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I. REPORT OF THE TEMPORARY MIXED COMMISSION REGARDING
A DRAFT TREATY OF MUTUAL ASSISTANCE.

Resolution XIV of the Third Assembly, regarding the reduction of armaments, laid
down the general principles of the relation between a system of mutual assistance and the
reduction of armaments.

In the same resolution, the Assembly invited the Temporary Mixed Commission to
continue its work on the subject, and to draw up concrete proposals with a view to the
establishmenter of a political and military organisation for the practical application of such
a system. The Assembly also asked the Commission, with a view to defining more pre-
cisely the scope of the proposals which the latter was to submit, to draw them up in the
form of a treaty.

The Commission has endeavoured to carry out both the letter and the spirit of
its instructions. Taking as a basis the principles contained in Resolution XIV, it has
endeavoured to consider the meaning and implication of these principles and also the most
effective means of applying them. It has heard the various opinions which have been ex-
pressed on the comparative efficacy of different methods of applying these principles, and
it is glad to think that it has to a considerable extent arrived at an agreement. It has been
unable to secure unanimity on the question of incorporating partial agreements in the scheme
of general assistance, since the Italian members of the Commission were definitely opposed
to this principle, as is seen by the attached statement (see Section II (2) A.)

In the course of its work, the Commission has obtained valuable assistance fronm the
Governments Members of the League, many of which, in reply to an invitation from the
Council, sent in useful observations on the principles of Resolution XIV and the possible
methods of applying them.

It is to be observed that the work of the Commission has been influenced by these replies,
which have been taken into account in the drafting of the treaty, which was adopted by a
majority of the Commission with a view to its submission to the Assembly. It has also
had the advantage of the assistance of the Permanent Advisory Commission, which, on several
occasions, deliberated upon the technical aspect of the proposals laid before the Commission,
and which has presented very valuable reports on the various questions.

It might be well at this point to mention briefly the different stages through which the
Commission's work has passed. In the first place, the Permanent Advisory Commission
considered the general principles of Resolution XIV and drew up a report thereon. After
examining this report, Lord Robert Cecil submitted a draft treaty, which was considered by
the Cormmission at its February session. This draft was afterwards discussed by the Per-
manent Advisory Commission and by a special Committee of the Temporary Mixed Commis-
sion; another draft, prepared by Lt.-Colonel Requin, was also laid before the Permanent
Advisory Commission and the same special Committee. Finally, the Commission prepared
a draft which was accepted by the majority of the special Committee. This majority
included the authors of the two original drafts.

The different reports of the Permanent Advisory Commission and of the special Com-
mittee and the texts of the draft treaties drawn up by Lord Robert Cecil (amended text)
Lt.-Colonel Requin and the Temporary Mixed Commission are to be found in Sections V,
and VI of this document.

In conclusion, the majority of the Commission feel it their duty to point out that the
draft -treaty which they are submitting is the result of very profound study of the problem
as a whole, a study which has been carried on throughout in a genuine spirit of co-operation.
The Commission is absolutely convinced that if the various Governments of the world could
adopt this treaty, concurrently with a plan for the reduction of armaments, a decisive step
would be taken towards the final suppression of war, and an end made of the terrible danger
arising from the competition in armaments.

The Commission is of opinion that the draft treaty submitted by it to the Assembly
raises, as regards form, certain delicate questions of a legal character, and it requests the
Council to consider the advisability of submitting the text of this draft to a committee of
jurists for examination.

In this connection, it particularly draws the attention of the Council to Articles 13, 16,
18 and 19; as regards -the last-named article, a new wording is proposed by M. Matsuda
(Section II (2) C) of this document.

The Commission suggests that the Council might uselully invite the members of the
drafting committee which was engaged on its report to put themselves at the disposal of
the Assembly and to give the latter any explanations it may desire concerning the Treaty
of Mutual Assistance.

The Commission requests the Council to consider the advisability of communicating
the Draft Treaty of Mutual Guarantee to the Governments of States non-Members of the
League in order that they may express their opinion on the question.



In addition to the Treaty ot Mutual Assistance, the Temporary Mixed Commission
examined several measures calculated to promote that mutual confidence between nations
which it is the aim of the Treaty of Guarantee to secure.

(1) In particular, a proposal regarding special cases in which for, aly reason, this mutual
confidence is lacking between certain States; this proposal would lead to the conclusion
between these States of a special treaty of non-aggression.

(2) A proposal regarding certain special cases in which for any reason a danger
of aggression is presumed to exist: if the contact of two hostile forces along the frontier is
of a nature to create incidents, would it be possible to establish a neutralised and demilitarised
zone along this frontier in order to eliminate any such contact between armed forces ? It
was pointed out that the creation of such a demilitarised zone would render it easier to decide
which State had committed an act of aggression.

After examination of these two proposals, the Temporary Mixed Commission came to
the conclusion that these special measures would only be possible in a limited number of
cases. For this reason it did not consider it advisable to make any reference, in the general
Treaty of Mutual Assistance which it drafted, either to special treaties of non-aggression
except the general undertaking contained in Article 1) or -to demilitarised zones.

The Commission noted that, in certain cases, and provided that they could be established
with the previous consent of the States concerned, such zones -might offer real advantages.

It therefore considers that when a dispute is brought before the Council of the League in
virtue of Articles 11 and 15 of the Covenant, it would be an advantage if the Council examined,
on the above basis, the expediency of proposing the elaboration of a special treaty of non-
aggression or the establishment of a demilitarised zone along the common frontier of the
parties to the dispute, in order to dispose of the danger of war and to restore mutual confidence
between the States.

II. DRAFT TREATY OF MUTUAL ASSISTANCE.

1. Text of the draft.

Preamble. - The High Contracting Parties, being desirous of establishing the bases
of an organisation of mutual assistance for the purpose of facilitating national armaments
to be reduced, in accordance with Article 8 of the Covenant of the League of Nations, "to the
lowest point compatible with national safety and the enforcement by common action of
international obligations ", agree to the following provisions:

Article 1. - The High Contracting Parties, solemnly declaring that aggressive war is
an international crime, severally undertake that none of them will be guilty of its commission
against another.

Article 2. - The High Contracting Parties jointly and severally undertake to furnish
assistance, in accordance with the provisions of the present Treaty, to any one of their number
should the latter, after having reduced its armaments in accordance with the present Treaty,
be the object of aggression.

Article 3. - In the event of one of the High Contracting Parties being of opinion that
the armaments of any State party to this Treaty are in excess of those fixed under its provisions,
or that an aggressive policy or military preparation of any State party or not to the present
Treaty are of such a nature as to cause apprehension to the High Contracting Parties of an
eventual outbreak of hostilities, it may inform the Secretary-General of the League of Nations
thlat it is under a threat of aggression, and the Secretary-General shall forthwith summon
the Council of the League of Nations.

The Council, if it is of opinion that there is reasonable ground for thinking that a menace
of aggression has arisen, shall take all necessary measures to remove such a menace, which
may, if the Council thinks right, include any of the measures indicated in sub-paragraphs
(a), (b), (c), and (d) of the 2nd paragraph of Article of Article f the present Treaty to meet a
case of actual aggression.

Article 4. - In case of aggression against one or more of the High Contracting Parties,
the Council of the League of Nations shall decide, within not more than four days from
the date on which the matter was brought to the attention of the Secretary-General, which
of the States engaged in hostilities has been the aggressor.

The High Contracting Parties undertake that, whatever may be the terms of the partial
treaty to which they are parties, they will accept such a decision by the Council of the League
of Nations.

For the purpose of this article, the Powers engaged in hostilities shall not take part in
the vote. The same rule will apply to States signatories to any partial treaty involved
unless the remaining Members of the Council decide otherwise.



Article 5. - The High Contracting Parties undertake to furnish assistance, in the form
which the Council recommends as the most effective, to any State adhering to the present
Treaty which has been the object of aggression, and for that purpose to take all necessary
measures without delay, in order that it may be brought into operation in the order of urgency
demanded by circumstances.

In particular, the Council may:

(a) Decide to apply to the aggressor State the economic sanctions contemplated
by Article 16 of the Covenant;

(b) Inform the States providing assistance, after having consulted them in accordance
with Article 4 of the Covenant, of the forces which it desires to have placed at its disposal;

(c) Take all the necessary measures for securing priority for the communications
connected with the operations;

(d) Prepare a plan for financial co-operation among the High Contracting Parties
with a view to providing for the State attacked the funds which it requires for its defence ;

(e) Appoint, with the consent of the State which has been attacked, the
Commander-in-Chief, and establish, in collaboration with the said State, the object
and nature of his duty.

Article 6. - In order to allow the High Contracting Parties to render the general assis-
tance mentioned in Articles 2, 3 and 5 immediately effective, they may conclude, either
as between two of them, or as between a larger number, agreements complementary to the
present Treaty exclusively for the purpose of mutual defence and intended solely to facilitate
the carrying-out of the measures prescribed in this Treaty, determining in advance the
assistance which they would give to each other in the event of any act of aggression which
they may consider possible against any one of them.

Such agreements may, if the High Contracting Parties interested so desire, be negotiated
and concluded under the auspices of the League of Nations.

Article 7. - Defensive agreements within the meaning of Article 6 shall be commu-
nicated to the League of Nations, in order that they may be examined by the Council and
recognised as being in accordance with this Treaty and the Covenant.

In particular, the Council shall consider if the said agreements are of a nature to justify
its decision, should the case arise, subject to the conditions of Articles 4 and 5 of this Treaty,
to demand the assistance of the other High Contracting Parties.

When recognised, these agreements shall be registered in conformity with Article 18
of the Covenant and regarded as supplementary to the present Treaty. They shall in no
way limit the general obligations of the signatory States nor the sanctions contemplated
against the aggressor State under the terms of this Treaty. They shall, in all cases, be open
to any other High Contracting Parties which may wish to become party to -them, subject to
the consent of the signatory States.

Article 8. - In all cases of aggression contemplated by defensive agreements within the
meaning of Articles 6 and 7, the States parties to such agreements may undertake to put
into immediate execution the plan of assistance which they have agreed upon.

Subject -to the preceding paragraph, the provision of Articles 4 and 5 above shall come
in-to force both in such cases and in other cases of aggression not contemplated by the special
defensive agreements, and the High Contracting Parties to such agreements shall inform
the Council, without delay, concerning the defensive measures which they think it necessary
to take.

The High Contracting Parties undertake to furnish to the States parties to any such
defensive agreements such assistance as the Council of the League may recommend in
accordance with and subject to the conditions of Article 5 of this Treaty.

Article 9.- The High Contracting Parties, in view of the security furnished -them by this
Treaty, undertake to inform the Council of the League of the reduction or limitation of
armaments which they consider proportionate to the security furnished by the general treaty
alone, in case the general treaty should be sufficient for them, and to the security furnished
by the defensive agreements complementary to the general treaty.

The High Contracting Parties undertake to co-operate in any general plan of reduction
of armaments which the Council of the League of Nations, taking into account the information
provided by the High Contracting Parties, may propose, under the terms of Article 8 of the
Covenant.

This plan should be submitted for consideration and approved by the Governments,
and, when approved by them, will be the basis of the reduction contemplated in Article 2 of
this Treaty.

The High Contracting Parties undertake to carry out this reduction within a period of
two years from the date of the adoption of this plan.
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The High Contracting Parties, after having informed the Council of the reduction ofarmaments which they have carried out, undertake to conform to the provisions of Article 8of -the Covenant.
Article 10.-Each of the High Contracting Parties undertakes to furnish to the militaryor other delegates of the League appointed by t Council such information with regard toits armaments as the Council of the League may request.
Article 11. - No High Contracting Party shall be under an obligation in principle toco-operate in a continent other than the one in which it is situated in military, naval or airoperations undertaken in connection with the general or supplementary assistance provided

for by this Treaty.
Article 12. - The High Contracting Parties agree that the whole cost of any military,

naval or air operations which are undertaken under the terms of the present Treaty and ofthe supplementary partial agreements, including the reparation of all material damage caused
by operations of war, shall be borne by the aggressor State up to the extreme limits of itsfinancial capacity.

The amount payable under this article by the aggressor shall, to such an extent as may
be determined by the Council of the League, be a first charge on the whole of the assets andrevenues of the State. Any repayment by that State in respect of the principal money andinterest of any loan, internal or external, issued by it directly or indirectly during the warshall be suspended until the amount due for cost and reparations is discharged in full.

Article 13. - Any Member of the League of Nations, not being one of the signatories
to this Treaty, may adhere to it by giving notice of adherence to the Secretary-General ofthe League of Nations, who shall inform the other High Contracting Parties.

States which are not Members of the League of Nations may adhere hereto subject to
the consent of two-thirds of the signatory States.

Article 14. - Any State referred to in Article 13 may, with the consent of the Council
of the League of Nations, notify its partial adherence, the benefits and obligations of which
shall be limited so as to correspond to one or more forms of mutual assistance of a clearly
defined military, naval, air, economic or financial nature, provided always that such State
adheres unconditionally to the provisions of this Treaty which concern the reduction of
armaments.

Article 15. - Nothing in the present Treaty shall affect the rights and obligations result-
ing from the provisions of the Covenant of the League of Nations or of the Treaties of Peace
signed in 1919 and 1920 at Versailles, Saint-Germain, Neuilly and Trianon, or from the
provisions of treaties or agreements registered with the League of Nations at the date of thefirst coming into force of the present Treaty as regards the signatory or beneficiary Powers
of the said treaties or agreemrents.

Article 16. Any question as to the meaiing or effect of the present Treaty, not beinga question whether the naval, military or air forces, or preparations of any of the High Contract-
ing Parties are in excess of those agreed to under the present Treaty, shall be referred to thePermanent Court of International Justice, whose decision shall be final.

Article 17. - The High Contracting Parties agree that the armaments determined foreach of them, in accordance with the present Treaty, shall be subject to revision every five
years, beginning from the date of the entry into force of this Treaty.

Article 18. - (Two drafts submitted to the Council for examination by a Committee of
Jurists.)

The present Treaty shall be ratified and The present Treaty shall be ratified
the ratifications shall be deposited as soon and the instruments of ratification shall
as possible at the Secretariat of the League be deposited as soon as possible at the
of Nations. Secretariat of the League of Nations. As

soon as the instruments of ratification shallA first statement of the deposit of the have been deposited by certain Powers,
ratifications shall be drawn up as soon as that is to 
the Secretary-General receives the instru- o s
ments of ratification: In Europe by Great Britain, France,

Italy, (Germany), (Russia), or such (four)Of five European States, three of which of them as shall first have ratified it;
are permanent Members of the Council;

Of two Asiatic States, of which one is a InAsia by Japan and one other Power;
permanent Member of the Council; It shall come into force in respect of

Of three American States. that continent, provided always:
(a) that, if any of the ratifying Powers

mentioned in this article by name shall
not have reduced their armaments in accor-
dance with the provisions of the present
Treaty within the period fixed in Article 9,
from the date of entry into force of the said
Treaty, this Treaty shall be regarded by
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such Powers as null and void, and the other
High Contracting Parties which have ratified
it may at any time denounce it;

(b) that, with respect to the other High
Contracting Parties, the rights and obligations
provided for in Articles 2, 3, 5, 6, and 8
of this Treaty shall only come into force
when the Council shall certify that such
High Contracting Party has reduced its
armaments in accordance with the provisions
of this Treaty or has taken the necessary
steps to secure that such reduction shall
have been carried out within two years of the
ratification of the present Treaty by the
High Contracting Parties.

The present Treaty shall come into force The present Treaty shall come into

as regards all the States which shall have force as regards all States which have

ratified it at the date of the first statement ratified it on the date on which it comes

above mentioned, a certified copy of which into force in respect of the continent in which

shall be immediately communicated to all they are respectively situated.

the signatory States. A certified copy of each instrument of
ratification shall immediately be communi-
cated to all signatory States.

With regard to the High Contracting With regard to the High Contracting

Parties which may eventually ratify the Parties which may subsequently ratify the

present Treaty, it will come into force at present Treaty, it will come into force at

the date of the deposit of the instruments. the date of the deposit of the instrument.

The Secretary-General will immediately The Secretary-General shall immediately

communicate a certified copy of the state- communicate a certified copy of the instru-

ment to all Powers which have signed or ment to all Powers which have signed or

adhered to the Treaty. adhered to the Treaty.

Note. -- A ratification clause for States
situated in North and South America, Africa
and Oceania must be added.

Article 19. - The present Treaty shall remain in force for a period of fifteen years from

the date of its first entry into force.

After this period, it will be prolonged automatically from year to year for the States that

have not denounced it.

2. Annexes.

A. STATEMENTS.

(a) BY COUNT BONIN-LONGARE, GENERAL DE MARINIS AND THE MARQUIS DE VITI DE MARCO.

The Italian Delegates, from the very beginning of the Commission's work, and on every

occasion, have declared themselves:
(a) favourable to a General Treaty of Guarantee and Mutual Assistance with a view

to securing the maintenance of peace and to facilitating the reduction of armaments by

suppressing the threat of aggression ;
(b) averse to any kind of special agreements in which they see a dangerous possibility

of perpetuating in future that system of alliances which has created in the past an atmosphere

of mutual distrust and harmful suspicion as well as the competitive armaments which resulted
therefrom, highly detrimental to the cause of peace.

They had, nevertheless, in a spirit of conciliation, accepted the possibility of special

agreements as instruments for the carrying out of the General Treaty, but they have on every

occasion maintained the view that, in order to preserve such a character, such agreements

ought to be placed and to remain at all times under the effective and continuous control

of all the signatory States represented by the Council of the League of Nations.

Though they deeply regretted co find themselves at variance with several of their

colleagues, they felt compelled to recognise that the principle of such special agreements

coming automatically into effect - that is, the principle of war breaking out, so to speak,
automatically - though it had been accepted by the majority of the Temporary Commission,

was irremediably opposed to their own conception of such agreements. Even the amendment
to Article 3, which stipulated that the parties to a special agreement must accept the decisions

of the Council after the said special agreements have come into play, has appeared to the
Italian Delegates somewhat illusory: it is difficult to admit that, upon a mere order issued

by the Council, States already engaged in a war shall stop hostilities, and it is to be feared

that, under such circumstances, the Council would lose part of its prestige, with the result

that the authority of the League of Nations would be greatly prejudiced thereby.



However, they had to recognise that in many cases such special agreements, if they
came automatically into effect, would contribute to a localisation of war, which is often the
best means of stopping it or of reducing its worst effects.

They further recognised that, when the principle of special agreements had been accepted
and endorsed by the League of Nations, it could not fail to lead to the creation of groups
opposed to one another and thus create a new menace to peace.

