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RECOMMENDATION ADOPTED BY THE ASSEMBLY ON OCTOBER 10TH, 1935.

The Assembly,

Having taken cognisance of the opinions expressed by the members of the Council at the
Council's meeting of October 7th, 1935;

Taking into consideration the obligations which rest upon the Members of the League
of Nations in virtue of Article 16 of the Covenant and the desirability of co-ordination of the
measures which they may severally contemplate;

Recommends that Members of the League of Nations, other than the parties, should set up
a Committee, composed of one delegate, assisted by experts, for each Member, to consider
and facilitate the co-ordination of such measures and, if necessary, to draw the attention of
the Council or the Assembly to the situations requiring to be examined by them.
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FIRST MEETING (PUBLIC, THEN PRIVATE).

Held on Friday, October 11th, 1935, at 10.30 a.m.

Chairman: M. DE VASCONCELLOS (Portugal).

1. Election of Chairman.

The SECRETARY-GENERAL observed that, in pursuance of the vote taken in the Assembly
on October 10th, the delegations had assembled at the present meeting to set up a Co-ordination
Committee " to consider and facilitate the co-ordination of the measures to be taken and, if
necessary, to draw the attention of the Council or the Assembly to situations requiring to
be examined by them. " .

There was no need for him to comment on this recommendation, since it had been voted
by the delegates attending the present meeting.

The Committee would no doubt wish to proceed at once with the formalities of its consti-
tution, first by electing a Chairman and second by deciding on its method of work.

On the proposal of M. LAVAL (France), seconded by Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom), M. DE
VASCONCELLOS, delegate of Portugal, was elected Chairman.

M. de Vasconcellos took the Chair.

The CHAIRMAN thanked the delegates for the honour they had done him. With their
co-operation, he would do his best to show himself worthy of their confidence and he could,
in any case, assure them of his impartiality and devotion.

2. Publicity of Meetings.

The CHAIRMAN thought that, owing to the nature of -the Committee's proceedings, it.
would be preferable that, as a general rule, it should sit in private. It would, of course, always
be open to the Committee to decide to have public meetings if it thought fit.

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia) supported the Chairman's proposal. The discussions would
probably take the form of conversations between Governments on extremely delicate economic
questions, and it would therefore be preferable that the meetings should be held in private.

The proposal of the Chairman was adopted.

3. Minutes of the Committee.

The CHAIRMAN asked whether the Committee desired to have verbatim records of its
meetings. Personally, he thought it would be wise to follow the usual procedure of League
Committees and have summarised Minutes.

The proposal of the Chairman was adopted.

(The Committee went into private session.)

4. Powers of Delegates.

M. KOMARNICKI (Poland) observed that the present meeting was in the nature of a conference,
and that the Co-ordination Committee was not an organ either of the Assembly or of the Council.
That being so, he enquired whether the full powers given by Governments to their delegates
at the Assembly sufficed. That was a purely formal question, and the Committee could, of
course, proceed with its work pending the receipt- of other powers by its members.

M. MEDINA (Nicaragua) shared his Polish colleague's view and thought that the semi-
official character of the present meeting should be preserved.

The CHAIRMAN thought that the question of full powers might be readily solved by a
letter to the Chair from the leaders of the delegations to the Assembly. Full powers would,
however, be necessary if an international agreement had to be signed.

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia) concurred in the Chairman's --suggestion, while sharing the
Polish delegate's opinion with regard to the formal question he had raised. The documents
communicated by the President of the Council to the President of the Assembly already con-
tained in embryo the decision to set up a Co-ordination Committee. The Co-ordination
Committee could therefore begin work and questions of form could be settled later in the
manner suggested by the Chairman.

1 Assembly recommendation of October 10th, 1935; see document Co-ordination Committee /40.
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M. MEDINA (Nicaragua) held that the delegates to the Assembly had no authority to
confer full powers by a simple letter addressed to the members of the present Committee.

The CHAIRMAN replied that most of the delegates present already possessed full powers.
It would suffice if the others would apply to their Governments. The question could therefore
be taken as settled.

Agreed.

5. Appointment of Little Co-ordination Committee (designated later "The Committee of
Eighteen ").

The CHAIRMAN proposed that a committee should be set up to guide the work of the
Co-ordination Committee.

M.BENES (Czechoslovakia) observed that, when the question of setting up a co-ordination
committee had been considered, it had been suggested, for the convenience of the discussions
and of the work in general, that that committee should be a small one. During the discussions
in the General Committee of the Assembly, the view had been expressed that all States
Members should be given an opportunity to sit on the Co-ordination Committee. It would
therefore seem appropriate to set up a small committee for the preparatory work.

M. LAVAL (France) approved the Chairman's proposal and suggested that the proposed
body should be called the "Committee of Initiative ". The latter committee would not be
expected to take decisions; it would merely report its discussions and make proposals to the
Co-ordination Committee. It might consist of sixteen members, who would meet at once and
would propose, also at once, any measures that appeared applicable without delay. Thus
the Co-ordination Committee would be able to take certain measures in a very short space
of time.

Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom) endorsed M. Laval's suggestion. He wished particularly
to support his proposal Ithat the small committee should meet at once, for it must be clear
to many delegates that at least one decision might well be taken in the course of the day. The
British delegation therefore considered that the small committee should report back to the
Co-ordination Committee that evening if, in its opinion, there were any decisions which could
be taken by the big Committee to-day.

Mr. DE VALERA (Irish Free State) thought, on general principles, that it would be better
that the Committee of Initiative should consist of the States which were members of the General
Committee of the Assembly, as that would avoid a number of questions which might otherwise
arise.

M. Cemal HtSNU (Turkey) said that, while Mr. de Valera's proposal would simplify
procedure, the question under discussion was of a special character, which had not been fore-
seen when the members of the General Committee had been elected. It therefore appeared
appropriate to set up a new committee in accordance with the Chairman's proposal.

The CHAIRMAN said that he had already prepared a list of members of the Committee
of Initiative - viz., the delegates of the Union of South Africa, Argentine, Belgium, United
Kingdom, Canada, France, Greece, Netherlands, Poland, Roumania, Spain, Sweden,
Switzerland, Turkey, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and Yugoslavia.

Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom) suggested that this committee should have power to add
other members if necessary.

Mr. DE VALERA (Irish Free State) did not know on what principles the list submitted
by the Chairman had been drawn up. His own proposal had been made in order to avoid a
number of questions which would arise in connection with a list of that kind, and which, if
they had to be examined, would take up a considerable time. Obviously, a committee of
that sort must be selected very carefully, so that all points of view might be represented. Looking
through the list, he could not decide at once whether the various points of view had, in fact,
been represented, and that was the reason for which he had put forward his own proposal.
If, however, there was no support for his proposal, he was quite willing to withdraw it.

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the list had been drawn up with due regard for the
questions with which the Irish Free State representative was concerned. Mr. Eden's addition
should meet Mr. de Valera's point, since the Committee would be entitled to add other members.

Mr. DE VALERA (Irish Free State) withdrew his proposal.

The proposal of the Chairman, with Mr. Eden's addition, was adopted.

M. Ruiz GUINAZU (Argentine Republic) said that, while his delegation consented to take
part in the work of the big Committee, it would prefer not to be associated in the work of
a committee entitled " Committee of Initiative ".

M. MOTTA (Switzerland) felt the same hesitation as M. Ruiz Guifiazul. It would be better
not to speak of " initiative " but to call the small committee simply " Sub-Committee of
Co-ordination ".
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M. LAVAL (France) said that, to prevent any misunderstanding as to his proposal, he
would suggest that the Committee at present sitting should be known as the " Big Committee "
and the Sub-Committee just set up as the " Little Committee ".

M. MOTTA (Switzerland) agreed.
The proposal of M. Laval was adopted.

SECOND MEETING (PRIVATE).

Held on Friday, October 11th, 1935, at 6.45 p.m.

Chairman: M. DE VASCONCELLOS (Portugal).

6. Arms Embargo: Proposal I: Report of the Committee of Seventeen (later " Committee
of Eighteen ").

The CHAIRMAN stated that the Little Committee set up at the last meeting had elected
himself to the chair. The Little Committee had therefore become the Committee of Seventeen.
The latter submitted to the Co-ordination Committee the following report: 1

" The Committee of Seventeen recommends to the Committee of Co-ordination the
adoption of the following proposal:

" Proposal I.

"EXPORT OF ARMS, AMMUNITION AND IMPLEMENTS OF WAR.

