

It is my duty to say that, in expressing this opinion, I have no intention of belittling in
the slightest degree the authority of the great international institution whose seat is at Geneva.
On the contrary, the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes has always been, if I may be
permitted the expression, the faithful servant of the League of Nations. My country takes
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the view that peace can be achieved only by the League of Nations, by the union of all the
constructive forces of the whole world and by an effort which shall be really international.
Consequently, though we may express doubts regarding the efficacy of the means at present
at the disposal of the League, we do this in the desire to see those means strengthened, and to
see the League of Nations become in actual fact what it ought to be according to the views
of its creators, a distinguished representative of whom we had the pleasure of hearing this
morning. I am glad, and you must excuse me if I say so, to have been a very humble representa-
tive at the Peace Conference, when I was a member of the delegation of the Serbs, Croats and
Slovenes. My recollection of what occurred is the same as that of the delegate from Belgium,
and I experienced the same feelings as he did on the signature of the Covenant of the League
of Nations. I think that it is our duty not to put aside this basis, which is truly international,
common and collective in character, when we investigate all the problems before us, and
especially the problem of the security of nations.

After this preliminary observation, I desire to state, in the name of the delegation of
the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, that we consider that the best guarantee for peace consists
in the peaceful settlement of all international disputes either by arbitration or by judicial
decision or by some procedure of conciliation or by other similar means. We are convinced
that real peace can begin its existence as soon as international life is subjected to some kind
of legal organisation, however imperfect it may be. States must renounce a part of their
national sovereignty in exchange for some form, however slight, of international control.
I am in agreement on this point with the representative of Germany. It is by ideas such as
these that the creators of the League of Nations were guided in I9I 9 . It is our duty to pursue
the same path to try to strengthen the authority of the League and to lay down in a more
detailed manner the essential principles which inspired those who drafted the Covenant.

I now desire to say something about arbitration. I refer to arbitration not as a means for
the settlement of disputes but as a measure which in practice may succeed in giving a certain
degree of security to nations. I do not wish to examine the principles of arbitration. I wish
merely to remind you of what I find stated in a masterly manner which does honour to British
diplomacy in the memorandum of the British Government. In that document is described
with complete clearness the relations which exist between arbitration and security. The
British memorandum emphasises the fact--and I repeat I would have said the same myself-
that the Covenant of the League of Nations accepts arbitration as a principle. It goes no
further. The British memorandum also shows us that arbitration concerns only disputes of
a legal kind, and even such disputes are not all submitted to arbitration as a general practice.
There are reservations, reservations of long standing and of so important a kind as to prevent
the regular and normal process of arbitration. These reservations concern national honour,
vital interests, etc., and restrict considerably the application in practice of this method of
peaceful settlement.

The Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes takes the view that the peaceful settlement
of all international disputes constitutes the best means for the preservation of peace. We
are in favour of as wide a use of arbitration as possible, provided that it is a form of arbitration
effectively guaranteed, and not a form which is at the mercy of the public opinion of the peoples
in question or of the goodwill of the States which will be left free to execute or reject arbitral
awards.

You see, gentlemen, that, from the point of view of security which is of interest to us-I
speak of security upon which disarmament depends, since the two ideas are knit together
logically and indissolubly-you see that arbitration is of a very precarious nature in practice.
Must we shut our eyes to this fact or shall we say so openly ? As far as I am concerned, and
I express the view of my Government as well as my personal convictions, it is my duty to
say that I do not consider that arbitration in its present form gives such guarantees as are
necessary for the security of peoples. I would remind you that we represent Governments
and that we are responsible persons, and I think that, if we put ourselves in the place of any
Government which is examining the problem of its national security, we shall all reach the
same conclusion, however great the regret which the discovery of that conclusion may give
to a great number, and indeed I think to all of us. My conclusion, therefore, as far as the
question of the peaceful settlement of international disputes is concerned and the application
of a system of arbitration, of a procedure of conciliation or of judicial settlement, is the same
as that contained in the British memorandum. We must have time to achieve proper security.
We must have time to re-educate the peoples of the world in the international field in order that
they may become accustomed to seek the protection of their interests in a just and peaceful
settlement of a dispute and not by force of arms.