In these circumstances, the Italian Delegates felt bound to state that they fully main-
tained their opposition towards the special treaties; they wished to express their unshaken
faith in the principle of the universality of the League of Nations, which must be found in
any agreement concluded under its auspices and which constitutes the best guarantee of peace
and the best means of arriving at the establishment of a lasting peace throughout the world;
they requested that an appropriate reference should be made in the Report to the two divergent
opinions which have been expressed throughout the whole session of the Temporary
Commission and which it has been, unfortunately, impossible to reconcile, and that they be
submitted to the Council and the Assembly and afterwards to the interested Governments.

(b). BY M. JANCOVICI.

M. Jancovici states that he adheres to the principle of partial agreements as a method
for giving effect to a general agreement, because partial agreements alone can guarantee
the peaceful and free development of States which are placed in a precarious political situation.

In the form in which the present draft treaty of mutual assistance is cast, the promise
of assistance is dependent upon subtle distinctions and a variety of accidental circumstances.

(c) BY M. JOUHAUX.

I do not think that the statements contained in the Italian Note are strictly accurate;
regard must be had to the modifications introduced into the various articles of the Treaty,
especially those which provide that the Council shall receive detailed information with regard
to partial agreements, complementary to the present Treaty. These provisions are of a nature
to eliminate, at least to some extent, any dangers which might arise from certain partial
agreements.

Moreover, in view of the fact that intervention by the Council is essential, it would appear
difficult for partial agreements of a dangerous character to be concluded within the frame-
work of the general Treaty; should such a case occur, however, it would be the duty of the
Council to refuse to authorise the ratification and to take the measures necessary in this
connection, in accordance with the provisions of the general Treaty.

Under the terms of Article 18 of the Covenant of the League of Nations, States have
the right to conclude partial treaties provided that they are published, but such treaties
remain independent of the Covenant and do not constitute an integral part of it.

Further, the High Contracting Parties are under no obligation to effect a reduction
of armaments as a counterpart to the security which these treaties might afford. On the
contrary, the military conventions designed to secure their execution might require an increase
of national armaments.

Henceforward, the position will be different, by reason of the application of the Treaty
of Mutual Assistance of the Temporary Mixed Commission of the League of Nations.

The existence of the partial treaties of the aforesaid Convention, or the Treaties of Mutual
Assistance, is only justified by the fact that they are complementary to the general agreement,
to which they are very closely related.

They must be strictly defensive in character, and the possible cases of aggression must be
clearly specified.

Hitherto, States which have signed special agreements have merely been required to
register them with the Secretariat of the League of Nations.

In the future, however, it will be necessary for all partial agreements complementary
to the Treaty of Mutual Assistance to be explicitly recognised by the Council of the League
of Nations as being in conformity with the Covenant and with the general Treaty of Mutual
Guarantee. Hence, they must be strictly defensive in character and apply to clearly defined
cases of aggression; they must, moreover, ras a counterpart to the guarantee, provide for a reduction
of armaments proportionate to such gularantee.

Nor is this all. The special agreements contemplated in the Covenant of the League
of Nations were to be legally valid in all cases, whatever might be the opinion of the League
of Nations in regard to possible disputes or cases of aggression which might occur, for if the
Covenant in principle condemned all wars of aggression, it did not in fact prohibit wars other
than those which constitute a violation of its articles.

Henceforth, however, there is a complete change in the situation. Should a conflict arise,
whatsoever its character, it is the duty of the Council of the League of Nations to announce,
within four days, which party is the aggressor. It is legally incumbent upon all the High
Contracting Parties to the Treaty of Mutual Assistance to regard as the aggressor whatever
State may be designated by the decisions of the League of Nations.
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Thus, as a consequence, a case may arise in which a State signatory to a partial agreement
complementary to the general Treaty may find itself obliged, in contravention to the partial
agreement which it has signed, to employ the forces at its command, no longer on behalf of
the other signatory State, but against it, if the Council of the League of Nations has decided
that, in the conflict which has arisen, the State in question was the aggressor.

The resolution of the Third Assembly of the League of Nations stated that, in order to effect
the reduction of armaments, a Treaty of Mutual Assistance was necessary which would be
open to all and which would provide a guarantee of immediate and effective assistance in
accordance with a pre-arranged plan.

The Treaty of Mutual Assistance of the Temporary Mixed Commission, which is a
combination of partial agreements and a general agreement, corresponds to the requirements
of the above-mentioned resolution.

No State can escape the consequences of the reduction of armaments which is provided
for therein and which is required for the maintenance of peace, as stated in Article 8 of the
Covenant. The general Treaty strengthens the Covenant in regard to all cases of aggression
and all cases of threats of war. Either the guarantees which it contains are sufficient for
any State signatory to the Treaty and such. State must, as counterpart of the guarantees
provided, carry out a reducion uof armaments; or else the State considers that it requires,
in addition, a partial agreement complementary to the Treaty, and, in that case, it may
conclude such an agreement if it is defensive in character and if it is approved by the Council
of the League of Nations, but it may not evade the corollary obligation to reduce its armaments
or the implicit obligation contained in the general agreement of recognising its own partial
treaty to be null and void in the event of its co-signatory being designated by the Council
of the League of Nations as the aggressor in any conflict which may arise.

This is an essential characteristic of the partial agreements complementary to the general
Treaty ; it acts as an incentive to States to abstain from any aggression, inasmuch as the special
instrument which they have designed may recoil upon themselves.

It no longer rests with them to decide which State is the aggressor, but with the Council
of the League of Nations, whose decision is binding upon all the High Contracting Parties
to the general Treaty.

If it is further noted that the Treaty of Assistance is open to all States without distinction,
that it applies to all cases of aggression and that it therefore possesses a character of
universality such as the Covenant of the League of Nations does not possess, the conclusion
is irresistible that the Treaty in question is calculated to establish an era of mutual confidence,
and thus to supplement material disarmament by moral disarmament.

History would be short if it recorded only wars provoked by ideas which were just; it is
time that it should record no more wars and that peoples and States should come to an under-
standing for their mutual good in regard to an international economic organisation.

For that reason, while continuing to maintain our general reservations, my friends and
myself have consented to the introduction of partial agreements into the Treaty. We have
borne in mind that we were appointed to the Temporary Mixed Commission for the definite
purpose of bringing about a reduction of armaments, the only matter of real importance
for the peoples of the various countries.

This reduction has not been possible under the Covenant of 1919; the result is that
since that date we have been spectators of a veritable armaments race and of a return to
pre-war conditions. It was, of course, impossible to sacrifice to a special condition the
principle of, and the possibility of bringing about, a reduction of armaments.

The Council, in conformity with Article 4 of the Covenant, and assisted by the advice
of all the nations signatory to this Treaty which are Members of the League of Nations, should
prevent the development of partial agreements, whatever harmful provisions they may
contain, and aim at making the general Treaty the universal law and at securing a general
reduction of armaments.

(d) BY M. LEBRUN, M. J. FABRY AND LIEUTENANT-COLONEL RIEQUIN.

M. Lebrun, M. Jean Fabry and Lt-Colonel Requin are of opinion that the Draft
Treaty of Mutual Assistance should make provision for the possible adherence to the Treaty
of all States; but they consider that such adherence should be subject to their previous
admission to the membership of the League of Nations, unless they are included in the list
of States invited to become Members of the League, which appears as an Annex to the
Covenant.

The Treaty of Mutual Assistance is intended to facilitate the application of Article 8
of the Covenant, and has an undoubted connection with Article 10. Although distinct
from the Covenant of the League, it is closely bound up with the provisions of that Covenant,
and the powers which it confers on the Council of the League are such that it is difficult
to conceive how a State which is not a Member of the League could become a party to this
Treaty of Mutual Assistance, placed within the influence of the League and under the super-
vision of the League Council, unless that State had previously " given, in conformity with
Article 1 of the Covenant, effective guarantees of its sincere intention to observe its inter-
national obligations ". This condition appears to be rendered all the more necessary by
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the fact that, in Article 15 of the Treaty of Mutual Assistance, it is clearly laid down that
nothing in the present Treaty shall affect the rights and obligations resulting from the
Treaties of Peace.

Among States which are not Members of the League there may be some which have not
yet given " effective guarantees of their sincere intention to observe their international
obligations ", as required by Article 1 of the Covenant. It would not appear possible to
place in such States the confidence which signatories to a Treaty of Mutual Assistance should
mutually inspire.

Procedure proposed by the above-mentioned Members, which involves the admission
of a State to membership of the League before it can adhere to the Treaty of Mutual Assis-
tance, is therefore based on principles of law and justice.

The above-mentioned members therefore register a formal reserve concerning the text
of Article 13, as adopted by the majority .of the Commission.

(e) BY -M. MATSUDA.

I am fully convinced that a general treaty alone can afford general guarantees for effect-
ing the reduction of armaments throughout the entire world. Nevertheless, with a view to
meeting certain special circumstances, I have no hesitation in admitting the system of partial
agreements. To guard against the danger of returning in this way to the former system of
rival groups, it is essential that these agreements should be of an exclusively defensive
character, that they should represent only an additional guarantee within the limits of the
main general guarantee and that the Council of the League of Nations should exercise over
these agreements effective and consistent control and authority. It is unnecessary to make
any exception in the case of a aggression mentioned in the partial agreements. The Council
ought always to be the first to move in e matter. An immediate and effective guarantee
is required : effective guarantees are not only required in the case of partial agreements, but
also in the case of the general treaty. We should make every endeavour, not only to make
good the damage caused by wars, but more especially to prevent them as far as possible,
by leaving in the hands of the Council the fundamental right to carry out a preliminary
examination. The great problem of universal disarmament can only be solved if the principles
of law and justice are strictly observed. I would point out further that we are dealing not
only with a question of legal principles but also with a question of morality. A general desire
for peace must be created before the nations can lay down their arms. Otherwise a spirit
of suspicion will continue between the nations and will make any reduction of military
expenditure impossible, as the nations will fear sudden attack in a period of what appears
to be profound peace. These considerations are worthy of serious attention.

(/) BY M. ALCALA ZAMORA AND THE MARQUIS DE MAGAZ.

The Spanish members of the Commission are in favour of the principle of a general
agreement. They are apprehensive that partial agreements may threaten the peace of the
world and they cannot recognise any system in which there would be a danger that certain
Powers would be involved in war against their will at the desire of States signatories of partial
treaties. Anxious how, however, to display a conciliatoy spirit, they have agreed to co-operate
in the development of the principle of partial agreements which would pave the way for
a general treaty of mutual assistance, and they are of opinion that, in this Treaty, as finally
drafted, the danger incidental to partial agreements is certainly reduced. While explicitly
asserting their right to put forward reservations in regard to the draft treaty, they do not
desire to make use of this right at the present time.

B. EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE EIGHTH MEETING OF THE
EIGHTH SESSION OF THE TEMPORARY MIXED COMMISSION

HELD IN PARIS, TUESDAY, AUGUST 7th, 1923.

DISCUSSION ON ARTICLE 18, THE TWO SUGGESTED TEXTS OF WHICH
ARE SUBMITTED TO THE COUNCIL FOR CONSIDERATION.

Count BONIN-LONGARE pointed out a difficulty which might arise in the Assembly,
particularly in connection with States not represented either on the Council or on the
Temporary vI ixed Commission.

The present draft gave the Counlcil new and very wide powers. It was possible that
certain States Members of the League might wish to express an opinion on this augmentation
of the powers of the Council and that they might consider that the matter would necessitate
an amendment of the Covenant.

M. ALCALA ZAMORA said he did not approve entirely of either of the drafts proposed
for Article 18, but he was molre particularly opposed to the second, which presented the
following defects:



Regarding Europe first of all, although they desired the adherence of Germany and Russia,
if they wished to make the Treaty applicable to Europe it was indispensable for them to
obtain the full adherence of France, Great Britain and Italy, if they did not desire to render
it more difficult to secure the peace which they all hoped to attain and to strengthen.

Secondly, it appeared to him to be difficult to place in the same condition politically,
the United States and the Continent of America, on the one hand, and Japan and Asia on
the other hand. Regarding Asia, there was no objection, by reason of the quite special position
of Japan, to the suggestion that her adherence, together with that of another Asiatic State,
should be held to be sufficient.

Regarding America, the case was not the same, for, while recognising the great importance
of the United States, they should not forget the importance of Latin-America.

It would therefore be difficult to admit that the action of the United States and one
other American State alone should be sufficient to put the Treaty into force as far as America
was concerned.

Lord ROBERT CECIL said that he wras quite prepared to recognise the technical problems
raised by M. Alcala Zamora. That was why the authors of the second draft had added the
reservation inserted at the end : two ratifications might be required, one for North America
and the other for South America.

Regarding Europe, it was impossible to conceive of a ratification of the Treaty which
would exclude France, Great Britain and Italy. In any case, the Treaty could not produce
its full effects unless it was ratified by Russia or Germany, - that was why the text had been
proposed in its present form,

He thought, however, that the texts of paragraphs (a) and (b) should be maintained,if they
did not wish to place the Powers which had reduced their armaments in a dangerous position.

While he insisted that paragraphs (a) and (b) should be maintained - he had drafted
them himself - he proposed that Article 18 should be reserved for the consideration of the
Council and that the Council should appoint a Committee of Jurists, which would, moreover,
be required to give its opinions on the rest of the Treaty, and to which they should submit
the two drafts, drawing its attention to the general opinions of the Temporary Mixed
Commission concerning the drafting of a final text.

M. ALCALA ZAMORA said that it would be possible to reach an agreement regarding
America.

With regard to Europe, the question was essentially political, so that the opinion of a
Committee of Jurists would be useless.

He insisted on the necessity of the adherence of France, Great Britain and Italy.

Lord ROBERT CECIL said that that held good for Russia also.

Count BONIN-LONGARE supported M. Alcala Zamora's proposal regarding America.
There were in South America States which were destined to play a great part in the future
and which merited the particular consideration of Europe. They should not be trusted as
countries of minor importance. They must therefore discover a formula which would
give greater importance to the adherence of South American States. They might consider
North America and South America separately, and increase the number of States whose
ratification would be necessary to enable the Treaty to come into force.

With regard to Europe, he proposed that the order should be changed as follows:
"By Great Britain, France, Italy, (Germany or Russia) ". Thus he was sure that the

Treaty could not come into force without the concurrence of three Great Powers.

M. VILLEGAS, on his own behalf and on behalf of his Brazilian colleague, thanked M. Alcala
Zamora and Count Bonin Longare for their remarks. They would certainly be received with
pleasure by the South American States and would save the Commission from being obliged
to listen to an expose, which it would have been necessary to make to justify their reasons
for absolutely refusing to accept the procedure of ratification indicated in the second text
of Article 18 which referred in general to America.

In agreement with Lord Robert Cecil, he proposed to submit an amendment, which
he would send in to the Secretariat, defining a procedure of ratification for the South Ame-
rican States and another for the North American States, the latter group comprising those
countries situated on the north of the Panama Canal.

M. Jean FABRY said that he entirely agreed with MI. Alcala Z7amora's and Count Bonin-
Longare's remarks.

The text submitted by Colonel Requin was more liberal with regard to South America.

In Europe it is absolutely necessary that Great Britain, Italy and France should all
three adhere to the Treaty. The adherence of Germany and Russia, as Count Bonin-Longare
had proposed, might possibly retard the Treaty's coming into force. States were in question
whose intentions were unknown. Lord Robert Cecil's proposal was not acceptable because
it might lead to the entry into force of the Treaty without the adherence of Great Britain,
France or Italy.

In view of the legal and political difficulties raised by this Article, it would be wise to leave
the Council to appoint a Commission to draw up a text on the lines of M. Alcala Zamora's
suggestion.



Al. JOUHAUX said he accepted the modification proposed by M. Alcala Zamora. tHethought, moreover, that they should not limit ratification to the three Powers, GreatBvitain, Italy and France.
An argument was advanced against the League of Nations which was false hutnevertheless produced a certain effect. It was said that the League of Nations only includedthe victorious nations in Europe.
If they admitted only the three Powers referred. to, they wTould lend new force to thisAkrgument.
Therefore, ha asked the Commission to add Germany and Russia. M.. Jancovici'sremarks had shown that the Treaty could have no value for Roumania and certain other

States unless Russia adhered.
It had been recognised that the Washington Agreement could not be extended unlessRussia took place in P a new Conference. Since this need was admitted, they should recognisethe fact in Article 18.
AM. VILLEGCAS proposed that the Treaty should come into force after the adherence ofthree States for South America, and for North America after the adherene of the United Statesand two other States.
Al. ALCALA ZAMAIORA thought that, at any rate for Europe, the consent of Great BritainItaly and France nust be obtained, andl( also of Germany and Russia if these Powers became

signatories.

Admiral PENIDO supported MA. Villegas' proposal.
Lord Robert CECIL said he would prefer that the United States should not he mentionedby name itn order to avoid offeniding their susceptibilities.
The PRESIDENT proposed that with these reservations the Article should be sent to aCommittee of legal experts to draw up a text.
Count BONIN-LONGARE asked that this Committee shlould be consulted as to whether, if the Treaty came into force, the Covenant would not have to be amended. '
Lord ROBERT CECIL proposed that in that case they should communicate the Minutesof the Commission s meetings.
It would not in any way be ecessary to aend the Covenantecessary tin order to give the Council

the new powers it received under the Treaty. Indeed, if that argument were adnmitted, alarge number of treaties concluded recently, particularly regarding Minorities, would beillegal.
M. BRANTING said hle thought the Commission should reach a decision and not refer soimportant a question to a Committee of legal experts.
M. ALCALA ZAMORA said that they would draft Article 8 without having to refer it tothe Council of the League, for there was sufficient agreement amongst the members of theCommission as to the principle and the detail. He proposed the following draft :
" In Europe, when the Treaty shall have een signed by Great Britain, France, Italy andRussia or Germany, if the two latter become signatories in conformity with Article 13, andby two other Powers;
" In South America when the Treaty shall have been signed by three Powers;

" In North America when the Treaty shall have been signed by the United States andanother Power. 
They would maintain the paragraph concerning Asia without modification.
M. Jean FABRY asked under what heading Central America would be placed; would itbe classed with North or South America ?
M. ALCALA ZAMORA replied that Central America should be classed wvith North America.
Count BONIN-LONGARE said he would prefer that they should carry on the work theyhad begun and therefore he would be glad if they would submit a draft to the Council. Hetherefore proposed that a small sub-Cornmission should be appointed, consistinlog of members

of the Commission, to draft an Article 18 which would bhe micorporated in the Treaty -thissub-Commission to take into account the arguments whicih hlad been put forward.
M. Jean FABRY said that, before reaching a decision concerning the United States, hethought it would be better that the United States should he consulted and that this shouldbe done on the responsibility of the Counc-il, rather than on that of the Commission. TheCommission, moreover, was not entitled to request this opinion.
The PRESIDENT put to the vote the motion, proposed by Lord ROBERT CECII andseconded by M. FABRY, that the two texts of Article 18 should be referred to the Council

together with the Minutes of the discussion on this Article.
(This proposal wvas adopled by 14 votes to 10.)