" With a view to facilitating for the Governments of the Members of the League
of Nations the execution of their obligations under Article 16 of the Covenant, the
following measures should be taken forthwith:

" (1) The Governments of the Members of the League of Nations which
are enforcing at the moment measures to prohibit or restrict the exportation,
re-exportation or transit of arms, munitions and implements of war to Ethiopia
will annul these measures immediately;

"(2) The Governments of the Members of the League of Nations will
prohibit immediately the exportation, re-exportation or transit to Italy or Italian
possessions of arms, munitions and implements of war enumerated in the attached
list;

"(3) The Governments of the Members of the League of Nations will
take such steps as may be necessary to secure that arms, munitions and implements
of war, enumerated in the attached list, exported to countries other than Italy
will not be re-exported directly or indirectly to Italy or to Italian possessions;

" (4) The measures provided for in paragraphs (2) and (3) are to apply
to contracts in process of execution.

" Annex.

" Geneva, October 11th, 1935.

"C ARTICLES CONSIDERED AS ARMS, AMMUNITION AND IMPLEMENTS OF WAR.

" Category I.

" 1. Rifles and carbines using ammunition in excess of calibre 26.5 and their barrels.
" 2. Machine-guns, automatic rifles and machine-pistols of all calibres and their barrels.
" 3. Guns, howitzers and mortars of all calibres, their mountings and barrels.
" 4. Ammunition for the arms under 1 and 2 above - i.e., high-power steel-jacketed ammunition

in excess of calibre 26.5; filled and unfilled projectiles, and propellants with a web thickness of0.015 inch or greater for the projectiles of the arms enumerated under 3 above.

1 Document No. Co-ordination Committee/I.
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' 5. Grenades, bombs, torpedoes and mines, filled or unfilled, and apparatus for their use or
discharge.

"6. Tanks, military armoured vehicles and armoured trains.

"Category II.

"Vessels of war of all kinds, including aircraft-carriers and submarines.

"Category III.

"1. Aircraft, assembled or dismantled, both heavier and lighter than air, which are designed,
adapted and intended for aerial combat by the use of machine-guns or of artillery, or for the carrying
and dropping of bombs, or which are equipped with, or which by reason of design or construction
are prepared for, any of the appliances referred to in paragraph 2 below.

" 2. Aerial-gun mounts and frames, bomb-racks, torpedo-carriers, and bomb or torpedo release
mechanisms.

" Category IV.

"Revolvers and automatic pistols of a weight in excess of 1 lb. 6 oz. (630 grammes) using
ammunition in excess of calibre 26.5 and ammunition therefor.

" Category V.

" 1. Aircraft assembled or dismantled, both heavier and lighter than air, other than those
included in Category III.

"2. Propellers or air-screws, fuselages, hulls, tail units and under-carriage units.
"3. Aircraft-engines.

" Category VI.

"1. Livens projectors and flame-throwers.
2. Mustard gas, Lewisite, ethyldichlorarsine and methyldichlorarsine.
3. Powder and explosives."

The CHAIRMAN added that the Committee of Seventeen had also set up a Sub-Committee
to study financial measures and a Sub-Committee of experts to consider and complete, if
necessary, the list of arms, munitions and implements of war.

M. DE PORTO SEGURO (Chile) asked whether the proposal in the report was contingent
upon the approval of Governments.

The CHAIRMAN said that the answer to the Chilian delegate's question was given in the
first paragraph of Proposal I, "With a view to facilitating for the Governments . . .
and in the last paragraph, " Each Government is requested to inform . .

If there were no further remarks, he would take Proposal I as adopted.

M. DE VELICS (Hungary) said that his delegation would abstain.

Proposal I was adopted unanimously, the Hungarian delegate abstaining.

The CHAIRMAN invited members to transmit Proposal I to their Governments by telegraph,
in order that they might inform the Secretary-General as soon as possible of the measures
taken by them in conformity with the provisions of the report.

THIRD MEETING (PRIVATE).

Held on Monday, October 14th, 1935, at 6 p.m.

Chairman: M. DE VASCONCELLOS (Portugal).

7. Declaration concerning Mutual Support.

The CHAIRMAN read the following draft declaration i proposed by the Committee of
Eighteen:

" With a view to facilitating for the Governments of the Members of the League
of Nations the execution of their obligations under Article 16 of the Covenant, it is
recognised that any proposals for action under Article 16 are made on the basis of the
following provisions of that article:

"' The Members of the League agree, further, that they will mutually support
one another in the financial and economic measures which are taken under this
article, in order to minimise the loss and inconvenience resulting from the above

1 Document No.: Co-ordination Committee /40.
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measures, and that they will mutually support one another in resisting any special
measures aimed at one of their number by the Covenant-breaking State.' "

The draft declaration was adopted.

8. Financial Measures: Proposal II: Report by the Committee of Eighteen.

The CHAIRMAN read the following report " by the Committee of Eighteen:

"The Committee of Eighteen recommends to the Co-ordination Committee the
adoption of the following proposal:

"Proposal II.

"FINANCIAL MEASURES.

" With a view to facilitating for the Governments of the Members of the League
of Nations the execution of their obligations under Article 16 of the Covenant, the
following measures should be taken forthwith:

"The Governments of the Members of the League of Nations will forthwith
take all measures necessary to render impossible the following operations:

"(1) All loans to or for the Italian Government and all subscriptions
to loans issued in Italy or elsewhere by or for the Italian Government;

"(2) All banking or other credits to or for the Italian Government
and any further execution by advance, overdraft or otherwise of existing
contracts to lend directly or indirectly to the Italian Government;

"(3) All loans to or for any public authority, person or corporation
in Italian territory and all subscriptions to such loans issued in Italy or
elsewhere;

" (4) All banking or other credits to or for any public authority,
person or corporation in Italian territory and any further execution by
advance, overdraft or otherwise of existing contracts to lend directly or
indirectly to such authority, person or corporation;

" (5) All issues of shares or other capital flotations for any public
authority, person or corporation in Italian territory and all subscriptions
to such issues of shares or capital flotations in Italy or elsewhere;

" (6) The Governments will take all measures necessary to render
impossible the transactions mentioned in paragraphs (1) to (5), whether
effected directly or through intermediaries of whatsoever nationality.

"The Governments are invited to put in operation at once such of the measures
recommended as can be enforced without fresh legislation, and to take all practicable
steps to secure that the measures recommended are completely put into operation
by October 31st, 1935. Any Governments which find it impossible to secure the
requisite legislation by that date are requested to inform the Committee, through
the Secretary-General, of the date by which they expect to be able to do so.

" Each Government is requested to inform the Committee, through the Secretary-
General of the League, within the shortest possible time of the measures which it
has taken in conformity with the above provisions."

Paragraphs 1, 2 and 3.
Adopted.

Paragraph 4.

Mr. DE VALERA (Irish Free State) said that, like other members of the Committee, he had
not had time to study the proposals in detail and see all their implications. He asked whether
under point 4 there had been any consideration of the position, for example, of religious bodies
in Rome - he did not mean in the Vatican State - and how that point would affect them.
He certainly could not vote for the text in the terms in which it was drafted without an
examination of that question and without knowing its implications.

The CHAIRMAN replied that he proposed, after the consideration of the report, to make
a statement which would exempt humanitarian bodies from the application of its provisions

1 Document No.: Co-ordination Committee /40.
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He thought that the cases referred to by the Irish Free State delegate would be covered by
such a statement. He added that, as an example, he might mention the Red Cross.

Mr. DE VALERA (Irish Free State) said that, if the Chairman's statement clearly covered
all religious orders, he was quite satisfied, but it did not appear to him that a statement in
regard to the Red Cross would cover them.

The CHAIRMAN repeated that the formula which he proposed to use would refer to
humanitarian bodies in general. If the Committee had any doubts in that connection, the
Chairman would willingly hear them; but if no observations were made, he would consider
that the Committee agreed with his interpretation.

Mr. DE VALERA (Irish Free State) was satisfied provided it was understood that such a
declaration did cover the case of the religious orders to which he had referred.

The interpretation given by the Chairman was approved.

Paragraph 4 was adopted.

Paragraph 5.
Adopted.

Paragraph 6.

M. DE NICKL (Hungary) desired, although Hungary's views upon the application of Article
16 of the Covenant in the present case were known, to submit a brief observation.

He understood Proposal II as referring to the countries which were generally termed
creditor countries. The creditor countries were, in his view, those which were in a position
to do something in this matter, and he imagined that the proposal did not apply to debtor
countries. Hungary was a typical instance of the latter.

M. de Nickl confined himself to this observation, which referred to all the points in the
proposal. He added that he would not fail to submit the proposal to his Government, in
order that the latter might be able to give the reply requested in the last paragraph.