As far as the problem of security agreements is concerned, it is my duty to say that,
on this point, the delegation of the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes takes its stand
on the Covenant itself. The Covenant in its Preamble and in Article II lays down the following
principles: the principle of international solidarity, that of the co-operation of the peoples,
that of the common interests in all questions affecting peace. Article II states:

" Any war or threat of war, whether immediately affecting any Members of the
League or not, is hereby declared a matter of concern to the whole League."
Consequently, any war or threat of war is a matter for each Member of the League of

Nations. The Covenant knows no region in the world capable of being of greater or less
interest to a country. It has put aside the idea of specially safeguarding the interests of a
State in a particular part of the world. All Members of the League of Nations have agreed
to state expressly that a threat of war wherever it occurs affects the whole League and each
one of its Members.
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This, therefore, is the logical conclusion, gentlemen, to be drawn from the Covenant as

far as the problem of security is concerned. Any system of security which conforms to the
Covenant of the League of Nations must be based on collective means and on a collective
understanding.

This is the view of the delegation of the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes. My

country is faithful to the Covenant and the League of Nations. She desires general security

of an equal kind for all and equally just for all. The objection may be made that such a form

of security is vague. I do not agree with that opinion. I think that general security achieved
within the framework of the Covenant by collective means is of real value to all peoples. It

is true that, for reasons known to everyone, for reasons the true value of which we appreciate

and of which we would not diminish the importance, each country desires to remain free to

defend its own interests in the manner which it thinks best. Though, however, a system

of general guarantees, as well as that resulting from the Geneva Protocol, has not been accepted

and ratified, we must nevertheless not cease to think of the Protocol, and we must direct
our steps towards it.

I am very happy to note that M. Paul-Boncour referred yesterday to a phrase which

runs as a kind of Leitmotiv through the mind of the delegation of the Kingdom of the Serbs,

Croats and Slovenes. Progress achieved by the conclusion of regional agreements can only

be the beginning of a new method of arriving at general security. The Agreement of Locarno
cannot represent the end and object but must only be considered as a means of achieving it.

The reason why we now agree to the opinion expressed in the report, according to which in the

present state of affairs the nations must seek for security in special agreements and in regional
agreements, is because we do so desiring to work for the realisation of the true ideal of the

League of Nations, which consists in reaching security by means of a general system.
I was glad to hear the observations of the representative of Italy, who stated that he

agreed, in principle, to regional agreements. I was the more glad to hear this as I thought of

the common interests possessed by Italy and the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes in

the region in which both countries are situated. The representative of Italy and the representa-
tive of Germany have made certain reservations. General de Marinis said that such agree-

ments must be open to all States situated in the region concerned. I agree. He added, too,

that such agreements by virtue of what they contained should not give rise to apprehension
in any part of the world. On this point too I agree.

I also share the views of the German delegate, who reminded you that such agreements

must not be signed under pressure of any kind. What will happen, however, if a State in a

particular part of the world is not ready to sign one of these agreements ? Must other States
renounce the security thus offered them or the understanding which they have reached among

themselves ? The formula proposed by General de Marinis, according to which these agree-

ments must be open to all States in the part of the world concerned, appears acceptable, but

it must be clearly understood that a State cannot be compelled to belong to such a combine
if it does not desire to do so. In certain parts of Europe, however, there unfortunately exists

no desire to follow the example of Locarno. For various reasons, countries in certain parts of

Europe do not wish to or cannot follow the fine example given by Germany.
The system of Locarno has been criticised. Doubts have been expressed as to whether

such a system is applicable to other parts of Europe. As far as I am concerned, I can reply

in the affirmative, for it is not a question of applying the Treaty of Locarno as a whole but

the essential principles which it contains. These are simple and serve the cause of peace.
The first is that there should be no recourse to war in any case between the contracting

parties. Why can this example not be followed in other parts of the world ?
The second is absolute respect for the territorial integrity of each contracting party.

On this point I regret to make reservations concerning the report submitted by M. Politis,

who, when speaking on clauses necessary for an agreement on security, made the recommendation

that a clause respecting territorial integrity should not necessarily be inserted, for fear

that the introduction of such a clause might produce an effect contrary to what was desired.

In my view, these scruples are quite useless. In a matter like this, no room must be left for

misunderstanding. Territorial integrity is already guaranteed by the Covenant in Article Io.

Each State Member of the League of Nations undertakes not only to respect the territorial
integrity of all other Members of the League but also to defend it. I can see no objection

to following the example of Locarno to its conclusion, for any other procedure may perhaps
give rise to hopes which cannot be realised and which will not have served the true cause of

peace.
The third essential principle of Locarno, which shows that it represents a real ideal, is

that this Treaty was signed by two ex-enemy countries which deliberately stretched out
their hands to each other, not being constrained to do so and acting under no kind of pressure,

but in order to live at peace. Why should other ex-enemy countries find it impossible to
follow this example ?