M. ALCALA ZAMORA asked that paragraph 4 of the second draft of the Article should
he omitted, in accordance with Lord Robert Cecil's request.

The PRESIDENT agreed.
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C. AMENDMENT TO ARTICLE 19 OF THE DRAFT TREATY OF

MUTUAL ASSISTANCE PROPOSED BY M. MATSUDA.

The present Treaty shall remain in force for a period of fifteen years from the date of
its first entry into force.

After this period, it will be prolonged automatically from year to year for the States which
have not denounced it.

If, however, one of the States referred to in Article 18 denounces the present Treaty,
the Treaty shall cease to exist as from the date on which this denunciation takes effect.

This denunciation shall be made to the Secretariat of the League of Nations, which shall,
without delay, notify all the Powers bound by the present Treaty.

The denunciation shall take effect twelve months after the date on which notification
has been communicated to the Secretariat of the League of Nations.

When the period of fifteen years, referred to in the first paragraph of the present Article
has elapsed, if operations undertaken in application of Article 5 of the present Treaty are in
progress, the Treaty shall remain in force until peace has been completely re-established.

The above-mentioned denunciation shall not take effect, as regards the State making such
a denunciation, until peace has been completely assured.

IIl. OPINION OF THE PERMANENT ADVISORY COMMISSION

REGARDING ASSEMBLY RESOLUTIONS XIV AND XV'.

The Permanent Advisory Commission, which met at Geneva from April 16th to 23rd,
1923, to consider Assembly Resolutions XIV and XV with regard to Treaties of M'utual
Guarantee was unable, in consequence of divergencies in the instructions given to members
by their respective Governments to express a unanimous opinion on this matter.

The British Delegation, not having received instructions from its Government, was,
unable to take part in the discussion.

The Italian Delegation stated that it was unable to discuss the question of partial treaties.

SUMMABY.

A. Opinion of the Belgian, Brazilian, French and Swedish Delegations in regard to :

1. General conditions to be fulfilled by any Treaty of Guarantee

II. Difficulties inherent in any Treaty of Guarantee

III. The value of a General Treaty

(1) Resolution XIV. (a) The Assembly, having considered the report of the Temporary Mixed Commission on the

question of a general Treaty of Mutual Guarantee, being of opinion that this report can in no way affect the complete
validity of all the Treaties of Peace or other agreements which are known to exist between States; and considering that

this report contains valuable suggestions as to the methods by which a Treaty of Miutual Guarantee could be
made effective, is of the opinion that:

(1) No scheme for the reduction of armaments, within the meaning of Article 8 of the Covenant, can be fully
successful unless it is general.

(2) In the present state of the world, many Governments would be unable to accept the responsibility for a

serious reduction of armaments unless th:ey received in exchange a satisfactory guarantee of the safety of their
country.

(3) Such a guarantee can be found in a defensive agreement which should be open to all countries, binding
them to provide immediate and effective assistance in accordance with a pre-arranged plan in the event of one of
them being attacked, provided that the obligation to render assistance to a country attacked shall be
limited in principle to those countries situated in the same part of the globe. In cases, however, where, -for historical,
geographical, or other reasons, a country is in special danger of attack, detailed arrangements should be made

for its defence in accordance with the above-mentioned plan.

(4) As a general reduction of armaments is the object of the three preceding statements, and the Treaty of
Mutual Guarantee the means of achieving that object, previous consent to this reduction is therefore the first condition
for the Treaty.

This reduction could. be carried out either by means of a general Treaty, which is the most desirable plan, or
by means of partial treaties designed to be extended and open to all countries.

In the former case, the Treaty will carry with it a general reduction of armaments. In the latter case, the reduction
should be proportionate to the guarantees afforded by the Treaty.

The Council of the I,eague. after having taken the advice of the Temporary Mixed Commission, which will

examine how each of these two systems could be carried out, should furmther formulate and submit to the Governments
for their consideration and sovereign decision the plan of the machinery, both political and military, necessary to
bring them clearly into effect,
(b) The Assembly requests the Council to submit to the various Governments the above proposals for their obser-

vations, and requests the Temporaly Mixed Commission to continue its investigations, and, in order to give precision
to the above statements, to prepare a draft Treaty embodying the principles contained -therein.

Resolution XV. Thle Assembly,
Whilst declaring that the reduction of armaments contemplated by Article 8 of the Covenant cannot achieve its fuill

effect for world-peace unless it be general:
Desires to emphasise the importance of regional agreements for the purpose of reducing armaments -- agreemnets

which, if necessary, migoht even go beyond. the measures decided upon in respect of general reduction ;
And requests the Council to ask the Temporary Mixed Commission to take into consideration, during its-subsequent

work, th.l possibility of recommending the conclusion oi similar agreements to States which might be concerned.
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B. Opinionl of the Belgian, Brazilian and French Delegations in regard to :
IV. Partial treaties and regional agreements.

C. Opinion of the Swedish Delegation in regard to:
IV. Partial Treaties.

D. V. Conclusions and Resunme of the Belgian, Brazilian and French Delegations.
E. Observations by the Spanish and Italian Delegations (otherwise in agreementwith almost all the considerations of a military nature set forth in the pre-ceding Opinions), to which the Japanese Delegation adheres in principle:

I. General conditions to be fulfilled by any Treaty of Guarantee.
II. General Treaty.

III. Conclusion.

A.
The BELGIAN, BRAZILIAN, FRENCH and SWEDIS-I DELEGATIONS express the followingopinions in regard to

I. The general conditions to be fulfilled by any Treaty of Guarantee.
II. The difficulties inherent in any Treaty of Guarantee.

ITT. The value of a General Treaty.

I. GENERAL CONDITIONS TO BE FULFILLED BY ANY TREATY
OF GUARANTEE, WHETHER GENERAL OR PARTIAL.

Our object is to prevent war and not to bring progressively into action the forces whichwill carry a war to a successful conclusion. Any system which did not immediately confrontthe aggressor with forces considerably superior to his own would be fundamentally unsoundinstead of stopping the conflict at the beginning, it would allow it time to develop, and wouldthus lead -to a long ivar. with all the irreparable damage and loss of life which such a warinvolves.
This postulate implies the following conditions :
(a) The system to be established should be such that the aggressor:
Could not even imagine the possibility of coming into conflict with it (ideal solution);
Would be very quickly crushed in a short war (acceptable solution);
Would have no hope of success in a long war (dangerous solution).
(b) In no case must a State which is attacked suffer invasion.
This condition assumes the existence of a mutual guarantee which can be brought intoaction immediately. The necessity of such a guarantee is proportionate to the directnessof the threat which overshadows a country owing to " historical, geographical or othercircumstances, which enltail, for some countries, -the "special dangers " recognised by -theAssemnbly.
(c) As wtar is carried on in every spherle, mutal assistance Ist also be given in every sphere.It is not, however, equally effective in all the forms and in all the combinations of circumstancesconsidered.
The onzly form of assistance which is reallj effective at the beginning of a wvar is militaryt,naval or air asststance.
Other forms of assistance --- economic, financial, etc. - can only play a subsidiarypart, which, however greatiits importance, is only felt, as a rule, in course of time, during along war. Moreover, the very nature of these forms of assistance renders it impossibleto estimate. the guarantees that they afford, and consequently to apply one of the principleslaid down in Resolution XIV - namely, that the reduction of armaments should beproportionate to the guarantees " offered by the Treaty.
(d) If the assistance is to be " immediate and effective " it must be given " in accordancewvith a pre-arranged plan ", as stated in Resolution XIV; and if this pre-arranged plan, whicl

will necessarily involve detailed provision, is to be carried out without delay -that is, withoutdliscussion -. it is important that it should be made an integral part of the treaty of guarantee.
(e) As the methods of attack and defence are constantly changing, it is essential:
That any treaty of guarantee involving reductions in armaments should be periodicallirevised with a view to maintaining its efficacy;
That some folrm of control should be e.xercised with the double object of revealing secretarmaments or preparations before it is too late, and of ensuring that the guarantee nationsmaintain a minimum quantity of sufficiently modern armaments to enable them to fulfil,if necessary, their obligation to provide assistance. Even if it is practicable to ensure by someform of control that each State maintains the minimum quantity of armaments which ithas undertaken to maintain, it will be very difficult, if not impossible, to exercise control inrespect of excess of armaments in an effective manner and without infringing the sovereigntyof the States required to submit to such control. 
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To sum up, iLt will be seen that a tlreaty of mutual guarantee should in theor:

Take instant effect with a force which would discourage any idea of aggression, would
protect the State attacked from invasion and would shorten the war;

Include in its text a detailed and pre-arranged plan of common action in every sphere,
but particularly in the sphere of military, naval and air operations;

Organise some form of preventive control;
Provide for periodical revi sions.

11. I)IFICUILTIJ ES INHEi-IE ENTI IN ANY TREATY OF GUARANTEE.

1The conditions considered above have already brought to light the difficulties involved
in the conclusion of treaties of guarantee. It will now be observed that, bl their verjy nature,
tholugh in varyling degrees according to the system of which they are a part, treaties of this kind

contain inevitable weaknesses.

(a) In the first place, the guarantees to be given from outside will in all cases be of less
intrinsic value than similar guarantees secured to a State by its own resources. A few obvious
reasons may readily be given in connection with armed forces providing assistance.

The prelparations for their action cannot be carried so far;

Their arrival at the seat of operations will be subject to imany risks (delay or interruption
to land transport in foreign territory, or of sea transport if the command of the sea is not
assured);

The plan of concentration (and to some extent the plan of operations) will be known
to so many persons -that it will be impossible to preserve that secrecy which is an essential
factor of success in war;

The value of the auxiliary forces will vary and will depend upon their organisation, arms,
officers, training and individual qualities.

(b) The relative value of foreign intervention will depend upon the peace-time
military organisation of the co-operating State. If a long war is to be avoided, the initial.
operations must be regarded as decisive. To ensure their success, it is better that units of
comparatively small value should be immediately available at the outset than that better-
trained troops should arrive too late. Now, -those countries which only maintain small profes-
sional armies, and for which mobilisation involves the training of their national man-power,
will not be able to put any considerable effectives into the field until after several months,
if not longer.

(c) Foreign troops, the despatch of which depends on the goodwill of their Governments
and on a vote of their Parliaments, will never be available with certainty and in every event.

This point brings us to the following question, which is of capital importance and governs
the whole problem:

(d) Hoiv can the mutual assistance provided for by a treaty of guarantee be automatically
brought into play ?

It is not enough merely to repeat the familiar formula, " unprovoked aggression ": for

under the conditions of modern warfare it would seem impossible to decide, even in theory,
wvhat constiltutes a case of aggression. Thus .

Aggression should be defined in the treaty;

The signs should be visible, so that the treaty may be applicable;

Lastly, the signs should be universally recognised, in order to make the operation of the

treaty certain.

1. DEFINITION OF AGGRESSION.

Hitherto, aggression could be defined as mobilisation or the violation of a frontier. This
double test has lost its value.

operations (calling up of reserves, purchases or requisitions and establishment of war industries,
after the calling up of the men), has become infinitely more complicated and more difflicult

both to discover at its origin and to follow in its development. In future, mobilisation will
apply not merely to the arm:y but to the whole country before the outbreak of hostilities (collection
of stocks of raw materials and munitions of war, industrial mobilisation, establishment or
increased output of industries). All these measures which give evidence of an intention
to go to war may lead to discussions and conflicting interpretations, thus securing decisive
advantages to the aggressor unless action be taken.

The violation of a frontier byv armed forces " will no-t necessarily be, in future, such
an obvious act of violence as ithas hitherto been. The expressionl "armed forces " has now
become somewhat indefinite, as certain States possess police forces and irregular troops which
may or may not be legally constituted, but which have a definite military value. Frontiers
themselves are not easy to define, since the treaties of 1919-1920 have created neutral zones,
since political and military frontiers no longer necessarily coincide, and since air forces take
no account of either.
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Moreover, the passage of the frontier by the troops of another country does not always
mean thatt t the latter country is the aggressor. Particularly in the case of small States, the
object of such action may be to establish an initial position which shall be as advantageous
as possible for the defending country, and to do so before the adversary has had time to mass
his superior forces. A military offensive of as rapid a character as possible may therefore
be a means, and perhaps the only means, wereby the eaker party can defend himself
against the stronger. It is also conceivable that a small nation might be colmpelled. to make
us of its air forces in order to forest the suprior folrces or the enemy and take what
advantage wTas possibie from such action.

Finally, the hostilities between two naval Powers generally begin on sea by the capture
of merchant vessels, or other acts of violence -- very possibly on the high seas outside terri-
toial a waters. The same applies to air operations, Nlhich mlay take pla e withoutL any violation
of -the air frontiers of States.

These few considerations illustrate some of the difficulties inherent in any attempt
-to define the expression " cases of aggression " and raise doubt as to the possibility
of accuratel defining this expression a priori in a treaty, /rom the mililary point oj viewn,
especially as the question is often invested with a political character.

2. SIGNS WvHICH BETOKEN AN IMPENDING AGGRESSION.

But, even supposing that we have defined the circumstances which constitute aggression,
the existence of a case of aggression must be definitely established. It may be taken that
-the signs would appear in the following order:

1. Organisation on paper of industrial mobilisation.
2. Actual organisation of industrial mobilisation.
3. Collection of stocks of raw materials.
4. Setting-on-foot of war industries.
5. Preparation for military mobilisation.
6. Actual military mobilisation.
7. Hostilities.

Numbers 1 and 5 (and to some extent Number 2), which are in all cases difficult to
recognise, may, in those countries which are not subject uender the Peace Treaties to any
obligation to disarm, represent precaution s which every Government is entitled to -tae.

Number 3 may be justified by economic reasons, such as profiting by an advantageous
market or collecting stocks in order -to guard against the possibe closing of certain channels
of supply owing to strikes, etc.

Number 4 (setting-on-foot of war industries) is the first which mlay be definitely taken
as showing an intention to commit aggression; it will, however, be easy to conceal this measure
for a long period in countries which are under no military supervision.

When Numbers 6 and 7 are known to have taken place, it is too late.

3. UNIVERSAL RECOGNITION OF IMPENDING AGGRESSION.

Ini the absence of any indisputable test, Governments can only judge by an impression
based upon the- most various factors, such as:

The political attitude of the possible aggressor;
His propaganda;
The attitude of his Press and population ;
His policy on the internaltional market, etc.
Now, the inmpression thus produced ivill not be the saime on the nations which are directly

threatened as upon the guarantor nations ; -t-hus, as every Government has its own individual
standpoint, no simultaneous and universal agreement as to the imminence of an attack is
possible.

It will be seen, in short, that the first act of war will precede the outbreak of mnilitary
hostilities by several months or even more, anld that there is 110 reason to expect any ulnanimous
agreemenllt as to the signs which betoken thle imminence of danger. There is therefore a risk
thlat the mutual assistance would onlly come ilnto actionl in reply to military mobilisationl
or hostilities on thle part of the aggressor. Such assistance, not being preventive, will alTways
comne too late, allcd will tllherefore only allow of a slight reduction in the ilidividual provisionl
wllichl must be Blade by each nIlationll for thle organisation of its onll defence.

Despite tllese points, ill wlhich " collective guaranltees " are inllferior to " l national
guaranltees ", we Inust not abandon tile former class, llor must we give up our attempts to
strengthenl thllem. They ilIvolve, hlowever, impol-tanlt resul-ts as regards the latter class,
and tlhose results wae must llno enllumerate.

(a) Wlhatever external guaranltees may be ill colltempla tionl, 11o counltry can be expected,
if attacked, to refraill fromn ImlobiiSillg as quickly as possible all its forces of every kind.
Sullch a country must therefore mnaintai, ill peace-timnle, armanellets plroportionllate to possible
attacks and so organised that complete mobilisationll will be easy at anyr timne.
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(b) The final decision as to the value of external support and the efficiency of
the machinery by which this support is to be brought into action must necessarily be left
to each of the Governments concerned. The same stipulation should therefore apply to
the reductions in armaments which may be rendered possible by these new guarantees. Any
idea of a scale of armaments calculated a priori on a more or less arbitrary basis is thus excluded.
As each Government remains the sole judge of -the minimum quantity of armaments which
is necessary for its security, it is only to the extent to which external support takes -the place
of a portion of the national armaments that the latter can and should be reduced.

Further, it will be advisable, in calculating the " substitution value " of external support,

to find a suitable and variable co-efficient of reduction which will express the relation of each
of the elements making up this support to the corresponding elements in the national forces.

(c) As the word" guarantee " implies the idea of real security, it would be preferable,
in order to avoid misleading public opinion, to refer to the treaty as one of " mutual assistance"
rather than of " mutual guarantee ",

III. GENERAL TREATY.

It would doubtless be highly desirable that as many countries as possible should automa-
tically come, in one form or another, to the assistance of any one or more of their number
which may be attacked.

The principle of a guarantee of this kind is laid down, in theory, in Article 10 of the

Covenant of the League. It would be well, however, to strengthen this principle by means
of a General Treaty for the practical application of those articles of the Covenant which relate
to it, although the amendment adopted by the Second Assembly must seriously reduce the
efficacy of the economic weapon placed in the hands of the League by Article 16.

The ideal and the practical do not, however, always coincide; and it must be asked
in this case whether the vagueness which so often characterises general contracts can be
reconciled with the degree of confidence which would be implied by any considerable reduction

in the armaments of each State. This question can only be answered by taking the following
points in order:

(a) Is a general treaty of:mutual assistance, defining the obligations lunder Articles 10 and 16
of the Covenant, calculated, in case of war, to provide effective support for the State attacked;
and, i , ifs, n iwhat orn ?

A distinction must be drawn between wars in which an attacked State is directly involved

and those in which such a State would be obliged to intervene as a co-operating State. In
the former case the important points for the country concerned are the nature and value

of the support immediately available from abroad; in the latter case, the chief importance attaches
to the obligations which the country must undertake and the burdens it will -thus incur.
A further distinction must be drawn regarding the actual nature of the war, according as its form
is predominantly military (land warfare) or predominantly naval (sea warfare). In other
words, the necessity of adapting armaments to the nature and magnitude of the dangers against
which they are intended to guard involves the basing of all calculations upon potential offensive
power of the possible aggressor. Even this first condition appears to be incompatible with

the very nature of a general treaty, which should be valid in all cases of aggression; for every
aggressor gives rise to a " particular case" which does not come within the scope of a general
treaty.