The CHAIRMAN took note of the Hungarian delegate's statement.

M. SCHULLER (Austria) wished first to ask for an explanation concerning point 4 of the
proposal, which said : " all banking or other credits . . . ". He understood that this passage
referred to commercial credits also. He supposed that that meant, accordingly, that commercial
liabilities would not be settled.

M. MAXIMOS (Greece), Chairman of the Sub-Committee for Financial Measures, replied
that sales would be made for cash.

M. SCHOLLER (Austria) asked what would be done about sales already effected.

M. MAXIMOS (Greece) replied that the only question involved was that of future sales,
which would be made for cash.

M. SCHOLLER (Austria) said that he was prepared to take note of this explanation, but
that it was not clear from the text.

M. MAXIMOS (Greece) said that the expression in question referred to credits to be granted
in future. In his opinion, the point was implied in the text.

M. SCHULLER (Austria) wished to offer a general observation. As M. de Nickl had already
said, the measures contemplated in Proposal II would be taken by creditor countries. These
measures would naturally have repercussions on the situation of the debtor countries. In
the case of Austria, the League had undertaken, as far back as 1922, financial action intended
at that time to replace a projected monetary union between Austria and Italy. Eleven States
Members of the League had taken part in that financial action and Austria would never forget
it. Of the loans thus contracted by Austria, a considerable proportion had been placed on the
Italian market and was still there. Italy had guaranteed 20% of the League of Nations loan
and 100% of the obligations entailed for Austria by the Siidbahn agreements. Italy had
also granted Austria large commercial credits.

The measures which were going to be taken by the creditor States would undoubtedly
have repercussions on the whole of this situation. Moreover, it was certain that the attitude
at present taken up by Austria at Geneva would have unfavourable consequences for her.
It was evident - and it would become still more evident in the course of the debate -- that
Austria's attitude was not based on a calculation of profits (which were non-existent) and
losses.

M. Schiiller was aware that the remarks he had just made would have no influence on the
Co-ordination Committee's decision. The reason he had made them was that he wished to
emphasise - as had certainly not escaped the attention of the Committee of Eighteen -
that the measures proposed by the present Committee would have repercussions outside Italy,
and that these repercussions would be certainly much more serious in the case of economic
questions.

2A
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M. MAXIMOS (Greece) said that, under the measures adopted, the Austrian Government
would be entitled to effect the transfer to Italy of the necessary funds for the service of the
tranche of the loan issued in Italy. This remark applied both to debtor countries and to creditor
countries.

M. STUCKI (Switzerland) felt some anxiety at the statements of the Hungarian and Austrian
delegates and at the reply of the Chairman of the Sub-Committee for Financial Measures.
On reading the proposal, he had assumed that it would be permissible for anyone to pay his
debts vis-a-vis Italy, and not only for Austria, on account of international loans. The text
before the Committee contained no provision at all forbidding a country to pay debts, either
capital or interest, to Italy. Was that the right construction ? In his view, there was no
warrant for any distinction whatever between creditor and debtor countries, and M. Maximos'
explanation was far too limited, since the question was not that of an exceptional arrangement
on behalf of Austria or in respect of international loans, but of the possibility of paying debts
to Italy, in so far as the latter was a creditor, in respect of no matter what class of credits.

M. KOMARNICKI (Poland) had the same anxieties as M. STUCKI. He took it that the view
of the Sub-Committee for Financial Measures was that the present arrangements did not in
any way affect the service of debts.

Proposal II should, he thought, be interpreted as meaning that everything not expressly
prohibited in it was permitted.

M. MAXIMOS (Greece) replied that the Swiss and Polish delegates' interpretation was
correct.

Paragraph 6 was adopted.

Penultimate pragrarph (unnumbered).
Adopted.

Last paragraph (unnumbered).

M. GUANI (Uruguay) said that it must be clearly understood that the Governments repre-
sented on the Co-ordination Committee retained the necessary freedom to consider each of
the points in the proposal submitted. His approval of the document as a whole was contingent
upon his Government's study of each point.

The CHAIRMAN thought that, in view of the preceding paragraph, there could be no doubt
in that respect.

The last paragraph was adopted.

Exception in favour of Humanitarian Bodies: Declaration by the Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN declared, on behalf of the Committee, that the provisions adopted did not
refer to humanitarian bodies or bodies created for humanitarian purposes. The Minutes would
contain this declaration, which would be communicated to all Governments.

Proposal II was adopted.

FOURTH MEETING (PRIVATE, THEN PUBLIC).

Held on Wednesday, October 16th, 1935, at 6 p.m.

Chairman: M. DE VASCONCELLOS (Portugal).

9. Publicity of Meetings.

The CHAIRMAN stated that several members of the Press had voiced a desire that the
meetings of the Co-ordination Committee should be held in public. He therefore wished to
consult his colleagues on this point, and, if they had no objection, the Committee's meetings
would be held in public as from the present meeting.

Agreed.

(The Committee went into public session.)

10. Declaration by the Venezuelan Delegate.

M. ZUMETA (Venezuela) made the following declaration:

Inasmuch as each State Member retains discretion to graduate its share in the application
of sanctions according to the possibilities open to it in virtue of certain international conditions



and circumstances, my Government, making due allowance for the duties incumbent upon
it, is prepared carefully to consider the applicability on its part of each of the measures
proposed. This examination is all the more necessary in our case, because Venezuela is, if
not the only country, at least one of the very few countries which have so far taken no restrictive
measures in the matter of international trade and has therefore already suffered severely and
still suffers from the so-called self-sufficiency systems and quota systems adopted by other
States. This places my country in a position which is, perhaps, without parallel and which
must not be unduly aggravated.

Venezuela considers that the League's primary and fundamental obligation is to solve
the conflict by means other than force and it is in that spirit that my Government is co-operating
in the common action undertaken.

The Committee took note of the Venezuelan delegate's declaration.

11. Steps to be taken by Members of the League in respect of their Public Law: Draft
Resolution submitted by the Committee of Eighteen.

The following resolution I was adopted:

"The Committee of Co-ordination,
" Considering that it is important to ensure rapid and effective application of the

measures which have been and may subsequently be proposed by the Committee;
" Considering that it rests with each country to apply these measures in accordance

with its public law and, in particular, the powers of its Government in regard to execution
of treaties:

" Calls attention to the fact that the Members of the League, being bound by the
obligations which flow from Article 16 of the Covenant, are under a duty to take the
necessary steps to enable them to carry out these obligations with all requisite rapidity."

12. Arms Embargo (Revised List): Proposal I A: Report by the Committee of Eighteen.

The CHAIRMAN presented the following report 2 from the Committee of Eighteen:

" The Committee of Eighteen recommends the adoption of the following proposal:

"Proposal I A.

"The annexed amended list, drawn up as the result of the examination of the
subject which has been made by a Sub-Committee of Experts, is to be substituted
for the list attached to Proposal I.

" Annex.

" ARTICLES CONSIDERED AS ARMS, AMMUNITION AND IMPLEMENTS OF WAR.

" (Revised List.)
" Category I.

" 1. Rifles and carbines and their barrels.
" 2. Machine-guns, automatic rifles and machine-pistols of all calibres and their barrels.
"3. Guns, howitzers and mortars of all calibres, their mountings, barrels and recoil

mechanisms.
" 4. Ammunition for the arms enumerated under 1 and 2 above ; filled and unfilled projectiles

for the arms enumerated under 3 above, and prepared propellant charges for these arms.
" 5. Grenades, bombs, torpedoes and mines, filled or unfilled, and apparatus for their use

or discharge.
"6. Tanks, armoured vehicles and armoured trains.
"Armour-plate of all kinds.

" Category II.
" Vessels of war of all kinds, including aircraft-carriers and submarines.

" Category III (combines Categories III and V of the previous list).
" 1. Aircraft assembled or dismantled, both heavier and lighter than air, and their propellers

or air-screws, fuselages, aerial-gun mounts and frames, hulls, tail units and under-carriage units.
" 2. Aircraft-engines.

" Category IV.
" Revolvers and automatic pistols of a weight in excess of 1 lb. 6 oz. (630 grammes) and

ammunition therefor.

1 Document No.: Co-ordination Committee/40.
2 Ibid.
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Category V.

" 1. Flame-throwers and all other projectors used for chemical or incendiary warfare.*

" 2. Mustard gas, Lewisite, ethyldichlorarsine, methyldichlorarsine, and all other products
destined for chemical or incendiary warfare.*

"3. Powder for war purposes, and explosives."