I now reach a point which I find referred to also in the report and in the British memorandum.
It concerns the resolution of the Assembly of 1926 by which the Council was asked to

make the offer of its good offices for the conclusion of similar agreements. It was on my

proposal that this passage was inserted in the resolution of I926. We have to-day to note

that no Government has approached the Council of the League. This is true, but the reason
is not because no Government has desired to approach the Council, but because no encourage-
ment has been forthcoming whence encouragement should be expected, neither from the League
of Nations nor from the Powers concerned. I refer to the great Powers.

You remember in what circumstances the Treaty of Locarno was signed and by.what
laborious negotiations that signature was preceded. You are aware how many diplomatic
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steps led up to it. Let me tell you that a similar procedure is going on in other parts of Europe.
May those who have so far turned a deaf ear be encouraged to follow another line of policy.
When we come to the detailed discussion, I shall propose that the Council of the League of
Nations should possibly take the initiative at some future date in the conclusion of such
treaties.

I have tried to make my observations of a general nature. I have pointed out several
courses which we might follow, and I will summarise them as follows:

In the first place, security is indissolubly linked with the problem of disarmament. Security
as it exists at present by virtue of the Covenant of the League of Nations is insufficiently
strong to serve as a basis for a fresh change in the foreign policy of States Members of the League.
It is therefore necessary, and this is the task of our Committee, to discover practical means
for increasing that security and for giving it a more effective and efficient form. These means
are of various kinds. There is arbitration, procedure of conciliation, the judicial settlement
of disputes, the wise advice which the League of Nations can give in case of need -there is,
in fact, a whole series of practical measures which we are going to examine and upon which
I will not dwell any longer at the moment. There are also certain articles of the Covenant
itself which we are also examining with a view to defining their scope.

I reserve my right to speak on all this at a future date, but I wish to summarise the guiding
motive, the true point of view of the delegation of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, when I
say that, as far as the problem of security is concerned, we must have, as I had occasion to
state last September, something more than formulae and paper systems. The British memorandum
states that, as far as the Treaty of Locarno is concerned, the whole force of the British
Empire is ready to guarantee the execution of the obligations assumed by virtue of their
Treaty. It is necessary, therefore, that the force not only of the British Empire but also
of the other countries represented on the League should effectively guarantee the obligations
which have been assumed. In this way the problem of security will be solved. I leave it,
however, to my colleagues to decide for themselves whether we can, at this juncture, attain
such an object.

The Committee rose at I p.m.

FIFTH MEETING

Held on Wednesday, February 22nd, I928, at 4 p.m.

Chairman: M. BENES (Czechoslovakia).

6. General Discussion (continued).

M. CANTILO (Argentine). - The general discussion is too far advanced for it to be right
for me to occupy your attention very long. It is my duty, however, to reply to the request of
our Chairman, who asked us at the first meeting to express our respective points of view on
security, arbitration and the articles of the Covenant, the three questions dealt with in the
memoranda. I propose to reply to this request in a very general and brief manner.

What was tangled and confused in these matters has been to a great extent cleared up
and straightened out considerably by the preliminary work of the Rapporteurs, to whom I,
in my turn, would pay a tribute.

Though, however, the data of the problem appear to have been simplified by defining them,
the work of co-ordination is still none the less difficult.

This is due to the fact that we represent different countries whose situations and states
of mind are very different. As far as I am concerned, I speak in the name of a country of
the South American continent. It is not merely a question of geographical distance away
from Europe. I represent a country with traditions and special antecedents, with a particular
manner of regarding the questions which we have to deal with on this Committee. This
means in fact that the ideas, feelings and conceptions of my country do not always fit in very
well with the ideas, feelings and conceptions of other parts of the world where the dregs of
conflicts, centuries old, still inevitably remain.

In South America our only memories of military glory are those bound up with the fight
for liberty and independence. Such memories are not, so to speak, confined within frontiers;
they are common to all countries of that continent.

It is true that, once the struggle for independence was over, conflicts certainly arose
between one or other country, but these were, if I may use the expression, family quarrels,
about a common inheritance in which the share due to each was not always easy to determine.

Above or beneath these controversies there was a common origin, a common language,
a common faith and traditions, an identical political ideal, parallel institutions and the same
point of view regarding the past and the future.

Thank God there are none of those rivers or mountains in our continent, to which M.
Paul-Boncour alluded, which have served for centuries as chasms or barriers between fiercely
opposed civilisations, interests and possessions.

You will therefore understand that the notion of security, in the sense in which many of
you mean it-a notion that security should be more or less measurable, to use the phrase of
M. Sokal-has no echo in our continent, and cannot be adapted either to our state of mind or
to the characteristics of our international position.