Similarly, a country which has decided to attack at a convenient moment will take
measures to destroy, at least for a considerable time, the efficacy of the only weapon which

could come immediately into action under a general treaty- the blockade. It would, of
course, be difficult for small or average countries, whose resources and industrial capacity
are limited, to carry out in all its various forms such a preparation for attack. But a treaty
of guarantee which only gave security against the weak would be immoral and valueless.
Now a guarantee against -the strong could only be provided by a continental study of the poten-
tial offensive power of all possible aggressors. To attain this object, therefore, a general
-treaty would have to be split up into a series of separate treaties, each of which would providen
in the greatest detail against a certain hypothetical case of aggression The treaty
woul d thus retain no characteristics which could be called general, except the name.

It may readily be imagined -that the different risks involved may incline some Governments
towards the idea of a general treaty and others towards that of partial treaties. For the
former class, the risks consist in naval dangers, which may interfere with or close their channels
of supply without striking directly at their national existence. TFor the latter class, the danger
represents the direct threat of an invasion of their territory. Though the former class of
Government may consider general guarantees of a more or less vague and uncertain character
to be sufficient, the other Governments cannot be so easily satisfied. In any case,
this distinction may in course of time lose its validity as a result of the increasingly far-
reaching changes which will probably be introduced by air warfare. The value of natural
barriers will decrease in proportion as they can be more easily crossed by large air forces,

and as, without regard to distance, a nation becomes immediately vulnerable in its population
and resources of every kind, wherever they may be situated,
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If we start. from the assumptioLn that:, at least in a land war, the first few mont!hs o/
operations will be decisive, the question which arises is what milit-ary, naval or air assis-
tance can be given immediately, or with very little delay, by any country to any other country
which is attacked.

From the military standpoint, this assistance will depend upon the time taken by the
co-operating State -to mobilise, on transport facilities and on the organisation of channels
of supply and special bases for each nationality. It is well known that the action of land
forces cannot be efficient unless detailed- preparations have been made for i-. Thus the
scheme of transport should comprise the selection of the lines of transport and. in sonic
cases,, of alternative lines, their equipment for military transport, and the formation of a
technical staff to ensure the immediate working of the lines in case of need, should the ordi-
nary staff not be available (owing to strikes or any other reason). The pla.n of supply would
require the compulsory collection of stocks of material for the various expeditionary forces.
It is clear that, while such preparations could be carried out for a limited number of countries
under certain definite conditions, they become technically impossible if an attempt is made
to apply them to a very large number of States simultaneously, olving to the great variety
of the hypothetical cases for which provision must be made.

From the naval standpoint, the technical problem is, comparatively, simpler. Naval
forces are not subject to the same conditions of mobilisation as land forces. The number
of possible cases to be considered appears -to be smaller, and the potential naval power of
possible enemies can be more easily determined. Nevertheless, the naval forces of -the
co-operating States will not necessarily be concentrated at the moment of the outbreak
of war. Their use also involves the necessity of drawing up a plan of action, of ensuring
its execution, of establishing bases of supply, etc.; and, while recognising that naval forces
are more quickly available than land forces, we must be under no illusion regarding the very
relative rapidity with which they can be brought into action.

The naval forces of a numiber of Powers are often composed of units whose qualities
(seagoing capability, radius of action, etc.) seriously diminish the possibility of their employ.
This circumstance adds still further to the difficulties of a practical application of a general
treaty from the fact that the employment of such naval forces must necessarily be limited
to special theatres of operations.

Furthermore, their action may be technically ineffective, particularly at the outset, in many
land wars. They cannot guard against the invasion of a country, and their effect as
instruments of a blockade is only felt during the course of a long war.

From the air standpoint, it is generally admitted that the irnmmedia tely available air forces
are those which can start from aerodromes situated not more than 250 kilometres from their
objectives. Beyond that radius they cannot act, unless previous preparations have been
made for their transport and supply. Now, immediate action will be of great importance
as regards defence, to prevent the passage of enemy bombing machines, and, as regardsthe
offensive, to impede the enemy's concentration. Under these conditions, the available air
forces will generally be confined to -those which can be provided by the adjacent countries.
As -these countries will undoubtedly retain their fighting machines for their own defence,
we can only reckon upon a contingent of bombing machines.

The impossibility of satisfying, by means of a general treaty, the principles laid down
by the Assembly of " immediate and effective assistance in accordance with a pre-arranged
plan. " is rendered still more obvious by another consideration. The nunmber and variety
of the possible cases to be considered in a single continent is further complicated by the
fact that -any country may be, at different times, assisted or assisting, and that its position may
change in the course of a single war. Reserving for later consideration the problem of deciding
whether aggression has been committed (which, as will be seen below, is insoluble in the
case of a general treaty), we may therefore lay it down that the military,, naval or
air assistance afforded by such a treaty would be uncertain, and would in any case come
too late to protect a State from invasion if attacked and *to ensure, in every event, the decisive
success of the initial operations.

(b) Can the mnilitaryl, naval or air support given by a general treaty be calculated with
sufficient exactitude to allow Governments to reduce Iheir armnaments below the minimum now
considered necessary by them, such reduction being proportionatle to the guarantees afforded, by
the treaty ?

It; has been seen to be impossible, owing *to the n.umber and variety of the possible cases,
to determine the nature and value of the assistance to be given in each of these cases by
each of the States signatory to a general treaty. It follows that no relation can be established
between two factors, one of which (guarantees) remains indefinite, while the other (reduction
of armaments) should. be definite. Some Stares may display sufficient confidence in the co-
operating countries to consider that their risks are not so great as to debar them from consenting
to a certain reduction of armament-s. But it is alo possible tha-t othler Sltates maybe requested,
in the name of internrational co-operation, to increase the military burden which they formerly
regarded as sufficient for their own defence. For, though certain countries run special risks,
" owing to their historical and geographical situation ", others may consider that, from both
these points of view, their owu. situa:tion renders them comrparatively immune from the threat
of inmmediat- e danger.
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It is thlerefore possible that a general treaty may lead to certain reductions of armaments,
but it is impossible to state this definitely, and still more so to indicate lwithout further evidence
how far these reductions would go. They would, in any case, be based, not upon organised and
actual assistance, as was recommended by the Assembly, but on a feeling of confidence which
has no connection with the principles embodied in Resolution XIV.

(c) As the rnilitary, na!val or air support afforded by a general treaty could not be
imnnediately or sufficiently effective, what would be the nature and the value of the other forms
of assistance (economic, financial, etc.), and could they lead to reductions of armaments ?

One of the advantages of a general treaty would, of course, consist in the fact that it
would assure the Sta e attacked of a measure of economic, industrial and financial assistance
which would enable it to fill any gaps of this nature in its national organisation. It must
be clearly realised, however, that, in the case of a general treaty, every State which entered
the war without knowing the limits of its liabilities would, to a large extent, retain its
owvn resources for its own use. The assistance given in the forms which we have mentioned
would, moreover, only be felt after a certain lapse of time, and its full value would only be
seen in a long war. Having no influence on the initial operations, it would not allow of any
reduction in peace-time armaments. And even if such a reduction were contemplated, it
could not be made proportionate to the assistance expected, as no definite relation can be
established betweent, for example, an amount of financial support and a reduction of effectives.

(d) in what contingencies would Lmutual assistance be required, and by what procedure
could it be brought into action so that the participating States could place full reliance upon it

janld thus gain the necessary confidence to reduce their national armaments ?

This question touches the most delicate point in the problem. We need only refer to
what has been said above regarding the weaknesses inherent in any treaty of guarantee
(page 14 to 16) in order to realise the impossibility, in the case of a general treaty, of bringing
mutual assistance into action in time.

According to the suggestions put forward in the report of -the Temporary Mixed Commis-
sion, the niachinery would work somewhat on the following lines:

The threatened country would approach the Council of the League, giving information
regarding the plans of its general staff, the forces which it could put in the field, the total
forces which it considered necessary to achieve success, the countries which, in its opinion,
should supply these forces, and its plans for their employment. The Council, with the assis-
tance of the Permanent Advisory Commission, would consider how far these applications
were reasonable and practical, and would invite the Governments concerned to take all
necessary steps to furnish the forces required.

It is needless to attempt to prove that, even if this machinery could work, it would
work with a slowness which would be inadmissible. It is impossible to solve in a few days,
or even in a few weeks, a problem of preparation which, merely in its technical aspect, sup-
posing all the political difficulties to hatve been overcome, would require months.

Such an argument would, moreover, assume that the vital question as to whether there
was aggression had been decided. Ideeet of the fact that the " territorial " definition
of aggression as a violation of t-le frontier is altogether too general and, as has been explained
on page 14 to 16, in no way corresnonds to the realities of modern warfare, it would appear
that -the actual procedure suggested by the Temporary Mixed Commission could not be
carried into effect either withi.n the limits indicated by -the Commission or even within sub-
stantially wider limits. In other words, a State threatened by direct attack would find no guarantee
in a Treaty the te:xt of which did not contain a precise statement of the actual hostilities which
that State might have to fear.

The foregoing considerations afford evidence of the danger involved in a Treaty of
Guarantee which nmerely lays down principles and, as appears to be suggested in the last
paragraph of Resolution XIV, admits that " the plan of the machinery, both political
and military, necessary to bring them clearly into effect " might only be established subse-
quently . The difficul-ties which would be experienced in drawing up such a plan would
doubtless lead to its postponement, and possibly evejn to its abandonment. Nothing would
remain but a treaty which, from the point of view of guarantees, would be a mere sham,
while, from the point of view of the reduction of armaments, it would appear to hold out a
prospect of relief on a large scale to a public which had been deluded and lulled into a sense
of false security.

B.

IV. PARTIAL TREATIES AND REGIONAL AGREEMENTS

1. OPINION OF THE BELGIAN, BRAZILIAN AND FRENCH DELEGATIONS.

(a) If the General Tireatly only provitdes assistan(ce whiztch is given by stages, is contingent
upon circu.mstances amd, at the outset, is limited in its effectiveness to cerltain spheres, it m.ay
be asked .whether partial treaties between States uwhlich are resolved to give each other immediate,
pre-arranged and unlimited assistance undelr certain7 circumLstances are capable of providing
guarantees which can be accuraltely measured.
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The difficulties which have just been described, and which would appear to be insur-
mountable in the case of a general treaty, are greatly reduced in the case of a partial treaty
concluded between States equally determined to take joint action against a common danger.

The possible conflicts are defined and localised. The preparation of mutual military,
naval or air assistance may, therefore, be carried out in peace-time in precise terms. Plans for
transport and for the concentration of troops, and even schemes of operations, may be
drawn up, and the conditions of secrecy infinitely better observed. The value of the assis-
tance which a State will receive from other signatory States is definitely known: it may be
accurately! measured.

(b) Is it possible in this case to reduce peace-time armaments in proportion to the guarantees
thus allfforded and, if so, to what extent ?

As the assistance can be measured and is the basis of plans prepared in time of peace,
there is now nothing to prevent an estimate being made of the reduction of armaments which
may correspond to this assistance. In this estimate, regard will be had not only to the
strength of the supporting forces, but also to the point to which they may be applied. The
value of the assistance which tas the ihform of direct support, provided by forces co-operating
immediately in the defence of the threatened territory wih the object of protecting it from
invasion, obviously differs from the value of indirect assistance given in thle form of dimversions
on the frontiers betweenthe aggressor and the co-operating States. In other words, a
reduction of armaments " proportionate to the guarantees afforded " can only take place
when those guarantees are defined and known, and when the carrying out of the reduction
is conditional upon 1measures actually taken to meet the requirements of the plan of mutual
assistance.

(c) A.s in the case of the general treaty, what conditions must be satisfied in order that
the assistance should be given automaticallty and immnediately, and what organisation should be
responsible for preparing this assistance and setting it in motion ?

As the preparation would have been guaranteed by definite conventions drawn up in
peace-time, the effectiveness of mutual assistance will depend essentially upon a prompt
decision as to the casus fcederis. But it would be much easier than in a general treaty to
provide against various cases of aggression or' threat of aggression. In cases of aggression
expressly described in the treaty, mutual assistance would be automatically giv)en by the signa-
tory States. Should there merely be a threat of aggression (due to a great increase in the
manufacture of war material, disquieting concentrations of troops, etc.), -the signatory States
" would consult together " before taking action. It will, moreover, readily be recognised
that it would be easier to consider the situation calmly and to have recourse to war only as
a last resort, since in the case of a special treaty the preparations would have been fully
completed.

(d) WVhat are the burdens wvhich such treaties Ivould impose upon each of the signatory
States in time of peace ?

The obligations imposed upon the signatory States would be designed to meet the
requirements of mutual assistance on the basis bf estimates of the potential offensive power
of a possible adversary. These obligations would consist in the maintenance of a minimum
of armaments in time of peace and preparations for national mobilisation, including economic
mobilisation. As has already been stated, these minimum armaments would only be fixed
after the signature of the treaty, and it would be the duty of Governments to appraise the
value of the guarantees in accordance with which they would have to reduce their armaments
in a proportion corresponding to the minimum indicated above. WAith a view to reducing
the economic and financial elements in these burdens, it wlould be desirable to combine partial
conventions with the general obligations already embodied in the Covenant of the Ieague.
This point will be considered later.

(e) Under wvhat conditions would partial treaties rewmain open for signature by other States ?
The condition regarding the " opening " of a partial treaty raises a difficult question,

but one which is, in the main, of a political character. It would certainly be desirable that
the country against which guarantees have been taken should by its conduct justify its
admission at a future date to a treaty which was originally designed to act as a check upon it.
When such a time came, the treaty (at least in its original form and with its original object)
would be of no further use; but its scope might be enlarged so as to provide against other
contingencies. Development on these lines would be highly desirable. The admission of
the State referred to above could, however, apparently only take place with the unanimous
consent of the original signatories. This condition would be all the more necessary in view
of the fact that the treaties would be designed to eliminate the special risks due to certain
geographical or historical situations.

Subject to these provisos, a partial treaty concluded between States exposed to the same
threats of aggression, and imposing the obligations defined above, might remain " open "
and answer its twofold purpose : to ensure peace and to allow of a reduction of armaments.

Regional Agreemelznts.

As regards the technical conditions of their application, there is no difference between
the method of regional agreements and the method of partial treaties.
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C.

2. OPINION OF THE SWVEDISH DELEGATION AS TO THE VALUE OF PARTIAL TiREATIES.

The Swedish Delegation states that the military imperfections or disadvantages inherent
n any treaty of guarantee would in many cases appear to be less serious or less acute in the

case of partial treaties than in that of a general treaty. Nevertheless, it would like to state
that these disadvantages not only exist but also are of a serious nature, and in the case of par-
tial treaties, very grave.

The Delegation considers, however, that a general discussion on partial treaties from a
military point of view cannot be undertaken, for different technical problems will arise in
the case of each partial treaty.

The question would also be influenced by political considerations which the Delegation
is not permitted by its instructions to discuss.

Nevertheless, the Delegation thinks that it should draw attention to the fact that the
conclusion of all partial treaties, by their very nature. and from a strictly military standpoint,
implies the formation of different groups of Powers. Such a state of things cannot be
regarded as favourable to -the nations at peace. It would rather appear liable to produce
complications leading to war.

D.

V. CONCLUSIONS.

The BELGIAN, BRAZILIAN and FRENCH DELEGATIONS adopted the following general
conclusions, on which the SWEDISH DELEGATION did not express an opinion.

To summarise what has already been said:

(a) AS REGARDS THE GENERAL TREATY.

(1) A General Treaty of Mutual Guarantee, defining the obligations already embodied
in Articles 10 and 16 of the Covenant of the League of Nations, would possess the advantage
of giving the attacked State assistance in the greatest variety of ways (financial, econo:. ic,
industrial, military, etc.), but it would also possess the very serious drawback of only providing
this assistance in successive stages during a long war.

(2) By reason of the great number of signatory States, the marked difference in their
national interests, the burdens which they would have to assume and the sacrifices which
they would have to make for the sake of international solidarity, the actual assistance which
might be obtained from these States would certainly be very doubtful. Moreover, as the
nature and value of such assistance would, in most cases, remain uncertain, it would be impos-
sible to reduce armaments in precise proportion to guarantees which had not been defined.

(3) Even should this assistance, in certain forms other than that of military force,
theoretically hold out greater prospects of support than are contained in any partial treaty
whatsoever, it would nevertheless be impossible to effect a reduction in military armaments
in proportion to some of these forms of assistance (e.g., financial assistance). A general
treaty may therefore enable a reduction of armaments to be effected, but it is not possible
to state exactly what that reduction will be.

(4) Practically in a general treaty, no suitable procedure can be found which is capable
of bringing mutual assistance into polay immediately, seeing that it is impossible to foresee
or lay down in such a treayv the precise stipulations which are indispensable in order to define
the various cases of aggression -s- stipllations which would be included in partial treaties.

(5) For the foregoing reasons, it is also impossible to draw up plans of mutual assistance,
the result being that this assistance, not being prepared beforehand, would be neither imme-
diate nor effective, and would thus run counter to the principle laid down by the Assembly.

(6) Provision could not be made for the supervision required to ensure, on the one hand,
that the signatory States should iot exceed not etheir armaments, and on the other hand, that
they should maintain the minimum indispensable for the security of all the States which are
acting together, seeing that this minimum could not itself be fixed.

(b) AS REGARDS PARTIAL TREATIES.

(1) Partial treaties which are concluded between States the interests of which are
closely inter-related may contain provisions for according to each of them, under specified
circumstances, assistance capable of being measured.

(2) It is therefore possible to proportion a reduction of armaments to the guarantees
afforded by the treaty subject to the following conditions:

(a) T'hat the relative value of the replace units supplied by the co-operating States
and the point at which they would be employed in the event of war be taken into account.

(b) That each Governm-ent be permitted to retain the minimum armaments neces-
sary to enable it to niobilise in case of need the whole of its forces, as it is not only entitled
but bound to do if attacked.
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(3) It would be well to lay down beforehand, in each specified combination of circum-
stances, a de filiton of ; cases of aggression" and to distinguish them. from "threats of aggores-
sion . C-ases of aggriession autonatically call into play mutual assistance, whereas in the
IpresenIce of a mereX " threat of aggression " the signatory Governments " would consult
togetherl hefore taking action "'

(4) Provision should also be made with regard Ito:
(a) the general staff entrusted with the task of directing operations:
(b) the effectives and composition of the expeditionary forces to be maintained by

eachl State;
(c) their plans for transport, supply and concentration;
(d) the economic mobilisation of the signatory States;
(e) financial arrangements.

(5) is possiblehat such a th c areaty might, in consequence of the resources and themore or less limited number of the signatories, impose upon certain of them, in the same
manner cas a general treaty, certain supplementary obligations, especially from a financial
point of view, notwithstanding the reductions in armamentsto which tthey might agree.