" * It should be observed that the utilisation of these articles has been, and still is, prohibited under
the Convention of June 17th, 1925. These articles are only mentioned above because their manufacture being free
(the more so, as in many instances they serve various purposes), the Committee desires to emphasise that the
export of such products could in no circumstances be tolerated."

The Chairman added that, in connection with Category V, Paragraphs 1 and 2, of the
revised list, it should be remembered that the use of the articles mentioned therein was prohibited
by the Convention of 1925. Those articles were only mentioned in the list because they were
used for civil as well as military purposes and there was no restriction on their manufacture.
The Committee of Eighteen, however, thought it necessary to say that exports of these articles
to Italy could not be tolerated in any circumstances.

M. MOTTA (Switzerland) said that he had raised this question during a brief discussion
on chemical and incendiary warfare at the last meeting of the Committee of Eighteen. He
had stated that such weapons were forbidden by the jus gentium, by the conscience of mankind,
and by certain declarations to which all States had subscribed their names. He had therefore
wondered whether it was wise to speak of these weapons in connection with this particular
matter. The Committee of Eighteen had admitted the propriety of his remarks and had included
in the text a foot-note stating that chemical and incendiary weapons were forbidden by certain
Conventions and were therefore unlawful. He had therefore received satisfaction, but the
Chairman had just said that the exportation of these articles to Italy was prohibited. M. Motta
pointed out that, even if the embargo was voted as against only one of the belligerent States,
such exports were prohibited when consigned to Ethiopia as well.

M. DE VELICS (Hungary) said that the Hungarian delegation, having abstained during
the vote on Proposal I, would abstain in the case of Proposal I A also.

The CHAIRMAN said that note would be taken of the Hungarian delegate's statement.

Proposal I A was adopted.

FIFTH MEETING (PUBLIC).

Held on Saturday, October 19th, 1935, at 7.45 p.m.

Chairman : M. DE VASCONCELLOS (Portugal).

13. Prohibition of Importation of Italian Goods: Proposal III: Draft submitted by the
Committee of Eighteen.

The following draft proposal 1 (No. III) was read:

"Proposal III.

"PROHIBITION OF IMPORTATION OF ITALIAN GOODS.

" With a view to facilitating for the Governments of the Members of the League of
Nations the execution of their obligations under Article 16 of the Covenant, the following
measures should be taken :

" (1) The Governments of the Members of the League of Nations will prohibit
the importation into their territories of all goods (other than gold or silver bullion and
coin) consigned from or grown, produced or manufactured in Italy or Italian posses-
sions, from whatever place arriving;

" (2) Goods grown or produced in Italy or Italian possessions which have been
subjected to some process in another country, and goods manufactured partly in
Italy or Italian possessions and partly in another country will be considered as falling
within the scope of the prohibition unless 25% or more of the value of the goods
at the time when they left the place from which they were last consigned is attributable
to processes undergone since the goods last left Italy or Italian possessions;

1 Document No.: Co-ordination Committeel40. See also documents Nos.: Co-ordination Committee/27(1), 27
and Committee of Eighteen/15.
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"(3) Goods the subject of existing contracts will not be excepted from the
prohibition;

"(4) Goods en route at the time of imposition of the prohibition will be excepted
from its operation. In giving effect to this provision, Governments may, for conve-
nience of administration, fix an appropriate date, having regard to the normal time
necessary for transport from Italy, after which goods will become subject to the
prohibition;

" (5) Personal belongings of travellers from Italy or Italian possessions may
also be excepted from its operation.

" Having regard to the importance of collective and, so far as possible, simultaneous
action in regard to the measures recommended, each Government is requested to inform
the Co-ordination Committee, through the Secretary-General, as soon as possible, and not
later than October 28th, of the date on which it could be ready to bring these measures
into operation. The Co-ordination Committee will meet on October 31st for the purpose
of fixing, in the light of the replies received, the date of the coming into force of the said
measures.

" Annex.

" REPORT OF THE LEGAL SUB-COMMITTEE ON THE QUESTIONS PUT TO IT ON OCTOBER 17TH, 1935,

BY THE SUB-COMMITTEE ON ECONOMIC MEASURES.

" Application of Sanctions and Private Contracts, Commercial Treaties and Treaties of Friendship
and Non-aggression.

" The Legal Sub-Committee has been asked to advise as to the legal consequences of paragraph
(4) of the Proposal I dealing with the embargo on arms and of paragraph (3) of the draft proposal
for a prohibition on the importation of Italian goods. These paragraphs relate to contracts in
progress of execution and prevent their being performed.

" A first question which need only be mentioned is that of the difficulties which may be produced
between the Government of a Member of the League and a national or a person resident in its territory
by the prohibition of the performance of contracts in progress of execution. This question will
be settled by the internal public law of the State concerned.

" There are other questions which arise which have an international character.

" 1. One such question is that of the position of an Italian who has a contract with a national
of a State which participates in the sanctions, or with a person resident in its territory, and who
suffers loss owing to the sanctions preventing the contract from being performed.

" If the Italian sues in the courts of that State, the action will fail because prevention of the
execution of the contract is the result of a prohibition lawfully imposed.

" If the suit is brought in the courts of the plaintiff (whether in virtue of general rules of
jurisdiction or a special provision in the contract) and if the judgment is for the plaintiff, the judgment
cannot be executed in the defendant's country because the requisite authority for its execution
will not be obtainable, even if claimed in virtue of treaties, for the treaties could not override the
effect of Article 16 of the Covenant, which constitutes the law by which the two States concerned
are bound. If it were to be possible for execution of the judgment to be sought and obtained in
the plaintiff's country, this would have to be considered to be a breach of the international obligations
created by the Covenant.

" Should the original claim, or the claim for execution of a judgment, be brought before the
courts of another State which was participating in the sanctions, the same reason should lead to
their rejection.

" The result would be the same if the claim was submitted to arbitration.
" Finally, the same result should follow if a State should find a possibility of bringing the issue

before an international tribunal.
" 2. A second question of an international character arises out of the existence of commercial

treaties between Italy and the States which participate in the sanctions. Application of sanctions
by a State having a commercial treaty with Italy may, to a greater or less degree, prevent the
execution of the treaty. Italy would, however, have no legal right to complain, since the situation
so created would be the result of the provisions of the Covenant, which is legally binding on both
Italy and the other State and prevails over the treaty in question.

" It may be asked whether, on the principle of reciprocity, Italy would, in the same way, have
the right to withhold the execution of her obligations under the treaty or to annul or suspend the
performance of contracts in progress of execution. Having regard to the essential fact in the
case - namely, that the Covenant, in virtue of which the sanctions are taken, is binding both on
Italy and on the other Members of the League of Nations - the reply must be that Italy would incur
international liability by refusing to carry out the commercial treaty or by annulling or suspending
the performance of contracts in progress of execution.

" 3. Finally, there is the question of application of treaties of friendship and non-aggression
which may have been concluded between Italy and some of the Members of the League of Nations,
under which each contracting party undertakes not to participate in any international entente
preventing purchase or sale of goods or provision of credits from or to the other party.

" It may be asked whether application of economic and financial sanctions against Italy by
a Member of the League which has such a treaty with Italy is compatible with the obligations of
the treaty. Since the contracting parties are Members of the League, it is clear that the treaty
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must be interpreted subject to Articles 16 and 20 of the Covenant. It follows that application
of sanctions by one of the contracting parties against the other is entirely legitimate, even if the
treaty contains no reservation regarding the provisions of the Covenant or if one of the contracting
parties was not a Member of the League of Nations at the moment when it concluded the treaty."

M. SCHULLER (Austria) had certain remarks of a general character to make with regard
both to Proposal III and to the other proposals which were to be put to the Co-ordination
Committee.

The Committee of Eighteen had, on several occasions, discussed the attitude of Austria in
the matter of transit. It had even been said that, if Austria did not prohibit the passage of goods
for Italy across her territory, she might cause the collapse of the whole system. He desired,
in this connection, to draw the Committee's attention to Article 284 of the Treaty of Saint
Germain, which was in the following terms:

"Austria undertakes to grant freedom of transit through her territories . . . to
persons, goods ", etc., " coming from or going to the territories of any of the Allied and
Associated Powers, whether contiguous or not."

That paragraph appeared in the same treaty as that which embodied the Covenant of the
League in Articles I to 26. That was a consideration to bear in mind in connection with this
question.

That was not the only contradiction between the demands made upon Austria'and the
Treaty of Peace. He did not, however, propose to embark on an exegetical study.