For us, arbitration, which we consider to be an essentially American principle, is a sufficient
guarantee of security.
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There is no need for me to remind you here of the support given by Latin America to
proposals for the adoption of this principle, nor need I refer to the part played by arbitration
in the international policy of my own country. I would point out merely, without providing a
superfluity of examples, that every grave dispute which we have had with our neighbours has been
solved by arbitration. Arbitration for us has been a concrete reality. It was as the result of
an adverse arbitral award that Argentine had to cede vast stretches of territory. Such a
defeat loyally accepted was not regarded in our eyes as such, for it meant the triumph of
right over violence and over war.

Now that I have made this clear, I think that my country will view with sympathy
anything which tends to strengthen and generalise arbitration, and in that matter her co-
operation is already secured.

On the other hand, it would be very difficult for us to conceive of the conclusion of agree-
ments similar to the Locarno Agreements, involving mutual assistance or sanctions against a
third party. Such agreements, far from serving the cause of peace on our continent, might,
on the contrary, transplant these feelings of fear and suspicion which have so far remained and
which must continue to remain unknown to us.

There is a third point upon which I must speak, the articles of the Covenant. I am
inclined to think that it would be dangerous to define these with greater precision or to add
rules of procedure to them. Their future efficacy depends in great measure on their elasticity.
It is not by dotting the i's and crossing the t's that you will add any additional force to the
Covenant. If, when it is put to the proof, the Covenant of the League of Nations shows
itself to be of any value, it will not be because of its letter but because of its spirit.

M. RUTGERS (Netherlands). - I desire first of all to express my thanks for the
kind words used by several of our colleagues regarding the memoranda submitted to them.

After all the speeches to which we have listened, it is useless, I think, to lay before you
to-day the views of the Dutch Government on all the questions which we have to examine,
and I will therefore confine myself to observations of a general nature.

The Dutch Government is of opinion that the experience which the League has gained in
trying to draw up a complete plan of security should not be lost sight of. If such an attempt
were renewed at this juncture, to do so would be to show dangerous optimism and to court
fresh disillusion. Though, however, a general plan of such magnitude is not to be recommended
to-day, does this mean that no collective plan has any chance of success ? Should agreements
less complete, less vast, and dealing with more limited matters be also considered outside the
realms of possibility ? Should the League leave it to the States alone concerned to strengthen
the security which they already possess thanks to its Covenant ? The Dutch Government
cannot help thinking that it is possible to obtain a certain result through the direct action of
the League. Obviously, such results would fall short of the hopes which have on so many
occasions been expressed at Geneva by the representatives of the various States. There
is a proverb which says that Rome was not built in a day. There is no need, however, to
quote a proverb to realise that, as far as security is concerned, no possible chance of progress
should be neglected.

I mention the direct action of the League of Nations, which I contrast with the drafting
by the organisations of the League of model types of treaty which possess no force in them-
selves and which must await the moment when a group of States, after direct negotiation,
adopts them and puts them into force. This direct action of the League of Nations might be
carried out by means of general agreements of which the object would be to bind all States and
which would require the ratification of all Members of the League before they came into force,
or, if they took the form of amendments to the Covenant, all the ratifications required by the
text of the Covenant. But the direct action of the League of Nations might also create other
agreements of a collective nature which will only be binding on States which have signed and
ratified them, but which will remain open to the adhesion of all States or all Members of the
League of Nations in the form of conventions adopted by the Assembly, and of which the
protocol of signature is open at Geneva.

The memorandum of M. Holsti deals exhaustively with such collective agreements on
arbitration and conciliation, and our Committee will have occasion to return to this point.

In the memorandum of M. Politis, mention is also made of regional agreements on security
open to other States than those which originally signed them. Here, too, can be perceived
the idea of developing regional agreements in the direction of collective conventions. Though
this development is only provided for in a limited degree-and this limitation was certainly
not the desire of the Rapporteur-this is to be explained by the fact that, if there is any question
which experience shows does not lend itself easily to settlement by means of general agreement,
it is undoubtedly the question of mutual assistance, which occupies a large place in regional
agreements on security.

The difference between the establishment by the League of Nations, on the one hand, of
collective treaties and model bilateral or multilateral treaties, on the other, is in my view
considerable, I cannot share the doubts of certain of my colleagues regarding the importance of these
model treaties, although they are nothing more than models. No State can sign them unless
they have been previously adopted by two States or by a group of States. By following
this procedure, the League of Nations confines itself to giving States good advice. In drawing
up a collective treaty, however, the League does not rest content with a sample recipe for peace.
It is itself preparing the banquet and laying the table when it says to States, " From to-day
onwards you can sign the protocol at Geneva which has been opened under the auspices of the
League ".

I wish to draw your attention to another characteristic of this collective treaty, which
is that, in establishing it and in opening it for the signature of States, the League can effectively