(6) Partial Treaties, although " open ", should nevertheless lay down conditions forthe admission of any new State. It is probable that the unanimous vote of the States which
had already signed the treaty would be necessary, especially by reason of the fact that theoriginal treaty would have been drawn up in view of certain historical or geographical condi-tions anwould contain guarantees which were suitable at the time against the possible
acts of the new State applying for admission.

(c) AS REGARDS REGIONAL DEFENSIVE AGREEMENTS (RESOLUTION XV).
In so far as the technical conditions of application are concerned, these agreements may

be regarded as equivalent to partial treaties.

(d) RESUME.
To return to the two technical extremes of the problem, a general treaty or partial treaties

we mray conclude that, whether from the point of view of directly preventing war, or from that
of checking the competition in armaments, a general treaty does not by itself fulfil the desired
object. It is not possible to make the reduction of armaments proportionate to the assistance
afforded by such a treaty, since such assistance, being insufficient at the outset, and in any
case progressive, makes it possible for a long war to develop. This serious disadvantage
could only be remedied by converting a treaty of that kind into a series of partial agreements
corresponding to definite hypotheses and primarily concerning a limited number of States-
which would bring us back to the system of partial -treaties.

Whereas a general treaty only enables us to count upon a final victory, and does notprotect a State from invasion and its consequences, partial treaties, on the other hand, canachieve this essential object. Moreover, they in no wise exclude certain general obligations
which would find their place in a general treaty. Such obligations, however, in so far as theycan be enforced or fulfilled at the present time, are already contained in the Covenant of theLeague of Nations. The question whether, inorder to obtainthe advantage of the general
assistance provided by the Covenant, we should be content with the terms of the Covenant,or whether we should make these terms more explicit by means of a treaty providing for the
application of the articles relating to general assistance, is not, strictly speaking, a technical
question.

Even in the case of a partial treaty, the detailed conventions regulating the question of
mutual assistance should be signed and should come into force at the same time as the treaty
itself - of which they would constitute the essential part.

As to reductions in armaments, these would not be fixed and, a fortiori, would not beput into effect until after the coming into force of the treaty - which they could in no case
precede.

The practical conclusion is that it would certainly be desirable to combine partial agree-
inents wizth general obligations. Proceeding by successive stages, we should take what inter-
national solidarity can at present offer us, i.e. the Covenant of the League, and we should
fill up the gaps which it contains, especially from the military point of view, by means of
partial treaties of mutual assistance, the extension of which might gradually enable us, aftera long and laborious series of constructive efforts, to establish a general agreement which
would be more effective than the Covenant of the League in its present form. or than anygeneral treaty which it might to-day be proposed to establish in conjunction with the Covenant.

E.
The SPANISH and ITALIAN DELEGATIONS, although in agreement with almost all the considera-

tions of a military nature set forth in the preceding Opinions, feel bound to make the
following observations, to which the JAPANESE DELEGATION adheres in principle:

I. General Conditions to be fulfilled by any Treaty of Guarantee.
A treatv of guarantee should give full satisfaction to the Powers adhering thereto with

regard to the two following points:
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It should minimise all risks of aggression, and, in the event of aggression, it should leave
the aggressor no chance of victory. It would, however, be asking too much of a treaty
of this kind to expect from it the certainty that a State which is the victim of aggression would
not suffer invasion. That condition seems to be almost impossible to fulfil in all cases.

If we consider only what is practicable, it, would appear sufficient that a treaty
of guarantee should reduce to a minimum the duration of a war, and, in particular, that
of operations in the territory of the country attacked.

In order to achieve this result, provision must be made for affording immediate and
effective assistance to the State which is attacked. Such assistance should extend to all
domains: military, naval, aerial, economic, financial, etc. The preliminary calculation
of the measure of assistance which will be gained by each State adhering to the treaty will
provide a criterion for -the reduction of armaments which the beneficiary State must undertake
to carry out.

Any Power which adheres to a treaty of guarantee must undertake -to hold itself con-
stantly in readiness to furnish its assistance immediately in all the domains in question.

This condition makes it necessary that there should be a periodical revision of these
treaties of guarantee, whereby possible changes in particular situations, or in the general
situation, can be taken into account, and, further, that there should be an assurance that
the guarantor States will fulfil all their engagements.

As regards the first of these consequences, there would not seem to be any difficulty in
the periodical revision of treaties of guarantee.

As regards the second question, however, it is very difficult the admit the possibility of
investigations which do not harm the legitimate susceptibilities of States or even their sove-
reignty.

It must be added that the organisation of a system of control, even if it were accepted,
would in practice be of very slight efficacy from the military point of view if such a control
was intended to discover secret armaments. In this matter, therefore, it would seem that
the only solution is to rely upon the application of the last paragraph of Article 8 of the
Covenant (Exchange of Information), that is to say, upon a system of mutual confidence
between the contracting States.

No doubt is entertained as to the extreme seriousness of relying upon a system of confi-
dence in so grave a matter; but, as it is thought impracticable, for the reasons given above,
to exercise military control, it must be concluded that it is for the political authorities to
estimate the efficacy of such a system of confidence.

II. General Treatl.

(1) It will be well to set out clearly the advantages of a general treaty as compared with
partial treaties. First of all, there are the moral advantages. These are of incontestable
value, even from a military point of view. There can be no doubt that, if a large number of
States adhere to a treaty, no State will be likely to act as an aggressor, for it will know before-
hand that it will have every one against it. On the other hand, under the system of partial
treaties, the aggressor State may hope to have at its side other States which are not signatory
to the partial treaty in question.

In this connection, it may be pointed out that a general treaty is the only one from
which the reduction of armaments may be hoped, because the more numerous the signatory
States are, the greater will be the confidence of each participating State. In the case of
partial treaties, on the other hand, a small number of States (three, four, or five) which are placed
under obligations by the Treaty must, by means of their armaments, put themselves in a
position to maintain control of the situation, and -they will perhaps be obliged to increase
their military forces in order to retain their superiority over all the States which are not
signatory to the treaty. These are the same views as were expressed by the Swedish Dele-
gation on the subject of partial treaties.

(2) As regards the difficulties and disadvantages mentioned as being inherent in a general
treaty, it may be pointed out that many of those disadvantages which are common to all
treaties of guarantee affect partial treaties more particularly than a general treaty.

(3) The assistance provided in a general treaty may be as effective as that provided in
partial treaties, since, in the former case, it is possible to impose special obligations in the
form of supplementary agreements embodied in the general treaty, in the case, for example,
of conterminous States.

III. Conclusion.

We are of opinion that tile general treaty alone should be considered, and that the
greater the number of States which adhere to it, the greater wrill be its prospects of success.

This idea, moreover, is expressed in Resolution XIV of the Third Assembly, which reads
as follows:

" No scheme for the reduction of armaments, within the meaning of Article 8 of the
Covenant, can be fully successful unless it is general. "
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IV. REPLIES OF THE GOVERNMENTS REGARDING ASSEMBLY
RESOLUTION XIV.

Replies to the circular letter dated October 23rd, 1922, from the President of the Council'to the Members of the League of Nations (C. L. 119. 1922. IX; Official Journal, 4th Year, No. 2,p. 174) have been received from the following Governments:
Albania (Official Journal, 4th Year, Italy

No. 2, p. 175) Latvia
Austria Luxemburg
Belgium Netherlands
Bulgaria (Official Journal, 4th Year, Norway

No. 2, p. 175) Panama (Official Journal(, 4th Year,
Canada No. 2, p. 175)
China Poland
Czechoslovakia Roumania (Official Journal, 4tli ear,
Denmark No. 2, p. 175)
Finland Spain
France Sweden
Greece Switzerland
Guatemala Venezuela.
Hungary (Official Journal, 4th Year,

No. 4, p. 431)

Letter addressed to the 1Meeribers ol the League of Nations by the President of the Council.

Geneva, October 23rd, 1922.
At its Third Session, the Assembly adopted the following Resolution :
"XIV. (a) The Assembly, having considered the report of the Temporary MixedCommission on the question of a general Treaty of Mutual Guarantee ; being of opinion that

this report can in no way affect the complete validity of all the Treaties of Peace or otheragreements which are known to exist between States; and considering that this reportcontains valuable suggestions as to the methods by which a Treaty of Mutual Guaranteecould be made effective, is of the opinion that:
" (1) No scheme for the reduction of armaments, within the meaning of Article 8 of theCovenant, can be fully successful unless it be general.
" (2) In the present state of the world, many Governments would be unable to acceptthe responsibility for a serious reduction of armaments unless they received in exchange asatisfactory guarantee of the safety of their country.
" (3) Such a guarantee can be found in a defensive agreement which should be open toall countries, binding them to provide immediate and effective assistance in accordance witha pre-arranged plan in the event of one of them being attacked, provided that the obligationto render assistance to a country attacked shall be limited in principle to those countriessituated in the same part of the globe. In cases, however, where, for historical, geographical,or other reasons, a country is in special danger of attack, detailed arrangements should bemade for its defence in accordance with the above-mentioned plan.
"(4) Asa general reduction of armaments is the object of the -three preceding statements,

and the Treaty of Mutual Guarantee the means of achieving that object, previous consent tothis reduction is therefore -the first condition for the Treaty.
"This reduction could be carried out either by means of a general Treaty, which is the

most desirable plan, or by means of partial treaties designed to be extended and open to allcountries.
" In the former case, the Treaty will carry with it a general reduction of armaments.In the latter case, -the reduction should be proportionate to the guarantees afforded by theTreaty.
" The Council of the League, after having taklen the advice of the Temporary MixedCommission, which will examine how each of these two systems could be carried ou't, shouldfurther formulate and submit to the Governments, for their consideration and sovereign

decision, the plan of the machinery, bo-th political and military, necessary to bring themclearly into effect.
" (b) The Assembly requests the Couneil to submit to thme various goverm-elnets the above

proposals for their observations, anid requests the Temporary Mixed Commission to continueits investigations and, in order to give precision to the above statements, to prepare a draftTreaty embodying the principles contained therein. "
At a meeting held on October 4th, the Council decided to invite its Presidenit to comnmu-nicate to the Governments of the States Members of the League of Nations the proposalsembodied in this Resolution, with a view to obtaining their opinion onl these proposals.
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I have therefore -the honour to forward the Resolution of the Assembly and -to draw your
attention to the importance which the Assembly and the Council attach to the opinion of the
various Governments on this vital question.

The Assembly, after discussion, accepted, with certain amendments the conclusions of
the Temporary Mixed Commission. It thereby adopted the general principles which, in its
opinion, should serve as a basis for the reduction of armaments. The Temporary Mixed
Commission has been instructed to continue its work on this question. With the approach
of the moment for the realisation of these proposals, the Assembly felt that the co-operation
of the Governments was indispensable if the application of the general principles it had adopted
were to be successfully carried out with due regard to the present situation of the various
countries. With this object in view, and in accordance with Article 8 of the Covenant, tlhe
Council decided to submit to the various Governments proposals embodied in Resolution XIV
adopted by the Assembly.

I venture therefore to request you to take the necessary steps to ensure that these
proposals are carefully examined by your Government, in order that its conclusions may
reach the Secretariat of the League in time to be utilised by the Temporary Mixed Commission
in the work which it will undertake before the meeting of the next Assembly, in accordance
with the decisions of the third Assembly and 'of the Council. (Signed) D. DA GAMA,
President of the Council.

(1) Albania.

[Translation.] December 28th, 1922.

The Albanian Government, which is always happy to support to the best of its ability the
work undertaken by the League of Nations, cannot but give its entire approval to any agreement
which would tend to consolidate or to ensure peace. Albania can never forget the benefit
she has derived from the League's efforts for peace. Her most earnest desire is to live in
perfect peace with her neighbours and with all the world. She rests secure in the conviction
that the defence of the rights of small nations entrusted to the League of Nations is in good
hands. The more the League of Nations gains in influence, the more secure will their
interests be.

The preservation of peace is the supreme aim of the League of Nations, and one of the
most effective means of attaining it would undoubtedly be the conclusion of a Mutual
Guarantee Treaty providing for a gradual reduction of armaments. Whether general treaties
or separate treaties capable of being extended are contemplated, the acceptance of the
reduction of armaments must always remain one of the fundamental conditions of any such
treaty.

Albania is determined to devote all her efforts to her economic reconstruction; without
awaiting the conclusion of a treaty rendering the reduction of armaments compulsory she
is endeavouring to effect increasing reductions in her military expenditure.

For example, the budget for 1921 provided for 9,182,990 gold francs for that year; the
1922 budget provided for 7,310,632, and for 1923 the estimates amount to 4,500,000 gold francs.

In conclusion, I have the honour to assure Your Excellency that Albania would be
happy to sign as soon as possible any treaty which would constitute an effective guarantee
for the security of all countries, would permit of a free development, and would render the
world an inestimable service in removing the various sources of animosity arising out of
the war which make the re-establishment of a true peace so difficult. (Signed) PANDELI
J. EVANGHELI.

(2) Austria.

[Translation.] May 24th, 1923.

The Austrian Government is convinced that world peace will only be assured when
all States, and not, as at the present moment, only some of them, have disarmed. The
Austrian Government will therefore welcome most warmly the conclusion of a general Treaty
of Mutual Guarantee and for the Reduction of Armaments. It is at any time prepared to
adhere to such a Treaty. It would, however, reserve the right to make, if necessary,
observations concerning the clauses of the agreement to be concluded, as soon as it is certain
that other States, and particularly the Great Powers, are also ready to participate.

In respect of Austria's position in regard to disarmament, I may be allowed to refer
to the reply sent by the Austrian Government to the circular note, No. C. L. 54. 1922. IX of
June 12th last. - (Signed) GRUNBERGER.

(3) Belgium.
[Translation.]

The Belgian Government is sincerely desirous of ensuring peace and fully realises
the necessity of reducing armaments as far as is consistent with the essential requirements
of national security. It has carefully studied the resolution of the third iAssembly of the
League of Nations, which establishes a close connec'tion between -the problem of the reduction
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of armaments and the conclusion either of a general treaty of mutual guarantee open -to all
countries or of partial agreements designed to be gradually extended.

The Belgian Government recognises the justness of the principle that the limitation
of armaments should be dependent upon the existence of treaties of guarantee, and the
armaments should be reduced in proportion to the extent of the guarantees afforded to each
State.

According to the plan outlined in Assembly Resolution XIV, the guarantees of security
essential to enable States to enter upon a considered policy of reduction of armaments
will presumably take the form of a defensive agreement open to all countries, under which
States would bind themselves to afford each other effective and immediate assistance,
this obligation being of course limited in principle to countries situated in the same part
of the world. The object is to protect countries against sudden attack, or at any rate to
frustrate the aggressor's chances of obtaining victory by providing for rapid intervention
on the part of neighbouring States. Military expeditions in distant regions might prove
useless on account of the long delays involved.

Butiti is open to question whether the conditions essential to render a treaty of mutual
guarantee effective can be combined in a general treaty. In the opinion of experts, such a
treaty would have to be one which could be executed immediately, it would have to provide
complete assistance, both military, economic and financial, would have to include
a pre-arranged plan, incorporated in the treaty itself, and would have to be periodically
supervised and revised.

It would not appear possible in practice for a general treaty of guarantee to comply
with these conditions and "to provide immediate and effective assistance in accordance
with a pre-arranged plan" so as to afford really effective aid in case of attack. Moreover,
the impossibility of foreseeing the nature and extent of the hostilities which may break out,
and the value and nature of thte assistance to be afforded in each by the guarantor
States, the inevitable slowness with which the machinery of mutual assistance would be
set in motion - all these factors make it impossible to estimate with any degree of accuracy
the securities afforded to each individual signatory State of a general defensive treaty, or
to determine the consequent extent to which armaments could be reduced.

The Belgian Government recognises that, in order to be fully effective, any plan for
the reduction of armaments must be general; it believes, however, that this result can only
be attained step by step, by means of partial defensive treaties concluded between States
which are exposed to common danger; these treaties would be designed so as to be capable
of gradual extension and would be open to other countries without reservation as to specific
conditions, and would, after conclusion, lead to a reduction of armaments by stages. Those
small States which are weakest and most exposed can in this respect merely follow
the example of the great Powers, which should precede them on the path of disarmament.

Partial treaties and regional agreements, however, do not by any means present to the
same degree the difficulties inherent in a general treaty. The possibilities of conflicts are
less numerous, the preparation of schemes of defence is easier, the actual assistance can be
furnished much more rapidly, the value of such assistance can readily be determined, and,
consequently, the extentto which armaments are to be reduced can be fixed in proportion
to the securities afforded by the treaties, and the reduction can follow immediately upon
their entry into force. Moreover, such partial treaties would not appear to be in any way
incompatible with a general treaty defining and fixing the general obligations laid down
in Articles 10 and 16 of the Covenant of the League of Nations.

The Belgian Government is glad to note that special measures are provided for the
defence of countries which, " for historical, geograhical or other reasons" are in special
danger of attack.

This means that special measures of security will have to be taken in the case of these
countries, and that the reduction of their armaments will be strictly proportionate to the
degree of security afforded them by the treaties of guarantee. Belgium has particularly
strong reasons for claiming the benefit of a special guarantee, as the length of her threatened
frontier and the narrowness of her territory render her exceptionally liable to invasion.

The Government would refer to the considerations which it put forward with regard
to the requirements of its international obligations, its geographical situation and its special
conditions (see the joint statement attached to its letter of July 17th, 1922, reproduced in
the report of the Temporary Mixed Commission for the Reduction of Armaments, A. 31.
1922 (C. T. A. 173).

In view of the methods by which the regulations contained in Assembly Resolution XIV
are to be carried into effect, it should' be added that the Report of the Permanent Advisory
Commission for the Reduction of Armaments clearly points out the serious technical diffi-
culties attending the application of these principles, particularly as regards the supervision
of the armaments of the signatory States of the treaties of guarantee, the furnishing
of assistance (which must be immediate in order to be effective), the preparation
ofpre-arranged military plans to cope with the manifold possibilities of attack which may
arise, and the co-ordination and unity of command of the international forces intended to
bring help to the State attacked.
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Certain adjustments will therefore have to be made before a decision can be taken
on what is rightly described in the Assembly Resolutions as" the machinery, both political
and military " necessary to bring the principle of disarmament into effect.

Belgium has suffered more than most countries from the horrors of war and invasion;
owing to her geographical situation - standing at the crossing of the highways of the great
nations of Western Europe - she has for centuries been the battlefield of Europe and has
been exposed to all the perils which may result from an international situation which remains
uncertain and disturbed; it is therefore more important for Belgium than perhaps for any
other country that the question of the limitation of armaments should be solved.
She therefore attaches particular value to any efforts to solve this problem, and
she is following with close interest the investigations undertaken to this end by the League
of Nations. - (Signed) HENRI JASPAR.