He did not believe those contradictions were fortuitous. They were characteristic of the
situation in which Austria found herself.

As regards Proposal III, it had been said again and again that the object was to prevent
Italy obtaining a surplus of foreign exchange. It appeared, however, from the information
supplied by the Secretariat, that, in the first eight months of 1935, Austria had received from
Italy a foreign exchange surplus of 40 million schillings. There was no question therefore of
Austria furnishing a foreign exchange surplus to Italy.

As regards transit, the proposal before the Committee stipulated that the State should
take the necessary steps to prevent the re-exportation of goods under embargo. Clearly the
abstention of Austria in this matter could not constitute any obstacle to the action of the
other States.

He was bound to refer to the effects of the present situation on Austria, for the reason that
the question was also dealt with in the documents received.

In 1935, Austria had purchased 2% of Italy's exports, while she had sold to Italy 15%
of her own exports. Two-thirds of her exports of sawn timber, which was an important item
in the Austrian trade figures, went to Italy. This wood was used for building purposes; but
the Italian Government had already called a halt to building activities, and Austria, as a result,
would find the chief market for her timber restricted, if not closed.

Other Austrian exports, it appeared from the Secretariat's figures, were manufactured
articles, especially ironmongery (11 millions), ready-made clothing and paper. It had been said
that Austria's sales of these articles to Italy would increase, because the latter, if sanctions
were imposed against her, would not be purchasing them elsewhere. No one acquainted with
the existing situation could believe that Italy, who had already imposed quotas on all imports
of these articles (against Austria, as well as against all other countries), would in future increase
her purchases of ironmongery. She would not purchase ironmongery at all. It was common
knowledge from the newspapers that all imports of luxury articles were to be forbidden in
Italy, and everyone knew the wide interpretation which Governments gave to the term "luxury
articles ", even in peace-time.

Certain countries would suffer severely in their trade from the measures taken against
Italy, but Austria would suffer more than any other, in spite of the fact that she was not taking
the measures in question. Such were the profits which Austria would derive from the present
situation and the imposition of sanctions.

The League had frequently recognised that the economic situation of Austria was exception-
ally difficult. The League had made its recommendations, but the majority of countries had
stated that, with all the good-will in the world, they were unable to give effect to those
recommendations, and Austria was compelled, accordingly, to pay her creditors in gold and
foreign exchange, because she was not allowed to pay in goods. Certain countries had taken
action in favour of Austria, France among them; but the action taken had not, owing to
circumstances, had any considerable effect up to the present. Italy also had acted on the
League's recommendations in very large measure; and, as a result, from having been the
sixth, she was now Austria's first customer. The Italian market was the only market of Austria's
which showed any expansion. Italy was the only country, except Switzerland, with which
Austria had a considerable active trade balance.

This much was certain, that the reconstruction of Austria, for which the Austrian people
had made heavy sacrifices and were even now compelled to carry the burden of an apalling
unemployment figure, would be arrested and possibly endangered, not by sanctions, but by
events.

M. DE PORTO SEGURO (Chile) said that he had not taken part in the discussion in the
Sub-Committee on Economic Measures or in the Sub-Committee on Mutual Support, but he
agreed to the resolutions proposed as a means of facilitating the consideration of the proposals
by his Government.

The measures proposed would have a powerful effect on Chile's economic position. The
Committee would appreciate the concern of the Chilian delegation, when it realised that the
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economic situation of Chile was based on two products which represented 80% of the national
income accruing from abroad, while, at the same time, almost the whole of her exports to
Italy consisted of those products. Nevertheless, the proposed measures would be considered
with the utmost possible good-will.

He wished also to say that his Government, which had every desire to fulfil its obligations
as a Member of the League and attached the utmost importance to the sacred principle of
respect for treaties, contemplated an application of Article 16 of the Covenant in the sense
of paragraph 3 of that article. He did not want such application to place in an unfair situation
countries that were desirous of loyally fulfilling the Covenant.

In conclusion, he reminded the Committee of the statements he had made in the Assembly
concerning the problem of sanctions as a whole.

M. DE NICKL (Hungary) asked permission to follow the example of the Austrian delegate
and submit, in connection with Proposal III, observations of a general character on the subject
of the special relations between Hungary and Italy.

The Hungarian attitude in the question under discussion was well known. The logical
consequence of that attitude would be the abstention of Hungary in the voting on Proposal
III, as also on the other proposals on the agenda. He was concerned, however, to say, on behalf
of the Hungarian Government, that in taking up that attitude his country had no desire to
go counter to the intentions or obstruct the activities of the League, or to obtain exceptional
advantages for itself by the expansion of Hungarian trade with Italy beyond the usual limit
during the present abnormal circumstances, or to act as intermediary for circuitous commercial
transactions between Italy and third parties.

Before making a brief statement on Hungary's special position in relation to Italy, he
was anxious to say that none of his utterances must be interpreted as a criticism of the attitude
of any other Member of the League.

While Italy's trade with Hungary was only an insignificant fraction of the former's total
trade, it was very much more important in Hungary's eyes than would appear from the trade
figures.

In proof, hereof, he would refer to the Rome Agreement, which was of capital importance
to Hungary's national economy. The Agreement was registered with the League, and the
Commission of Enquiry for European Union had taken note of it. It might be called the spinal
column of Hungary's commercial policy. Since it had come into force, the whole economic
life of Hungary had turned on it as on a pivot.

The. essential feature of the Rome Agreement was the valorisation of Hungarian wheat.
The arrangement was that Italy and Austria should purchase from Hungary a fixed quantity
of the latter's wheat surplus at a price fixed well above the world price. All goods which Hungary
received from Italy were received in payment for Hungarian wheat and Hungarian horned
animals, for which, as the statistics showed, Italy was the principal market. The lire which
Hungary obtained as the proceeds of the sale of these articles to Italy could not be transformed
into pengo except by the transfer of Italian goods to Hungary. The stoppage of Italian exports
to Hungary would mean depriving the Hungarian agriculturist of the equivalent of his products
which he was bound to continue to export to Italy, since the latter was prepared to pay him
a price above the world level for his wheat and to admit large quantities of his live-stock. The
stoppage of Italian exports to Hungary would mean, in other words, the collapse in Hungary
of the price level of agricultural products of the first importance - a price level which they
owed solely to the Rome Agreement.

It was unnecessary to dilate on the consequences inside and outside Hungary of such
a state of affairs. He would dwell rather on the favourable results which Hungary's
national economy as a whole derived from the Rome Agreement. They were extensive results 
increase in the purchasing-power of the peasant population with all that that meant for the
finances of the country, on the one hand, and the increase of consumption, on the other.
Hungary's creditors and those who supplied her with manufactured articles benefited equally.

He was entitled to say that, of all the projects and suggestions that had been put forward
for the improvement of economic conditions in the Danubian countries, the Rome Agreement
was the only one which, up to the present at any rate, had yielded practical results. The
Agreement was not an instrument concluded for a single year. It was a long-term arrangement,
which Hungary neither would nor could forgo. The precious Italian market, if once lost, could
never be regained under the present circumstances of cut-throat competition, and no one would
make good such a loss to Hungary.

He desired to add a few further remarks to make clear the present financial situation
existing between Hungary and Italy.

The object of the proposal before the Committee was, of course, to prevent Italy from
obtaining foreign exchange by exporting. Italian articles sold in Hungary produced pengo.
But, unfortunately, the pengo was not a transferable currency. Moreover, the clearing agreements
between Hungary and Italy stipulated that, out of the value of Hungarian exports to Italy,
a certain sum, representing 30% of the value of those exports, might be converted, with the
consent of the Banca d'Italia, into transferable currency. Such was the position between
Hungary and Italy from that point of view.

Apprehensions had been expressed lest the countries not participating in the sanctions
against Italy might benefit by taking the place of the countries ceasing to supply her. There
were no grounds for these apprehensions, not only because Hungary had no intention of the
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sort, as, indeed, he had stated at the beginning of his remarks, but also because the peculiar
circumstances of Hungary would prevent her from taking any such action, since she did not
have at her disposal the products likely to be affected. Further, the position of Italy also would
prevent Hungary from taking such a course, since agriculture in Italy was highly developed
and the tendency was rather to diminish than to increase the quotas which had been granted
to Hungary as a means of affording her relief.

M. GUANI (Uruguay) approved Proposal III in the terms he had already used at the
Committee meeting of October 14th.

M. ADLE (Iran) said that the Iranian Government had no hesitation in regard to the strict
application of the Covenant. It had already shown its deep attachment to the provisions
of the Covenant, when twelve years previously it had been the only Government to vote against
the amendment then proposed to Article 10. In the present case, however, the Iranian Govern-
ment had not had sufficient time to study point 3 of Proposal III; and the Iranian delegation
was accordingly unable to agree to it, except with a reservation in respect of such future study.