(4) Bulgaria.

[Translation.] December 30th, 1922.

After -the harsh lessons of the world war, it is absolutely necessary to take measures to
ensure the peace and prosperity of the nations. The nations expect this result from those
who are privileged to govern them, and from the League of Nations, that admirable organi-
sation which was founded as a free association, whose first task is to establish
peace and concord between the nations. The Governments would be failing in
their principal duty, and would be betraying the confidence placed in them at a period so
critical for humanity, if they did not exert every effort to obtain a progressive improvement
in international relations.

A general reduction of armaments and a general Treaty of Mutual Guarantee are the
best possible means for securing that peace which is so much desired by a suffering and
exhausted world.

But, in order to obtain this desired and indeed essential result, it is necessary to secure
the free and sincere consent of all nations. A valid consent of this kind cannot,however,
be given by all nations until they have been convinced of the advantages of such a Treaty
of Guarantee, and of the possibility of improving their present situation and receiving a certain
degree of satisfaction for, at any rate, their most legitimate claims and desires.

By improving the situation of certain countries, in order to ensure that -their consent
shall be both sincere and free, it will be possible at the same time to restore that mutual
confidence which is the necessary foundation for such an agreement. Unless this condition -
i.e., the improvement in the present situation -- is fulfilled, mankind will never witness the
realisation in any permanent manner of a general reduction of armaments, and a real general
Treaty of Mutual Guarantee.

The Treaty that is to be signed must be acceptable to all the States. But the present
condition of the world makes this impossible, because there are peoples which are
truly afflicted and others which have been treated with injustice, as for instanceBulgaria,
in whose case the Treaty of Peace was excessively harsh. Certain injustices must
be redressed. A certain degree of satisfaction must be granted to her absolutely legitimate
claims, which were admitted even by the Treaty of Neuilly, such as access to the XEgean
Sea and the application of the rights of minorities.

The Bulgarian Government approves the principle contained in paragraph 1
of Resolution XIV; in particular it agrees that no plan for the reduction of armaments
can be really successful unless it is general.

In -the present circumstances, certain States have, in consequence of the Treaties of
Peace, been disarmed to such an extent that - as is the case with Bulgaria, for example
- they cannot even maintain order at home, whereas others are formidably armed, and
are thus, in view of the weakness of -their neighbours, inevitably led to unjust use of force.

(2) A considerable reduction of armaments is possible even in the present state of the
world, as has been proved by the example of the countries defeated in the Great War.
No guarantee of such a reduction, however, can be given by military alliances, but only
through the abolition of the causes which lead to aggression, aild maintain a spirit of hatred,
that is to say, by a satisfactory redress of the injustices which at present prevail.

(3) A defensive agreement, open to all countries, would furnish a real guarantee. If
the agreement is signed by the lnations in good faith, sincerely and freely, in accordance
with the ideas stated above, all the special measures provided for will become needless.

(4) The Bulgarian Government also fully agrees with the principle set forth in paragraph-i 4
to -Lthe effect that previous consent is the first condition for a General Treaty of Guarantee.
This consent must be given by the free-will of the States parties to the Treaty under conditions
which will render it effective.

Bulgaria's view is that no real reduction of armaments call be obtained unless it is
general ; nevertheless, individual treaties may also be of use.

In order to avoid any possibility of conflicts in the future, the machinery for ensuring
the carrying out of a Treaty of Guarantee must be prepared in every detail.
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The problem of disarmament is of especial importance for Bulgaria at the present time,as the Bulgarian Government had the honour to point out to the President of the Councilof the League of Nations in its letter dated June 16th, 1922, No. 712.
Our country does in fact need to increase its armed forces, which at present only number10,157 volunteers and 1,511 officers (a force which is absolutely inadequate to guard frontiersin the Balkans and to ensure order within Bulgaria), and also to bring this force up to thefigure - hich is adequate- provided in the Treaty of Peace, i.e. 33,000 soldiers and1,650 officers. This can only be done, as pointed out in this letter, by changing the systemof recruiting, as the voluntary system is absolutely impracticable for an agricultural countrylike Bulgaria, which, moreover, is worn out by two successive exhausting wars. Withoutthis force of 33,000, including armed officials, order cannot be maintained within the countryand regrettable disturbances suchs as those at Kustendil will inevitably break out anew,destroying order and creating er eina permanent state of insecurity. - (Signed) P. JANOFF

(5) Canada.

June 19th, 1923.
The Canadian Government strongly favours a general policy of reduction of armamentsas suggested in Resolution XIV, and is willing to consider any proposal tending to theachievement of such an aim; but with regard to the adoption of a Treaty of MutualGuarantee binding the parties to it to render assistance to a country which is attacked,the peculiar national conditions and geographical situation of the Dominion make it difficultfor Canada to agree to such a Treaty without much consideration and reservation. It isintended that the obligation to render assistance shall be limited in principle to those countriessituated in tthe same part of the globe. Whbifle Canada is situated in the North nAericancontinent, she is a nation forming part of the British Empire, and it seems difficult to devisea scheme whicn would give due effect to these conflicting considerations. In any case, itseems very unlikely that the Canadian people, in the present circumstances, would be preparedto consent to any agreement binding Canada to give assistance as proposed to othernations,and the Governiment therefore does nlot see its Way to a participation in the Treaty of MutualGuarantee. - (Signec) JOSEPH POPE.

(6) China.

July 30th, 1923.
Ever concerned for th aiteane of universa peace, he Chinese Government has beenconstantly considering a scheme for the reduction of its military armaments. It declaresits full adhesion to the principles of a Treaty of Mutual Guarantee and will be glad to give mostcareful consideration to any concrete proposals with a view to the conclusion of such a treaty.
As regards the reduction of naval armaments, the Chinese Government feels it mustconfirm the reservation which it made at the Third Assembly, viz., that the particularconditions of the country would have to be taken into consideration; its present navalforces are still very far from being sufficient for the defensive needs of its long coast-line.
As regards the question of the reduction of air armaments, the Government observeswith regret that the present policy of most of the Powers tends rather towards increasing thantowards reducing these, while in China an air force has scarcely begun to exist, and is, in anycase, more of a commercial nature. Having regard to this situation, and with a view toensuring the security of the country in conformity with the unanimous wishes of the nation,China proposes to adopt in this connection a policy which will be in accordance with theneeds of its national defence, without prejudice, however, to co-operation in a policy of generaldisarmament as desired by all nations. (Signed) T. F. TANG.

(7) Czeehoslovakia.

[Translation.] 
June 7th, 1923.

The Government of the Czechoslovak Republic ifully agrees with the principles laiddown in Resolution No. XIV adopted by the third Asseunmbly of the League of Nations.
It concurs in the opinion that the essential condition of any reduction of armamentsmust be mutual confidence, but it holds the view that the Treaty of Guarantee in itself wouldnot create such confidence or, at least, would only do so to a limited extent. A large measuredf confidence must already exist before a State can feel sure that another State will concludea Treaty of Mutual Guarantee without mental reservations.
Since, under present political conditions, the desired confidence between two Statesdoes not exist in a sufficient measure -- a fact which was recognised even by the ThirdCommittee of the 1922 Assembly-the Czechoslovak Government is of opinion that onlythe conclusion of a Treaty of Mutual Guarantee in the form of partial treaties designed tobe extended and open to other countries could, under present circumstances, be attemptedwith any hope of success.
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The Government of the Republic holds the view that any advance in this sphere can
only be achieved by measures which take into account actual conditions, and it therefore
believes that partial treaties, if they are to be effective, must be concluded only with a view
to definitely specified aims.

The Czechoslovak Government further holds the view that one of the conditions
indispensable to a satisfactory solution of the problem is, first of all, that the difficulties
should be fully faced, and that a solution of the more detailed aspects of the problem should
not be evaded.

From the reports of the Committees it would appear that the object of these treaties
will be merely to settle any dispute which might arise between two Powers. This would
be the simplest case, but it is also the least probable. It is much more likely that disputes
will arise between two groups of Powers.

A clear definition of the term " aggression ", taking into account all possible eventualities,
is of the utmost importance. The criterion chosen, i.e., violation of territory, would appear
too simple, as the experiences gained during the last war have shown.

The "political and military machinery" necessary to ensure the execution of the stipu-
lations of a Treaty of Guarantee should be such that the measures provided for are capable
of actual realisation. That would not seem to be the case, since it is provided that the Council
should decide by a three-fourths majority within a period of four days from the day on which
an appeal has been submitted to the League of Nations which State should be considered
the aggressor.

The Government of the Czechoslovak Republic, faithful to its peaceful intentions,
declares that it is prepared to assist to the utmost of its powers in any work undertaken
to realise the principles contained in Resolution XIV of the third Assemblyof the League
of Nations. - (Signed) DR. EDVARD BENES.

(8) Denmark.

[Translation.] June 9th, 1923.

... The Danish Government instructed the Danish Delegation at the Assembly to study
Resolution XIV of the third Assembly. On May 29th, the Delegation forwarded its reply
to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs.

In accordance with the instructions of my Government, I have the honour to forward
to you a French translation of a report from the Danish Delegation to which the Danish
Government begs to call your attention.

I would ask you to be good enough to communicate this report to the Temporary
Mixed Commission and to the Members of the League of Nations.- (Signed) OLDENBURG.

Translation of Report dated May 29th, 1923, to the Danish
Miinistry jor Foreign A//airs from the Danish Delegation to the Assembly

of the League o/ Nations.

Copenhagen, May 29th, 1923.

... According to information contained in -the letter from the Ministry for Foreign Affairs,
the examination of this question has not been concluded in certain countries whose interests
are analogous to those of Denmark. The Secretariat has, however, received replies from
certain Members.

The members of the Danish Delegation are of opinion that the Danish Government
should reply to the Council's request as soon as possible, not only because the question is
a highly important one, but also in order that the other States Members of the League may
have time to consider the Danish point of view.

Regarding the text of the reply, the Members of the Delegation consider that particular
attention should first be drawn to the great importance which Danish opinion attaches -to
all schemes for solving in a practical manner the problem of the reduction of armaments,
and -the keen interest with which Denmark follows Lord Robert Cecil's untiring efforts to
bring this great task to a successful conclusion.

It will be seen froim the following report that Lord Robert Cecil's various proposals include
many points to which Denmark, in the opinion of the Delegation, might unreservedly adhere.
The Danish Delegation is in entire agreement with the first principle that no scheme for
the reduction of armaments, within the meaning of Article 8 of the Covenant, can be fully
successful unless it is general.

Points 2 and 3, which are the fundamental principles of the Draft, are based on the
conception that States having reduced their armaments must be afforded a new guarantee,
for which provision has not been made in the Covenant, and that this guarantee should
consist of defensive alliances established between countries situated in the same part of the
globe.
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The members of the Danish Delegation do not in any way desire to ignore the great
difficulties which various States will encounter in bringing about an effective reduction of
tleir armaments, but they consider that -these difficulties can in no sense absolve States
from the clear and unconditional obligations imposed upon them by Article 8 of the Covenant,
wiich prescribes a reduction of armaments, without affording States which have agreed to this
reduction any guarantee or security apart from that already afforded by the provisions
of the Covenant itself, and, in particular, by Articles 10, 11 and 16.

The underlying idea of Article 8 of the Covenant is clearly that an effective reduction
of armaments constitutes in itself a measure calculated to remove the danger of war. This
article, precisely by reason of its reciprocal and general force, in conjunction with the guarantee
provisions contained in the Covenant, makes it possible for armaments to be reduced in every
country.

If we adopt the principle, embodied in Lord Robert Cecil's new proposals, -that any
reduction of armaments necessarily pre-supposes a guarantee of another kind, not only
shall we ipso facto recognise th e principle that preset-day armaments are justified so long
as no guarantee of another kind exists - a point of view which the Danish Delegation considers
dangerous and contrary to the meaning of Article 8 of the Covenant - but we shall also
be greatly under-estimating the importance, and, consequently, diminishing tne value of the
provisions of guarantee in the Covenant, which its authors considered adequate to permit
of an effective reduction of armaments.

Moreover, the form of the guarantee for which these new principles provide - defensive
military alliances between countries situated in the same part of the globe - gives rise to
serious objections, particularly from the point of view of a country like Denmark, with its
peculiar geographical situation and its limited resources. The policy which Denmark, has
long pursued, and which she has always held to be necessary to preserve the existence and
independence of the country, has been a policy of impartial neutrality, for she sought her
international guarantee rather in the development of law than in armed force.

If Denmark, when she entered -the League of Nations and adhered to Articles 10, 11, 16
and 17 of the Covenant, undertook certain obligations which do not entirely accord with her
conception of neutrality, in the generally accepted meaning of the word, it was because she
originally supposed that the League of Nations would very shortly include all the countries
of the world, or at any rate all countries of any considerable political or military importance.
It is therefore evident that small States are in a very difficult position to-day when confronted
with the question of defensive alliances involving far greater military commitments than
those provided for in Article 16 of the Covenant. These difficulties are obviously increased
by the fact that the League of Nations is still so far from being universal that great military
and political States like the United States of America, Germany and Russia, are not vet
Members.

Under these conditions it would be very dangerous for a State like Denmark, with its
limited resources, to adhere to a system of military alliances which might conceivably
be utilised to counterbalance the opposing policies of great Powers. It is in fact impossible
at the present time to foresee what would be the consequences for Denmark of obligations
of this character.

Might not a system of groups of defensive military alliances within the League also
contain the germ of fresh conflicts of interest and fresh controversy ? Even if all the Members
of the League entered into these alliances, the result would be at least to weaken
that community of interest which it was desired to establish between all Members of the
League. But we have also to reckon with the very strong possibility that certain Members
of the League would be willing to accept the new obligations while others would prefer to
keep to the present provisions of the Covenant. The result might be to produce a serious
split, by ranging Members of the League which belonged to defensive alliances against other
Members which did not belong to these alliances, and the situation might cause the whole
framework of the League of Nations to collapse. We should thereby bring about the
continuance of military alliances and strengthen the position of those very coalitions which
it was one of the principal aims of the League to abolish.

In view of these considerations, the Danish Delegation is of opinion that the new principles
may even prove dangerous to 'the existence and developmnent of the League on the lines
laid down in the Covenaint.

Ioreover, even in the present circumstances, it would nt be possible to detach from
the Danish Army any contingent which would be of value for mrilitary purposes outside
Denmark itself. The adoption of iiew principles involving a very considerable reduction
of arnaents la would ter on would therefore be quite incompatible with an obligation 'to send
troops abroad.

The Danish Delegation, however, desires -to draw attenmtion to certain articles in Lord
Robert Cecil's proposals to which it could adhlere at once; forinstance, the obligation for ail
Miembers to receive military delegates appointed by the Leagule of Na'tioils and to furnislh
them with any information they require. It also considers very important the provisions
for deterLmining which is the aggressor State. The application of numerous provisions of
the Covenaint under the present system - particularly as regards Articles 10, 12, 13, 15, 16
and 17 - rests to a considerable extent upon the decision reached in this matter. The
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Delegation agrees that a State which violates the territory of another State should, if no
other means of forming an opinion are available, be considered as the aggressor.

In the opinion of the Members of the Danish Delegation, it would also be highly desirable
to obtain a more exact definition of the meaning of the second sentence of Article 19
of Lord Robert Cecil's Draft, which was communicated under the Secretary-General's covering
letter of May 7th, 1923. The text of this provision is as follows:

" Any State may, with the assent of the Council of the League, or of the High Contracting
Parties, adhere conditionally or to part only of the provisions of this Treaty.

s Provided always that no such adherence shall be accepted unless the Power so adhering
has reduced or is ready to reduce its forces in accordance with the provisions of this Treaty."

If this provision may be interpreted as meaning that a State, if it is prepared to reduce
its armaments in conformity with the provisions of the Treaty, and adhere thereto without
incurring any obligations to send military forces outside the country or in general to participate
in military action when not itself attacked, this would doubtless reduce the number of practical
objections to adherence, although objections of principle to solving the problem of disarmament
on the basis of military alliances would still remain.

The Danish Delegation has also received a supplementary proposal by Lord Robert Cecil
in connection with Article 4 of the Draft, concerning the creation of demilitarised frontier
zones between various States with a view to preventing sudden aggression. According
to this proposal, the zone would be at least fifty kilometres wide. No fortifications or military
establishments could be set up within the zone. The inhabitants of the zone could not
be conscripted or receive any military training, and the manufacture of arms or munitions
of any kind would be forbidden.

The carrying out of these obligations would be supervised by commissioners appointed
by the Council and resident within the zone. The Draft also includes provisions the object
of which is to prevent the utilisation of railways in the zone in case of sudden aggression,
and provisions relative to the dismantling of railway lines constructed for purely strategical
purposes. In certain special cases, a permanent international gendarmerie or police force
might also be established within the zone.

The Danish Delegation thinks that these schemes, which in its opinion do not necessarily
pre-suppose the establishment of defensive alliances, deserve most careful consideration.
It regards with particular favour the idea of establishing demilitarised zones - a system
which, though in a slightly different form, had already been adopted before the World War,
for instance between Norway and Sweden and in certain countries and small States of Central
Europe. It considers that the realisation of this idea would be an important step towards
the preservation of peace.

The Delegation considers that it would be very desirable, while submitting Lord Robert
Cecil's principles and schemes to careful examination simultaneously, to proceed with the
work on the basis of schemes for a numerical and direct disarmament within the meaning
of Article 8 of the Covenant. The Delegation wishes in this connection to draw attention
once more to Lord Esher's scheme for a reduction of military armaments, and to the
Conventions of the Washington Conference on the Reduction of Naval Armaments. The
Delegation would also draw attention to the schemes submitted from various quarters for
encouraging efforts to disarm, by undertaking not to attack other countries and by recognising
new principles in International Law, such as refusing any longer to recognise that war
may create a right to expansion of territory or indemnities, and declaring that all gains
of this nature obtained by the employment of military force shall be null and void.

Finally, the provisions of the Treaty of Versailles and other Treaties of Peace, which
provide for the disarmament of the conquered States without, at the same time, fixing any
new form of military guarantee for these countries, clearly show the path which should
be followed and the lines on which, in other countries also, we should direct our efforts for
an effective reduction of armaments.

It would, in the opinion of the Delegation, be a matter for regret if the new principles
mentioned above were in any way to hinder the continuation of those efforts for a direct
and numerical reduction of armaments under the conditions laid down in the Covenant.
The guarantees for which Denmark must hope are the development of International Law
and the extension of the League of Nations to include at the earliest possible date those
States which have not yet become Members, but not the creation of military alliances. The
Danish Delegation wishes to emphasise this point of view and considers that Denmark will
be fully entitled to advocate it when the question comes up for consideration later on.