M. TUDELA (Peru) asked whether the Committee of Eighteen or the Sub-Committee on
Economic Measures had considered the case of importers of Italian goods importing on the
strength of credits opened for them in Italy. There were many such in Peru, and they would
be hit twice over. They would have to procure the goods elsewhere, and also to find credit,
which would be very difficult and perhaps even impossible. Would the committee which was
to be set up deal with such cases, which were certainly of the category of those for which
compensation would have to be considered ?

The CHAIRMAN replied that such cases would undoubtedly be considered by the proposed
committee, and the latter would send a reply to the Peruvian Government on the subject.

Proposal III was adopted.

14. Embargo on Certain Exports to Italy: Proposal IV: Report by the Committee of Eighteen.

The following report I was read:

" The Committee of Eighteen recommends to the Co-ordination Committee the
adoption of the following proposal:

"Proposal IV.

" EMBARGO ON CERTAIN EXPORTS TO ITALY.

"With a view to facilitating for the Governments of the Members of the League
of Nations the execution of their obligations under Article 16 of the Covenant, the
following measures should be taken:

" (1) The Governments of the Members of the League of Nations will
extend the application of paragraph (2) of Proposal I of the Co-ordination
Committee to the following articles as regards their exportation and re-exportation
to Italy and Italian possessions, which will accordingly be prohibited:

" (a) Horses, mules, donkeys, camels and all other transport animals;

" (b) Rubber;
" (c) Bauxite, aluminium and alumina (aluminium-oxide), iron-ore

and scrap-iron;
Chromium, manganese, nickel, titanium, tungsten, vanadium, their

ores and ferro-alloys (and also ferro-molybdenum, ferro-silicon, ferro-
silico-manganese and ferro-silicon-manganese-aluminium);

Tin and tin-ore.

" List (c) above includes all crude forms of the minerals and metals mentioned
and their ores, scrap and alloys;

" (2) The Governments of the Members of the League of Nations will
take such steps as may be necessary to secure that the articles mentioned in
paragraph (1) above exported to countries other than Italy or Italian possessions
will not be re-exported, directly or indirectly, to Italy or to Italian possessions;

" (3) The measures provided for in paragraphs (1) and (2) above are to
apply to contracts in course of execution;

" (4) Goods en route at the time of imposition of the prohibition will be
excepted from its operation. In giving effect to this provision, Governments
may, for convenience of administration, fix an appropriate date, having regard

1 Document No.: Co-ordination Committee/40. See also document No.: Committee of Eighteen /18.
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to the normal time necessary for transport to Italy or Italian possessions, after
which goods will become subject to the prohibition.

" Having regard to the importance of collective and, so far as possible, simul-
taneous action in regard to the measures recommended, each Government is requested
to inform the Co-ordination Committee, through the Secretary-General, as soon
as possible, and not later than October 28th, of the date on which it could be ready
to bring these measures into operation. The Committee of Co-ordination will meet
on October 31st for the purpose of fixing, in the light of the replies received, the
date of the coming into force of the said measures.

" The attention of the Co-ordination Committee has been drawn to the possible
extension of the above proposal to a certain number of other articles. It entrusts
the Committee of Eighteen with the task of making any suitable proposals to Govern-
ments on this subject.

"Annex.

" REPORT BY THE LEGAL SUB-COMMITTED ON THE APPLICATION OF SANCTIONS AND PRIVATE

CONTRACTS, COMMERCIAL TREATIES AND TREATIES OF FRIENDSHIP AND NON-AGGRESSION."

(Same text as in Annex to Proposal III; see page 18.)

M. DE NICKL (Hungary) said that it made no difference if his country did not apply the
measures suggested in this proposal, for the reason that Hungary was an importer and not
an exporter of the articles concerned. The difficulties which Hungary had in obtaining media
of payment were common knowledge, and they precluded in advance the possibility of Hungary's
supplying such articles to Italy.

As regards horses, it would be seen from the Italian monthly statistics that exports of
Hungarian horses had not increased at all during the period when Italy was preparing for
war. The reason was that Italy wanted mules and not horses; Hungary had no mules.

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) said that in the Committee of Eighteen he had made a statement
to the effect that he intended to vote for Proposal IV on the understanding that his Government
reserved its opinion on the inclusion of iron-ore in the list, if iron itself was left to enter Italy
freely.

M. Lec KURTI (Albania) associated himself with the statements of the Austrian and
Hungarian representatives. He was further instructed to state that, as already explained by
the Albanian delegation in the Assembly, his Government was not in a position to associate
itself with the decisions taken during the Committee's proceedings.

The CHAIRMAN took note of the Albanian delegate's statement.

Proposal IV was adopted.

15. Organisation of Mutual Support: Proposal V: Draft submitted by the Committee
of Eighteen.

The following draft proposal 1 was read:

"Proposal V.

ORGANISATION OF MUTUAL SUPPORT.

"The Co-ordination Committee draws the special attention of all Governments to
their obligations under paragraph 3 of Article 16 of the Covenant, according to which
the Members of the League undertake mutually to support one another in the application
of the economic and financial measures taken under this article.

I. With a view to carrying these obligations into effect, the Governments of the
Members of the League of Nations will:

" (a) Adopt immediately measures to assure that no action taken as a result
of Article 16 will deprive any country applying sanctions of such advantages as the
commercial agreements concluded by the participating States with Italy afforded
it through the operation of the most-favoured-nation clause;

" (b) Take appropriate steps with a view to replacing, within the limits of
the requirements of their respective countries, imports from Italy by the import
of similar products from the participating States;

" (c) Be willing, after the application of economic sanctions, to enter into
negotiations with any participating country which has sustained a loss with a view
to increasing the sale of goods so as to offset any loss of Italian markets which the
application of sanctions may have involved;

1 Document No.: Co-ordination Committee/40. See also document No.: Committee of Eighteen/16.
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" (d) In cases in which they have suffered no loss in respect of any given
commodity, abstain from demanding the application of any most-favoured-nation
clause in the case of any privileges granted under paragraphs (b) and (c) in respect
of that commodity.

" II. With the above objects, the Governments will, if necessary with the assistance
of the Committee of Eighteen, study, in particular, the possibility of adopting, within
the limits of their existing obligations, and taking into consideration the annexed opinion
of the Legal Sub-Committee of the Co-ordination Committee, the following measures:

" (1) The increase by all appropriate measures of their imports in favour of
such countries as may have suffered loss of Italian markets on account of the application
of sanctions;

"(2) In order to facilitate this increase, the taking into consideration of the
obligations of mutual support and of the advantages which the trade of certain States
Members of the League of Nations, not participating in the sanctions, would obtain
from the application of these sanctions, in order to reduce by every appropriate means
and to an equitable degree imports coming from these countries;

(3) The promotion, by all means in their power, of business relations between
firms interested in the sale of goods in Italian markets which have been lost owing
to the application of sanctions and firms normally importing such goods;

" (4) Assistance generally in the organisation of the international marketing of
goods with a view to offsetting any loss of Italian markets which the application
of sanctions may have involved.
" They will also examine, under the same conditions, the possibility of financial or

other measures to supplement the commercial measures, in so far as these latter may not
ensure sufficient international mutual support.

" III. The Co-ordination Committee requests the Committee of Eighteen to afford,
if necessary, to the Governments concerned the assistance contemplated at the beginning
of Part II of the present proposal.

" Annex.

" REPORT OF THE LEGAL SUB-COMMITTEE ON THE APPLICATION OF THE MOST-FAVOURED-NATION

CLAUSE.

" 1. The Legal Sub-Committee has been asked to advise whether a country participating in
the sanctions which at present, under the most-favoured-nation clause, benefits by concessions
made to Italy under commercial treaties with other States which are participating in the sanctions
can continue to do so when the sanctions have resulted in suspension of the concessions made to
Italy.

" The Sub-Committee is of the following opinion:
c The most-favoured-nation clause cannot give a right to continued enjoyment of the advantages

in question, since application of most-favoured-nation treatment depends upon the existence of
a particular state of things. It is, nevertheless, in conformity with the spirit of Article 16,
paragraph 3, of the Covenant that the advantages should continue to be accorded independently
of the most-favoured-nation clause, for one could hardly conceive that the States participating
in the sanctions, which are under an obligation to support one another mutually, should proceed to
render their economic relations with one another more difficult than before.

" The Sub-Committee considers that this view might advantageously be expressed in the
proposal dealing with economic sanctions by the insertion therein of a provision to the following
effect:

" ' States participating in the sanctions which, in virtue of most-favoured-nation treatment,
have up to the present been obtaining from other participating States advantages or benefits
accorded by the latter to Italy, of which Italy will be temporarily deprived through the
application of sanctions, will continue to enjoy such advantages and concessions on the new
ground of the mutual support which the Members of the League of Nations are bound to afford
one another under Article 16, paragraph 3, of the Covenant.' 
"2. The Legal Sub-Committee has been asked to advise whether it is legally maintainable

that countries entitled to the benefit of the most-favoured-nation clause would nevertheless not
be justified in claiming for themselves the advantages of preferential treatment accorded, temporarily
and for the duration of the sanctions only, by one of the participating States to the goods of another
participating State whose exports had been specially restricted as the result of the sanctions.

" The Sub-Committee is of the following opinion:
" The most-favoured-nation clause would not justify the extension of the advantages in question

to third States. The reasons are, first, that such advantages would have an exceptional as well as
a temporary character and would be the consequence of a special obligation existing between the
States concerned in virtue of Article 16, paragraph 3, of the Covenant of the League of Nations,
and, secondly, that the most-favoured-nation clause is a provision peculiar to commercial treaties,
which are the treaties in which it is found, and, accordingly, is one which must be interpreted as not
contemplating economic relations of so exceptional a nature as those which are here under
consideration."

M. DE NICKL (Hungary) said that the comments he desired to make bore not so much on
Proposal V, by which Hungary was, so to say, unaffected, as on the Annex. The opinion put
forward in the Annex was the work of eminent legal authorities and undoubtedly merited
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close attention, but he made every reservation on behalf of his Government in regard to the
new chapter which that opinion proposed to introduce into international law, particularly in
connection with the interpretation of the most-favoured-nation clause.

Proposal V was adopted.

16. Maintenance of the Committee of Eighteen in Session: Draft Resolution submitted by the
Committee of Eighteen.

The following draft resolution 1 was read:

"The Co-ordination Committee requests the Committee of Eighteen to continue in
session in order to follow the execution of the proposals already submitted to Governments,
and to put such new proposals as it may think advisable to make before the Co-ordination
Committee or the Governments represented thereon.

" To this end, the Committee of Eighteen shall appoint such sub-committees, technical
or other, as it may deem fit among its own members or from those of the Co-ordination
Committee."

The resolution was adopted.

17. Communication by the Chairman to Non-Member States.

The CHAIRMAN read the following draft communication 2 which he proposed to send to
non-member States:

" The Chairman of the Committee of Co-ordination of Measures to be taken under
Article 16 of the Covenant has the honour to transmit herewith to States non-members
of the League, in accordance with the decision of the Co-ordination Committee, formed as
the result of the recommendation adopted by the Assembly on October 10th, the principal
recent documents in the Italo-Ethiopian dispute, including the Minutes of the Council
of October 7th, the Minutes of the Assembly of October 9th to 11th, and the recommen-
dations of the Co-ordination Committee.

" He is instructed to add that the Governments represented on the Co-ordination
Committee would welcome any communication which any non-member State may deem
it proper to make or notification of any action which it may be taking in the circumstances."

The draft was approved.

18. Statement by the Delegate of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.

M. LITVINOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) felt bound to make a few short
observations.

First, as to the nature and significance of the measures elaborated and adopted by the
Co-ordination Committee as he saw them. Those measures constituted a system of economic
sanctions, but the system was not exhaustive. The Co-ordination Committee had not gone
the whole possible length of economic sanctions, because it had taken into consideration a
number of circumstances peculiar to the case with which it was dealing. It did not follow
therefore that the present limitation of the sanctions adopted could be taken in the future as
a precedent in other cases of aggression, where it might well be decided to enlarge upon the
present system. He hoped the Chairman or his colleagues would correct him if he was wrong
in his view.

Mild as the present sanctions were, they had not been accepted with the unanimity for
which the Committee had been entitled to hope; and that was matter for regret. A number
of reservations had been made by various delegations, some generally with reference to all the
sanctions, and others with reference to particular measures. The reasons given for these
reservations differed. He did not propose to make a study or estimate of the value of the
arguments on which claims in support of the special cases of different countries had been based.
The argument of friendship with Italy had been put forward, and the Committee had heard
other arguments based on racial kinship, special geographic and economic situations and the
like. He could not imagine any case of aggression in connection with which there would not
be found some among the fifty-four Members of the League who would claim friendship with
the aggressor or put forward the same arguments as those which had been heard in the Committee
of Eighteen or in the Co-ordination Committee.

His own country, as he had stated on many occasions, had no quarrel with Italy and no
special interest in the present case. By agreeing to economic sanctions, the Soviet Union was
exposing itself to losses, Italy having been one of her best customers. There were certain
commodities for which it would be unable to find any other suitable market. Moreover, the
Union had an active trade balance with Italy. It was prepared, nevertheless, to submit to
these losses and to adopt any measures recommended by the Committee. It did so for reasons
of solidarity and because of its desire to maintain peace and to fulfil all the obligations it had

Document No.: Co-ordination Committee /40.
2 Ibid.
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accepted under the Covenant. But those obligations held good only for so long as they were
maintained and fulfilled by other Members of the League. Where there were no universal
obligations, there was no League of Nations. Peace could not be based on voluntary
contributions; it must be based on specific obligations undertaken by all the nations. That
was the true spirit of the League. No exemptions should be claimed, and no special cases
should be put forward as a means of escape from these obligations.

He did not know how far the exemptions claimed would counteract the measures adopted
in the interest of peace; but in any case, the Soviet Government proposed to follow closely
the fulfilment of those obligations and the consideration of all the claims put forward in the
various Committees. If it came to the conclusion that those exemptions had assumed such
extensive dimensions as to be liable to run counter to the measures adopted to the extent
of making the latter ineffective, his Government would reserve the right to consider any
decisions it might have taken in respect of the recommendations made by the Co-ordination
Committee and the Committee of Eighteen.

The CHAIRMAN replied that the Committee would certainly appreciate the CommitteeSoviet delegate's
observations. He thought, however, all the Committee would be in agreement in feeling that
an important step forward had been made. There had been no regulations hitherto in regard
to the application of Article 16 of the Covenant. Now, however, there were regulations which
would admit of application in similar cases. The League, at that moment, was making an
important advance in the organisation of security by solidarity. Committees had been set
up to consider any particular cases that might arise. When their studies were completed,
they would be discussed by the Co-ordination Committee. The difficulties which might arise
out of certain special cases would be considered with a view to preventing them from jeopardising
the important decisions which had just been taken.

19. Announcements received from Governments in Response to the Committee's Proposals.

The CHAIRMAN made the following communication to the Committee.
Eighteen Governments had to date acceded, by letter or by telegram, to Proposal I

(Arms Embargo) and had announced that they had taken, or were taking, the measures
recommended by the Committee. The Governments in question were : Australia, the United
Kingdom, Colombia, Cuba, Denmark, Finland, France, Greece, India, Iran, Irish Free State,
Latvia, Lithuania, the Netherlands, Poland, Sweden, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics,
and Uruguay.

Further, the Government of the Soviet Union had announced that it had issued orders
for the application of the financial measures specified in Proposal II, and the Netherlands
Government had stated that it had applied to Parliament for the powers required for the
execution of the Co-ordination Committee's proposals.
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FIRST MEETING.

Held on Friday, October 11th, 1935, at 3 p.m.
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1 Known at first as the " Committee of Seventeen ".

* N. B. - All the meetings of the Committee of Eighteen and of the Technical Sub-Committees were
held in private.
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2. Basis and Programme of the Committee's Work: Question of the Resolutions of the 1921
Assembly: Proposal of the United Kingdom Delegation concerning the Arms Embargo.

The CHAIRMAN asked whether his colleagues had any suggestions to make regarding the
Committee's programme of work.

M. Ruiz GUINAZU (Argentine Republic), stated as a preliminary declaration, that the
Government of the Argentine Republic would act in accordance with the guiding principles
adopted by the Assembly in its resolution of October 4th, 1921, in regard to the sanctions
contemplated in Article 16 of the Covenant, and with the provisions of its national Constitution.

The CHAIRMAN said that this declaration was duly noted.