The present report, signed by the members of the Darnish Delegation who are at present
in Copenhagen, has also been approved by M. Zahle, Danish Minister at Stockholm, and
M. Oldenburg, Danish Minister in Berne, who are members of the Delegation.

(Signed) L. MOLTESEN. F. J. BORGBJERG.
P. MUNCH. HOLGER ANDERSEN.
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(9) Finland.

[Translation.]
May 8th, 1923.

... I have the honour, on behalf of my Government, to inform you that Finland sincerely
welcomes the endeavours of the League of Nations to diminish the danger of war, and regards
the decisions of the Third Assembly as a further and important step towards the realisation,
of this aim. The Finnish Government is specially glad to learn that the League of Nations,
in conformity with the programme referred to, is drawing up a draft treaty of Mutual
Guarantee containing special provisions for the protection of countries which, for historical,
geographical, or other reasons, stand in need of exceptional guarantees. The Finnish
Government also attaches great importance to the decision of the Third Assembly of the
League of Nations with regard to endeavours aiming at the conclusion, coincidently with
the coming into force of the Treaty of Mutual Guarantee, of a corresponding General
Convention regarding the reduction of armaments, as there can be no doubt that the danger
of war will be lessened by a measure of -this kind. - (Signed) G. N. WENNOLA.

(10) France.

[Translation.]
June 15th, 1923.

The Government of the Republic has given its most careful and sympathetic consideration
to the proposals contained in Resolution XIV of the Third Assembly.

The Government of the Republic fully recognises the importance of linking together the
two questions of security and reduction of national armaments - which are not separated
in Article 8 of the Covenant -- and of seeking to find a solution for each with the aid of the
other. From this standpoint it considers that the effectual organisation of mutual assistance
between States is a method calculated to give effect to the obligations undertaken in Article 10
" to respect and preserve as against external aggression the territorial integrity and existing
political independence of all Members of the League ", and consequently to facilitate the
reduction of national armaments, in conformity with Article 8 " to the lowest point
consistent with national safety and the enforcement by common action of international
obligations ".

The Government of the Republic ventures, however, to point out that it would
be premature, and moreover impracticable, to attempt to draw up a treaty containing
detailed executive provisions before deciding on the general scheme of organisation for the
mutual assistance upon which such a treaty must be based.

Resolution XIV did not decide on such an organisation; it merely laid down certain
principles and it suggested two methods, without. however, deciding in favour of either of them,
and it entrusted to its Commissions of enquiry the task of examining the possibilities of
giving effect to either of these methods, while at the same time it invited opinions on the
subject from the Governments.

The Government of the Republic has caused careful technical enquiries to be carried out
as to the extent to which the two methods suggested by the Assembly would be applicable
in practice. Its conclusions are, speaking generally, in agreement with those presented by
the Permanent Advisory Commission in its report of April 23rd, 1923, though the technical
aspects of the question have been regarded from a more general, and therefore from a more
theoretical, point of view.

Before stating its views, the Government of the Republic desires to explain the manner
in which it interprets the provisions of Resolution XIV.

In the first place, it notes that the two following principles were laid down by the
Assembly:

(a) The complete validity of all the Treaties of Peace or other agreements which
are known to exist between States;

(b) The necessity of " detailed arrangements " in cases where, for historical,
geographical, or other reasons, a country is in special danger of attack; these " detailed
arrangements " must, in its view, apply not only to the assistance provided for by a
treaty, but also to the measures which a Government may be induced to take for its
own security.

The Government of the Republic desires further to point out that the draft Treaty of
Mutual Guarantee contemplated by the Assembly must be designed to guarantee the mutual
security of the States Members of the League, since the object in view in this case is to give
effect to certain provisions of the Covenant of the League.

Finally, paragraph 4 of the Resolution XIV might be taken to mean that reductions of
armaments would be based on different principles, according as they were carried out under
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one or other of the two methods known respectively as that of the general treaty and that
of the partial treaties : whereas, in fact, it is only a question of different executive arrangements
for giving effect to the same principle. For whatever method may be adopted - that of
a general treaty or that of partial treaties - the reductions of armaments must always be
in proportion to the security afforded by the Treaty, and the methods of effecting these
reductions will differ only in accordance with the varying degrees of difficulty encountered
in applying the treaty in either case.

*
* *

These points being clear, the general survey which the Government of the Republic
has made of this question, both from a political and a technical point of view, has led it
to the following conclusions:

(1) The reductions of armaments contemplated by Resolution XIV can only be accepted
in exchange for external support which must be of the same effective value and available
with the same rapidity. This leads to the conclusion that:

(a) Mutual assistance involves the preparation explicitly indicated in paragraph 3
of the Resolution.

(b) The assistance in question will nevertheless depend, even at the.best, on certain
factors of a partly speculative character, so that no country can consider itself relieved
of the duty of being able to provide for its security, in case of necessity, by means of
its own resources.

(c) Any attempt to lay down a scale of armaments a priori must be abandoned.

(d) Lastly, reductions of armaments must always take place as a sequel to the
measures adopted for mutual assistance and can in no case precede those measures.

(2) As regards the method known as that of the general treaty, the Government of the
Republic considers that such a treaty would exercise a favourable influence on the
maintenance of peace but would, of itself, only furnish security of a doubtful and
indeterminate character and would thus be unlikely to lead to a more rapid or more complete
reduction of armaments than has already been carried out by the majority of Governments
during the last four years. These reductions were communicated last year to the League
of Nations by a certain number of Governments and were the subject of a letter
dated June 30th, 1922, from the French Government. The recent vote adopted by the
French Parliament and the law reducing the period of military service by one-half has,
moreover, made possible a reduction of armaments which goes appreciably further than
the estimate communicated in advance to the League of Nations.

(3) A consideration of the second method, known as that of partial treaties, has
persuaded the Government of the Republic that military assistance, pre-arranged by means
of definite conventions between the States which are exposed to one or more common dangers,
might justify a reduction of their armaments in peace time.

(4) The Government of the Republic is of opinion that the object aimed at by
the Assembly cannot be attained by the exclusive choice and application of either of these
methods and that the best solution would be to combine, in a general convention, two forms
of mutual assistance corresponding to the conditions of modern war and to the diversity of
the problems confronting the different States. These forms of assistance would be:

(a) For those States which desire it, immediate military assistance, becoming
operative up to a certain point automatically, to be furnished by partial conventions
which would be concluded with special regard to certain specific contingencies and would
thus constitute a special machinery for giving effect to the general principle laid down
by the Assembly.

(b) For all States, general, progressive, and conditional assistance, embracing all
forms of support (military, economic and financial) to be furnished by means of a general
treaty which would include within its framework the special conventions referred to in the
last paragraph.

(5) The Government of the Republic considers that, in order to avoid giving the public
the illusion of a security not yet established, the conclusion of a general treaty ought not to
precede that of the partial treaties, which alone can give practical value to the former, and
that the term " Treaty of Mutual Guarantee " should be replaced by that of " Treaty of
Mutual Assistance ".

(6) Moreover, whatever form of treaty may be adopted, the principal difficulty in drawing
it up will undoubtedly be to decide on the method of determining which State is the aggressor
and at what moment the aggression is to be regarded as having begun. These difficulties
have been clearly brought out in the report of the Permanent Advisory Commission. The
Government of the Republic appreciates the justice of the observations in that report. It
feels, however, bound to suggest, as an addition, that a list of the different cases of aggression
should include the case where any State:

(a) Has failed to conform to the disarmament clauses of the Treaties of Peace;
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(b) Has carried out industrial and economic mobilisation, either directly on its
own territory, or through persons or companies acting as its agents in foreign territory;

(c) Has secretly undertaken military mobilisation, either by the formation or
employment of volunteer corps, or by measures corresponding to the proclamation of
a state of menace of war.

(7) The Government of the Republic considers -that for a treaty of mutual assistance to
have any likelihood of execution it must provide in advance for the financial resources which
are essential for the dispatch and maintenance of the assisting forces and, in a general manner,
for the distribution of the financial burdens of every kind resulting from a state of war.

(8) Lastly, the Government of the Republic desires to point out that if the partial
conventions, which form the special executive machinery of the general treaty of mutual
assistance, are to remain "open", it is a matter of course that the adherence of new States
to these conventions cannot be allowed without the unanimous consent of the original
contracting States.

The above are the conclusions to which the Government of the Republic has been led
as a result of the most careful enquiries and which may be made use of by the Temporary
Commission in pursuance of the recommendations of the Assembly and the Council.

The Government of the Republic trusts that these observations will be regarded as an
answer to the appeal of the Acting-President of the Council of the League of Nations, whose
letter of October 23rd so wisely emphasised the fact that the tasks undertaken by the League
of Nations could only be carried further with the co-operation of the Governments. The
Government of the Republic is extremely desirous of affording co-operation, in as wide a
measure as possible, with all efforts which aim at maintaining peace and at enabling
a reduction of armaments to be effected by means of a definite and effectual scheme for
mutual assistance between States Members of the League. - (Signed) POINCARE.

(11) Greece.

[Traclnslation] May 17tb, 1923.

The question has been carefully considered by the Greek Governmenlt.
The Government is most anxious that that e crushing burden which weighs upon all the na-

tions should be lightened, and sincerely desires to render effective aid in solving the serious,
difficult, and complex problem of disarmament. But as it is still in a state of war with Turkey,
which is not a Member of the eague of Nations, ad as, therefore, it cannot, before the final
conclusion of peace, foresee what its future territorial position or its conditions of security
will be, it cannot at present offer any definite views on the proposals contained in Assembly
Resolution XIV.

Nevertheless, the Greek Government sincerely desires the success of the common efforts
of all the Members of the League of Nations to secure a real reduction of military burdens,
and therefore wishes to give its support in principle to the general and gradual reduction of
armaments combinied with a Treaty of Mutual Guarantee; at the same time ti it desires to lay
down certain reservations, which, however, do not affect the actual principle, but only the
application of the Assembly's proposals.

The reduction of the military effectives of neighbouring States, which would follow upon
a general reduction of armaments anci the adoption of a mutual guarantee, does not mean
that those States would not preserve their military superiority over a neighbouring country.

The safety of a country depends upon a number of factors - its geographical
configuration and the extent of its frontiers, the fact that it has as neighbours two or more
countries which may make a combined attack upon it with their peace-time forces only,
and the length of timne necessary for each State to mobilise; this length of time again is
dependent upon the means of land and sea communication and the geographical situation
of the country. For these reasons,if a State agreed to a general reduction of armaments
in return for a mutual guarantee, it might literally be crushed in a few days, before
the guarantor States could possibly intervene, -- indeed, before it was possible to determine
the aggressor.

Greece is a nieighbour of States which either do not belong to the League of Nations
or which belong to a group on which the Allies rightly and justly made war. These countries
have not yet given any tangible proofs that they sincerely recognise the validity of the treaties,
and indeed do not conceal their desire to disturb thle new order and to change the status quo
established by the Treaties of Peace. The Greek Government, therefore, in view of its
anxiety to preserve the security of its territory, can never agree to sacrifice its means of
defenlce, unless it first of all receives a practical and effective guarantee against any danger
of attack or aggression. Greece considers that the help afforded by a treaty of guarantee
to a country which has been attacked must be immediate, because the slightest delay might
prove fatal. This is specially true in the case of Greece herself, on account of lher particular
geographical situation.
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Greece has to protect her mercantile marine, which is one of the principal sources of her
national wealth and is her most important means of obtaining supplies and increasing her
trade; moreover, she has to secure and protect her coasts against any attack. She cannot,
therefore, abandon her naval supremacy in her own waters over neighbouring States without
satisfactory guarantees which will enable her to reduce her defensive preparations by insuring
her against all danger of attack.

When the question of disarmament is on the way towards practical realisation which
will not be until order, mutual confidence and security are again restored in place of the
present unstable and disturbed condition of Europe, and particularly of the Near East -
Greece will be among the first to adhere to a general plan for the reduction of armaments.
- (Signed) S. GONATAS.

(12) Guatemala.

[Translation]. May 4th, 1923.

My Government has given close consideration to the points contained in Resolution XIV,
which deals solely with the establishment of an international Treaty of Mutual Guarantee
based upon the reduction of armaments, and has pleasure in informing you that its political
and technical point of view on this matter is set forth in detail in the Convention concluded
at Washington with the Governments of the other Central American States on February 7th
last.

In this Convention the Guatemalan Government declares that, in future, its military
attitude will be based purely upon the requirements of internal order, and, having regard
to the population, area and length of frontiers of the country and other factors of military
importance, it has undertaken to limit the strength of the standing army and the National
Guard under arms to a maximum of 5,200, except in case of civil war or threat of war from
another State. This convention was to remain valid for a period of five years as from the
date on which it should come into force. The figure given above does not include the police
force, the total number of which in the whole country is 1,600.

In another clause of the Convention it was agreed that the number of military aircraft
which might be maintained by any of the Contracting Parties should not exceed 10, and
that the Parties should not acquire any warships, it being understood that armed coast-
patrol boats should not be regarded as warships. This Convention is now awaiting ratification
by the National Legislative Assembly. - (Signed) ROBERTO LOWENTHAL.

{13) Hungaryr. ~~(13) Hun~~g~~ar~~y. ~February 12th, 1923.

The Hungarian Government would first desire to express its deep appreciation of the
high motives and human intentions which have inspired the League of Nations in drawing
up this plan. It associates itself completely with the principles which find expression
therein and hopes that they may be carried into effect in the near future.

The Royal Government considers itself entitled to draw special attention to the fact
that the disarmament to which it has been subjected was necessary -- I quote from the Treaty

- "in order to render possible the initiation of a general limitation of the armaments of all
nations".

The Royal Government strongly supports the view set forth at the beginning of Article
XIV, namely, that no scheme for the reduction of armaments can be fully successful unless
it is general.

Article XIV insists, in the second place, that, in the present state of the world,
many Governments would be unable to accept the responsibility for a serious reduction of
armaments unless they received in exchange a satisfactory guarantee of the safety of their
country.

I may venture to observe that Hungary has completely disarmed in accordance with the
provisions of the Treaty of Trianon, but has received no guarantee of her safety as provided
in Article XIV, paragraph 2, of the resolution.

Hungary has disarmed, and she has done so although she is surrounded by neighbours
who have continued to arm ever since the end of the war. She is therefore at the mercy of
any aggressor.

The Hungarian Army has been reduced to 35,000 men, including officers and depot
troops, and is, according to the Treaty, to be devoted exclusively to the maintenance of
internal order and to the control of frontiers.

In its precarious position, the Hungarian Government would gladly welcome any
guarantee which could be accorded to it.

In the resolution which has been submitted to us for our opinion, the question of gua-
rantee occupies an important place. According to the resolution, these guarantees may be
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found in a defensive agreement which should be open to all countries. The contracting
parties would bind themselves to provide immediate and effective assistance in accordance
with a pre-arranged plan in the event of one of them being attacked.

The Royal Government is in favour of this proposal. An agreement which would
ensure effective assistance in case of attack would be of the utmost value to a country which
has been deprived by the Peace Treaty of the right of self-defence. The Royal Government
is, however, of opinion that the obligations which it would incur under such an agreement
would have to be reconciled with the provisions of Article 104 of the Treaty of Trianon.
Moreover, as Hungary, though threatened by the armaments of her neighbours, has completely
disarmed, her Government considers that, in accordance with paragraph 3 of Resolution XIV,
provision should be made for detailed arrangements for her defence.

One more point remains for consideration.
It is stated at the end of the resolution which has been submitted for consideration by

the Governments that "as a general reduction of armaments is the object of the three preceding
statements, and the Treaty of \Mutual Guarantee the means of achieving that object, consent
to this reduction is therefore the first condition for the Treaty."

The Royal Government warmly endorses this view and desires to observe that, in its
opinion, a Treaty of Guarantee cannot suffice to ensure the desired security unless it is accom-
panied by disarmament. Disarmament and the Treaty of Guarantee form a whole; each
completes the other and each implies the other. The Royal Government considers that,
as it has disarmed, it has already fulfilled the obligations which arise in this connection,

With regard to the method by which disarmament should be achieved, the Royal Govern-
ment thinks it desirable that the reduction of armaments should be carried out in the form
of a general agreement.

Should there be serious obstacles to the conclusion of a treaty of that kind, the Royal
Government would ask for a treaty embracing at least the States on the Continent of Europe.

Regional agreements, the possibility of which is also considered in the resolution, would,
in the opinion of the H-ungarian Government, inevitably result in competition between the
groups of countries in question and in systems of alliances, which, like those that existed before
the war, would help to increase the very dangers which they were intended to remove.

Finally, the Royal Government ventures to draw your attention to the importance for
all countries of the establishment of a detailed plan for regulating in advance the play of the
various factors, the accurately co-ordinated action of which would alone render it possible to
obtain all the advantages of a defensive agreement.

The Royal Government does not claim in this statement to have investigated thoroughly
the problem of disarmament or to have put forward views the importance of which might
have escaped the notice of the Council. It has merely, in compliance with your request,
given a frank exposition of its standpoint, and has mentioned the various matters which it
regards as important for its own security and for the peace of Europe. -. (Signed) GEZADE
DARUVARY.

(14) Italy.

[Translation.] June 18th, 1923.
Italy has always made its conduct and its aspirations conform with the highest ideals

of peace and consequently cannot fail to agree with the principles contained in Assembly
Resolution XIV.

The Government, in conformity with these traditions, has always taken a lively interest
in all attempts to secure the peaceful co-operation of nation s in a lasting and equitable manner ;
it is, therefore, absolutely convinced that, if such an object is to be attained, it is, first of all,
necessary to proceed to the conclusion of a Pact of Mutual Guarantee of a general character,
and freely agreed to by the various nations, and calculated eventually to secure a proportionate
reduction of armaments.

The Royal Government is, however, of opinion that, if useful work is to be accomplished,
it is necessary that the questions of the reduction of armaments and of the Pact of Mutual
Guarantee should be dealt with simlultaneously, and that the joint solution of tIhese problems
should be of a general character and complete in all its details.

In consequence of the above, I have the honour to inform you that the Royal Government,
while retaining full liberty of judgment for the future, will be glad to devote its careful attention
to any studies and schemes based on these ideals which the League of Nations may send to it.
- (Signed) MUSSOLINI.
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(15) Latvia.
May 9th, 1923.

[Translation.]

I have the honour, on behalf of the Latvian Government, to congratulate the League
of Nations on the generous spirit which has prompted it to draft this scheme.

My Government fully associates itself with the principles enounced therein and hopes
that they will be realised in the near future.

The Latvian Government especially welcomes paragraph 2 of Resolution XIV, which
lays down that, in the present state of the world, many Governments would be unable to accept
the responsibility for a serious resolution of armaments unless they received in exchange
a satisfactory guarantee for the safety of their country. The Latvian Government is glad
to note that due regard is here paid to the interests of the small peace-loving States.

We are not forwarding a detailed statement on the disarmament problem, because we
are convinced that the Temporary Mixed Commission, which is particularly competent in
this matter, has already taken into consideration all the difficulties of this problem, and will
not fail to take them into account in its search for a solution which will make a general
reduction of armaments possible.

We would state once again that the Latvian Government will give all possible support
to any measures proposed by the League of Nations for bringing the question of disarmament
into the sphere of practical politics. - (Signed) Z. A. NEIEROVICS,

(16) Luxemburg.

[Translation.] April 28th, 1923.

The question of the reduction of armaments has only an indirect interest forthe Grand-
Duchy of Luxemburg, that is to say, in so far as the independence and security of Luxemburg
would be coincidently guaranteed by any treaties of mutual guarantee which might be entered
into by the various States Members of the League of Nations.

It should, however, be noted, at the outset, that the Grand-Duchy is not in a position
to take a direct part in such a treaty.

In the first place, the Treaty of London of May 11th, 1867, which is still in force, imposes
perpetual neutrality upon the Grand-Duchy of Luxemburg; and this neutrality is proclaimed
in solemn terms in the first article of our Constitution. The Grand-Duchy of Luxemburg
forms an independent, indivisible, inalienable and perpetually neutral State. Under the
Treaty of London, the Grand-Duchy is forbidden to create an army, properly so called, save
such police forces as are necessary to ensure the maintenance of internal order. When
the Grand-Duchy of Luxemburg was admitted to the League of Nations, the Government
proposed to Parliament that the neutrality of the country should be modified so as to reconcile
it with the obligations deriving]fromn the Covenant of the League, leaving however, intact
the principle of our constitutional neutrality.

In the second place, as the Government has already shown in its letter to the President
of the Council of the League of Nations, dated February 23rd, 1920, owing to the smallness
of the country of its population and of its resources, it is physically quite impossible for the
Grand-Duchy to give any effective guarantee or to co-operate in any way, however slight, in
military expeditions for the purpose of assisting any country which might be attacked.

The Government of the Grand-Duchy could accordingly only give a purely theoretical
opinion on any questions at issue. Such opinion would have no interest for the other States
Members of the League of Nations. - (Signed) REUTER.

(17) Netherlands.

[Translation.] June 23rd, 1923.

The Netherlands Government has given to this extremely important and complex
question the full measure of attention which it deserves. It has also sought the opinion
of the Advisory Committee on International Law which, after subjecting the resolution
to very careful examination, has expressed its opinion in a report dated April 4th, 1923,
a French translation of which is attached to the present letter. The Committee arrived
at the conclusion that the treaties of guarantee contemplated by the resolution would not
be in concordance with the principles of the Covenant and would conflict with the normal
development of the League of Nations.
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As the resolution adopted by the Assembly only contains very general indications,
and as it is difficult to obtain an exact idea of its practical bearing until a detailed proposal
has been laid before the Members of the League, Her Majesty's Government considers that
the moment for a final decision has not yet arrived, and it feels that, until the results of
the enquiry which is at present being conducted by the organs of the League are known,
the observations which Members are called upon to submit can only be of a preliminary and
general character.

Regarding the matter from this point of view, the Royal Government desires, first of
all, to raise the question whether the proposed object is really likely to be achieved byadopting
the course indicated in the resolution. As the Advisory Committee on International Law
has pointed out, the relactionship bet ents nd the reduction of armaments and the guarantee
of territorial integrity -- a relationship which forms the basis of the resolution of the Third
Assembly - is not a new idea. On the contrary, it is a conception which forms one of the
essential elements of the Covenant itself, inasmuch as the Covenant regards the guarantee
constituted by membership of the League as the basis of a general and progressive reduction
of armaments.

When the Netherlands entered the League of Nations, they adopted this conception,
and it is their desire to co-operate in the solution of the problem on these liles, in order that
the reduction of armaments for which the Covenant provides may one dy be accomplished.
If, as regards protection which the League of Nations gives to its Members, the present
situation does not fulfil the hopes which were entertained, and if States do not regard the
guarantee afforded by the League as sufficiently effective to allow them to reduce their military
forces, in accordance with Article 8 of the Covenant, we are driven to ask what is the reason
for this state of affairs ? Should the blame be attributed solely to the system established
by the Covenant ? Or should we not rather conclude that, so long as there are Great Powers
which are not Members of the League of Nations, the reduction of armaments cannot be of
that universal character which is essential for its effective realisation ? The Royal Govern-
ment questions whether we are justified in assuming that universality will be achieved more
easily or more rapidly by means of Treaties of Guarantee than by the agency of the League
of Nations. And until it has been achieved, is there any reason to conclude that a Treaty
of Guarantee, such as is contemplated in the Assembly's Resolution, will lead to that
reduction of armaments which the system established by the Covenant seems unable to
realise ? The Royal Government cannot refrain from entertaining serious doubt on this
matter.

As regards the component elements of the defensive agreement for which the Resolution
provides, the Royal Government feels justified, in the absence of a detailed scheme, in
abstaining for the moment from discussing the question of the degree in which the military
organisation of the respective States will be influenced by the pre-arranged plan of operation
and by the special measures to be taken in favour of countries particularly exposed to risk,
to which reference is made in the Assembly Resolution. The Royal Government is content
for the moment to reserve its opinion on this matter.

Further,. it is difficult, until more detailed information is available, to obtain an exact
idea of the place which the Treaty of Guarantee will occupy in the present international
scheme of things, in view of the provisions of the Covenant which regulate the system itself
and the conditions under which coercive measures are applicable. It is important that the
position in this respect should be clear and well defined, in order that all possibility of confusion
and uncertainty may be avoided as regards the rights and duties of the various Powers.

The Royal Government desires, however, at -this early stage, to point out that it would
feel great hesitation in joining in a system of military co-operation which did not provide
the necessary legal guarantees that the assistance to be given shall only be granted to States
in a position to claim it rightfully. According to the system established by the Covenant,
it is the violation of the Covenant which sets the machinery for penalties in motion. What
guarantees are there in the system recommended in the Resolution to ensure that collective
action will not serve other ends than those of right and justice ? The Royal Government
fears that the legal guarantees, which are already too vaguely set forth in the Covenant -
a fact which has hitherto prevented the organisation of collective action to resist aggression --
are lacking, or are present in a less effective form, in the system recommended by the Assembly's
Resolution. It questions whether it will be possible, by means of a system of alliances
outside the League, to realise an idea which has been found so difficult of execution within
the compass of the League.

As regards the partial Treaties of Guarantee indicated in the Resolution, the Royal
Government is of opinion that, by adopting this system, the League of Nations would sanction
a return to the system of military alliances which, so far from ensuring peace, have in the
past been a contributary cause in inducing States to increase their armaments. It would
be a retrograde step, contrary to the ideal of the League of Nations, and disastrous to
future international organisation. The Royal Government could not give its support to
such a scheme.

The Royal Government is of opinion that it is desirable to keep within the bounds of
the League of Nations. It questions whether it would not be wiser to await - and to avoid
anyactionlikelyto postpone -- the hour when the universality of the League will be achieved,
and in the meantime to strengthen, so far as possible, the existing system of guarantees,
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rather than to make international organisation dependent upon a system of military
agreements which may create new dangers for many Powers and which could not appear
likely in practice, to lead necessarily to the reduction of armaments which is aimed at by the
Covenant. - (Signed) KARNEBEEK.

Annex to the Reply of the Netherlands.

REPORT OF THE ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL LAW.

[Translation.] April 4th, 1923.

After a very careful examination, the Committee ventures to submit to Your Excellency
the following considerations and conclusions.

The relationship between the reduction of armaments and the guarantee of territorial
integrity - a relationship which forms the basis of the Resolution of the third Assembly -
is far from being a new idea. Indeed, it forms one of the essential elements of the Covenant
itself, inasmuch as the latter regards the guarantee constituted by membership of the League
as the basis of a general and progressive reduction of armaments.

This guarantee finds expression in the provisions of Article 10 with regard to the inter-
vention of the Coundil and Assembly in the event of a threat of war and in the system of
economic blockade established in Articles 16 and 17. The Committee believes that the
framers of the League of Nations sought to organise it in such a way that this system of
provisions would, in the long run, afford such powerful, moral, and practical protection to
Members of the League that, confident in -the security thus provided, they would be able,
and would indeed be bound, to reduce their armaments in accordance with the plans formulated
by the Council and the provisions of Article 8 of the Covenant.

This expectation has scarcely been realised as yet. It appears necessary to consider
why that is the case, and especially why certain States consider that the guarantee provided
by the League of Nations is not sufficient to allow of a reduction of their armed forces.

This state of affairs seems to be due to various circumstances. First, there is the fact
that certain great Powers have not yet joined the League of Nations. Consequently, although
the Covenant provides for the case of disputes between these Powers and States Members,
the guarantee which the League is able to provide is not sufficiently universal to convince
Members of the advisability of systematic reduction of armaments, while, on the other hand,
the movement in favour of disarmament does not possess the universal character which
is necessary in order to obtain the realisation of that object.

In the second place, it must not be forgotten that the relations between certain nations,
as a result of the great war, are still imbued with such animosity that the expectation of
their reducing their armaments to an appreciable extent can hardly be entertained, unless
very special guarantees are established.

If the shortness of the period during which the League of Nations has been in existence
is also taken into account, we cannot wonder that it has not yet acquired the moral and
practical authority necessary to inspire the States Members placed under its protection
with confidence in the security of their territories, and in particular in the stability of the
territorial status quo established by the recent Peace Treaties. And yet it is only such
confidence which could induce them to reduce their military forces.

But that is not all. The Covenant has not succeeded in establishing sufficient legal
guarantees for ensuring that the assistance to be given by the League of Nations shall only
be granted to States which can rightfully claim it. No rule is laid down for determining
the manner in which the territorial status quo can be altered, if it is no longer in harmony
with the requirements of justice or with the conditions necessary for an equitable delimitation
of the frontiers between States; nor in any tribunal appointed which would be supported
by the confidence of all nations, and which would be called upon to adjudicate in disputes
of this kind and to give decisions having binding force.

The interpretation given by the League itself to the provisions of the Covenant regarding
the guarantee *to be afforded by the League is such as to leave the greatest measure of
independence to Members in every case in which it has to be determined whether they are,
or are not, bound to furnish their support. The interpretation of Article 10, namely that
this article only establishes the duty of guarantorship in principle without compelling Members
to make their guarantee effective, and, in particular, without compelling them to undertake
military action, was favourably received; similarly, the Assembly approved the interpretation
of Article 16, according to which each Member must decide for itself whether a case of illegal
aggression has or has not arisen, and which of the parties concerned is to be regarded as
the Covenant-breaking State.

The consequence is that, in the event of war, there is no certainty that any properly
organised assistance in repelling a lawless aggressor will be given by the League of Nations
to the State which is attacked.
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It is therefore clear that one of the fundamental characteristics of the League of Nations
is that the reduction of armaments should be based upon a guarantee; but as the guarantee
is regarded as being too weak and uncertain, for the reasons given, the reduction of armaments
has not been able to make much progress.

It was this consideration which led the Third Assembly to give its support to efforts
to establish by other means a more solid and trustworthy guarantee for the purpose of attaining
more rapidly the object which was ardently desired, viz., the reduction of armaments.

The idea is attractive from a certain point of view. Nevertheless, the Committee cannot
approve of it and regards it as calculated to retard the normal development of the League
of Nations.

The object of the League was to put an end to the old system of military alliances which,
although they were perhaps concluded with the best intentions, were found to constitute
dangers to a lasting peace. The League of Nations sought to replace these alliances by the
system of a general guarantee under the authority and aegis of the League itself. The
resolutions adopted by the Third Assembly depart from this system and open the door to a
system of defensive alliances; such a step would be a renunciation of much of the progress
that has been achieved and would be in conflict with the essential character of the League
of Nations.

The view may be held that the guarantee which the League provides at this moment
is too weak. But, if so, in what direction should we seek for a solution if we wish to respect
the directing idea of that institution ? Certainly not outside the compass of the League of
Nations, as is recommended in the resolution referred to, but within the League, by cease-
lessly endeavouring to remove or diminish the obstacles which prevent a reliable guarantee
being given by the League itself.

For this reason the League should do everything in its power to acquire that universality
which is indispensable to it, to improve international relations and to perfect and strengthen
the legal guarantees which its organisation provides. This will take time and effort, but,
by uniting all men of goodwill, much can be done. Until goodwill has been brought into
active play in this matter, it is useless to expect a reduction of armaments. The fact that,
at the present time, none of the Great Powers have accepted the obligatory competence
of the Permanent Court of International Justice is sufficient evidence that much remains
to be done in this connection,

It is certain that, as long as the measures of progress indicated above cannot be realised
by the League of Nations, and realised within the framework of the League itself, it is vain
to seek these objects outside the system of the League.

The defensive alliances which are proposed will certainly not increase the chances of
adherence by the States which are not yet Members ; nor will they help to improve international
relations.

But above all, how can we find, outside the system of the League of Nations, the
requirements which, as yet, exist in insufficient measure within it, namely, the legal guarantee
necessary to ensure that the assistance to be furnished by the League will, in fact, only be
accorded to States which can claim it rightfully ? If the absence of these guarantees in
the League system has so far prevented the solid organisation of the collective guarantee
and has made Members chary of collaborating in this guarantee, we cannot hope to establish
guarantees of this kind by a system of alliances outside the League.

In the Assembly's Resolution, mention is made of general and of partial treaties of
guarantee, and also, in particular, of regional agreements.

If it were possible to obtain the conclusion of a general treaty, the Committee wonders
why a solution should be sought for by means of a special treaty rather than by perfecting
the organisation of guarantee already provided by the Covenant.

Moreover, partial treaties (even including those which would be open to all States)
will always be liable so long as only a small number of States have adhered to array States
or groups of States against each other and, therefore, to aggravate international relations
rather than to improve them.

As regards our own country, the Committee desires to point out that our traditional

In joininig the League of Nations, we agreed to become a member of a community of nations
whose aim was to maintain peace it being, however, understood that our adhesion would
never oblige us to furnish armned assistance in a war.

If our country were to declare in favour of the Treaties of Guarantee recommended
by the Assembly, it would be disregarding its traditional policy in a much more serious
measure than it did in joining the League of Nations. In particular, we should be undertaking
the obligation to come with our military forces to the assistance of States whose security
we had guaranteed.

To sum up, the Commnittee feels that it should state its opinion as follows:
One of the basic principles of the League of Nations is that the reduction of armaments

should be based upon a guarantee. It is on this basis that the work which has been taken
in hand must be prosecuted - within the limrits of the Covenant. Great results could still
be achieved in this direction, with goodwill. On the other hand, the proposed treaties of
guarantee are contrary to the guiding spirit of the League and would open the door to a system
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of defensive alliances with all the dangers inherent in such a system; they would divert
general attention from the League itself and from its activity, which is directed towards
the improvement of international relations by various means (including the reduction of
armaments), and towards the settlement of international disputes by the agency of Courts
of Law.

On the one hand, these treaties of guarantee will increase the obligations of the signatory
States - including the military obligations - to an important degree; and, on the other
hand, they will render it less probable than would be the case as regards the obligations
imposed by the League itself, that the fulfilment of these obligations would only be demanded
subject to proper legal guarantees.

In consequence, these treaties are not in harmony with the principles set forth in the
Covenant, inasmuch as they are calculated to retard the normal development of the League
of Nations.- (Signed) A. STRUYCKEN.

(18) Norway.

July 17th, 1923.

The Norwegian Government, being desirous of seconding the efforts to reduce armaments,
has submitted the proposals which form the subject of Resolution XIV of the Assembly,
dated September 27th, 1922, to a detailed examination.

The Norwegian Government, in presenting its observations on these proposals, feels
bound to point out that these observations will necessarily be only of a provisional character,
as the resolution was in part drafted in terms so vague that it may give rise to different
interpretations in regard to the manner in which the reduction of armaments and the guarantee
should be put into effect.

It is likewise obvious that, as the question stands at present, the Norwegian Government
cannot express any opinion which might prejudice its attitude with regard to the draft
of a final treaty, which would, moreover, have to be submitted to the Storting.

The Norwegian Government nevertheless desires to draw attention to the fact that a
Treaty of Guarantee, implying an absolute obligation to afford military assistance in certain
contingencies, would go further than the Covenant of the League of Nations, since, according
to the latter, participation in military action is subject to the consent of each Member. When
the question of the adhesion of Norway to the League of Nations was decided, great importance
was attached to the fact that each Member was free to decide for itself whether it would or
would not participate in military action, and a treaty, which in this respect would involve
greater obligations than the Covenant, would inevitably give rise to most serious misgivings.

The Norwegian Government desires to point out that, according to Article 8 of the
Covenant of the League of Nations, the Members of the League are bound to endeavour
to secure a general reduction of armaments, even without any other guarantees than those
laid down at the time when the League was founded. It cannot be admitted, therefore,
that the reduction of armaments can be subordinated to a Treaty of Mutual Guarantee;
such a treaty can only be considered as one of several means of securing a reduction of arma-
ments. The Norwegian Government cannot, therefore, share the view, which appears to
be expressed in the letter from the President of the Council of the League dated October 23rd
last, that a reduction of armaments can only be obtained by means of a treaty of guarantee.
The Norwegian Government holds the view that the most effective guarantee of peace would
consist in the actual reduction of armaments, and in the development of the system provided
for in the Covenant for the solution of international disputes, and not in international sanctions
of a military character which might be attached thereto. There would not, therefore, seem
to be any grounds for requiring Members of the League which are willing, without additional
guarantees, to participate in a general reduction of armaments in accordance with the
provisions of the Covenant, to take part in an international treaty of guarantee.

As regards the preparation of a treaty of guarantee, I should like to draw attention
to the dangers which, in the Norwegian Government's view, might result from the conclusion
of regional agreements, when such agreements refer not only to the regional reduction of arma-
ments but also to a regional guarantee. My Government is of opinion that only one treaty
of guarantee should be concluded, and that all States should be free to adhere to it, whether
MvIembers of the League or not.

The Royal Government further desires to point out that the treaty should take the
form of a continuation of the system laid down in the Covenant for the peaceful solution
of international disputes, and not that of a treaty intended to supersede or abolish the
Covenant. In order to enable a State to benefit by a guarantee, there should be a preliminary
assurance that that State, in the conduct of its foreign policy, will be guided by the principles
upon which the Covenant of the League of Nations is based.

The question of a ruling might, for instance, be considered by which the only States
entitled to benefit by the guarantee would be those which :