M. KOMARNICKI (Poland) thought that general satisfaction could be given to all the
delegates who were anxious to know the proper legal basis of the Committee's work apart from
Article 16 of the Covenant. He accordingly proposed that the resolutions of the 1921 Assembly,
to which reference had been made during the discussions of the Council and the Assembly,
should be taken as the legal basis of the Committee's work. The present conference of Govern-
ments, acting in virtue of their sovereign rights for the purpose of co-ordinating their action,
could not choose any better basis for its work.

M. TITULESCO (Roumania) recognised the individual right of a country to state, as the
Argentine had done, that it would conform to the 1921 resolution. But the Committee as a
whole should not burden itself with principles which were merely general indications when its
task was to find concrete solutions. That was the more true since the 1921 resolutions had been
voted by the Assembly in the light of the amendments proposed at that time, which it had not,
however, adopted. The Committee consisted of sovereign States which had to co-ordinate
their action in the general interest, without any restrictions. The question just raised did not
appear, therefore, to have any practical purpose.

Mr. FERGUSON (Canada) thought that a stage had been reached at which, if the League
was to be taken seriously by the world, it was absolutely essential that it should take some
definite progressive action and not allow technical difficulties, if there were any, to stand in
its way. The delegations had already stated their position with great unanimity and emphasis
in the Assembly. They had declared who was the aggressor, and the proceedings that must
be taken followed as a matter of course.

The sole problem before the Committee was to decide what sanctions the delegations
could all agree upon that afternoon and put into application immediately. Let them show
the world that the League was no longer to be scoffed or laughed at, but that it meant business,
and that when a breach of its Covenant took place it proposed to deal with the aggressor in
the proper way. Otherwise, the League and the Assembly would lose prestige and influence
in the world and might as well be dissolved. If the delegations were not at Geneva to see that
the Covenant was carried out, there was no purpose in their being there at all.

He suggested that the Committee could perhaps deal at once with the question of the arms
embargo, upon which all members might be able to agree. As time went on there would perhaps
have to be some method of adopting progressive sanctions from time to time, but surely there
was something - perhaps with regard to a financial sanction or the arms embargo - that
could be announced to the world to-night in order that it might be known that the League
was taking some action.

M. MOTTA (Switzerland) said he might associate himself on behalf of his country with the
statement made by the Argentine representative; but M. Titulesco had objected to that view
of the matter. It was important to avoid any ambiguity. M. Motta was aware that several
delegates felt that the 1921 resolutions no longer had the importance they were intended to
have, because they had been drawn up in relation to amendments which had not been accepted.
The 1921 resolutions would thus remain a dead letter.

It was true that, on October 4th, 1921, the Assembly had had before it certain amendments
concerning the economic weapon. Some countries had accepted them, while others had opposed
them. Consequently, those amendments had not come into force; but, on the other hand,
the resolution interpreting Article 16 was intended to remain as a guiding rule for the Assembly
and the Council. It had been devised precisely to fit the case of the amendments not coming
into force. It should not be said, therefore, that the one depended upon the other, but that
a choice had had to be made between them.

Everyone realised that Article 16, as it stood in the Covenant, was full, as it were, of explo-
sive material. The 1921 Assembly had endeavoured to render the application of that article
more reasonable. The resolutions it had adopted were not, of course, absolutely binding on
the Members of the League, but there was no doubt that they alone could provide the guiding
line for the action to be contemplated by the Committee. He found confirmation of that
interpretation in a draft Circular Letter annexed to document A.14 of 1927, in which it was
stated that those guiding principles held good provisionally - i.e., so long as no change was
made in Article 16 in the form of an amendment.
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M. TITULESCO (Roumania) failed to see the practical purpose of the present discussion.
If the 1921 resolutions held good, the Committee need express no opinion on them, and, if
they had ceased to exist, practical work must not be impeded by a discussion for the purpose
of formulating the rules to be followed. Each country could be guided in its action by its
unfettered sovereignty, and by the 1921 resolutions if they still existed.

The CHAIRMAN read Resolution No. 1, adopted on October 4th, 1921, the text of which
was as follows:

" (1) The resolutions and the proposals for amendments to Article 16 which have
been adopted by the Assembly shall, so long as the amendments have not been put in
force in the form required by the Covenant, constitute rules for guidance which the
Assembly recommends, as a provisional measure, to the Council and to the Members of
the League in connection with the application of Article 16."

Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom) had nothing to add to the discussion on the 1921 resolution,
except to say that he entirely agreed with M. Titulesco's remarks. At the moment, the
Committee was concerned with producing some concrete suggestions, and there was nothing
in the 1921 resolution to prevent its doing that. Consequently, he proposed to deal with that
aspect of the matter.

He would emphatically endorse what the Canadian delegate had said. The practical outcome
of the Committee's first meeting would be of considerable importance for its future work.
Since someone must make a first suggestion, he put forward the following proposal, in an
entirely tentative form, on the basis of the remarks of the Canadian delegate.

First, the arms embargo. In the early stage of the Italo-Ethiopian dispute, a number
of countries, the United Kingdom among them, had placed an embargo on the exports of arms
to both parties. One of the things the Committee might do to-day was to decide that all those
countries should raise the embargo in respect of the export of arms to Ethiopia.

Secondly, if there was any arms-manufacturing State that had not yet placed an embargo
on the export of arms to both parties, it should to-day agree to place an embargo on the export
of arms to Italy, in order to bring all the arms-manufacturing States into line.

Thirdly, the Committee should agree upon a list of arms, in order to make sure that every
country would be doing the same thing. For practical purposes, and not for any political reason,
the Committee might adopt the list issued by President Roosevelt during the last few days.

If the Committee could take these three decisions to-day, it might perhaps be well to
suggest the study by some body of experts of the question whether or not other articles could
in due course be added by the Committee to President Roosevelt's list.

The CHAIRMAN noted that the question of the resolutions adopted in 1921 was practically
settled, and that there was in fact no discrepancy between the suggestion made by the re-
presentative of Roumania and the observations of the Polish and Swiss delegates. He therefore
proposed to leave that question on one side.

Agreed.

M. RtUSTU ARAS (Turkey) supported M. Titulesco's contention, and urged that the delegate
of Canada was right in saying that what was wanted was action. Hle thought, however, that
for the moment only those measures which had been carefully studied should be contemplated
and applied. What he had chiefly in mind was the question of the arms embargo. Studies
on the other points had not advanced very far, and a few days' reflection was essential to ensure
that the measures adumbrated should not injure the countries which would be called upon
to apply them, and should be in conformity with the spirit of Article 16 of the Covenant.

M. COULONDRE (France) said that, as the question of principle in respect of the 1921
recommendations had been set aside, he would deal exclusively with the practical aspect.
He need hardly stress the urgency of the Committee's task ; the latter need only bear in mind
the fact that the Co-ordination Committee was waiting for the present Committee to make
precise and specific proposals as to what measures were immediately applicable. He therefore
gave his full approval to the programme submitted by Mr. Eden, and proposed that it should
be examined at once.

The CHAIRMAN agreed with this view, on the understanding that other suggestions might
be put forward later.

M. SANDLER (Sweden), M. MAXIMOS (Greece), M. TITULESCO (Roumania), M. KOMARNICKI
(Poland), M. Ruiz GUINAZU (Argentine), and M. DE GRAEFF (Netherlands) associated
themselves with the United Kingdom delegate's proposal.

The CHAIRMAN thought he might conclude from these declarations that the Committee
unanimously endorsed Mr. Eden's proposal. He accordingly suggested that the Committee
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should request the representatives of France and the United Kingdom to frame a draft resolution
for submission to the Co-ordination Committee.

Agreed.

(The meeting was suspended to allow of the framing of a draft resolution.)

3. Arms Embargo: Proposal I, Discussion and Adoption.

On the resumption of the meeting, the CHAIRMAN presented the following draft resolution
which had just been framed. The list of arms proclaimed by President Roosevelt in virtue of
the joint resolution of the Congress of the United States of America, dated August 31st, 1935,
was appended to it.

" The Committee of Seventeen recommends to the Committee of Co-ordination the
adoption of the following resolution:

"It is decided that:

"(1) The Governments represented on the Committee of Co-ordination which
are enforcing at the moment measures to prohibit or restrict the exportation, re-expor-
tation or transit of arms, munitions and implements of war to Ethiopia will annul these
measures immediately;

" (2) That the Governments represented on the Committee will prohibit imme-
diately the exportation, re-exportation or transit to Italy or Italian possessions of
arms, munitions and implements of war enumerated in the attached list;

" (3) That the Governments represented on the Committee will take such steps
as may be necessary to secure that arms, munitions and implements of war, enumerated
in the attached list, exported to countries other than Italy, will not be re-exported
directly or indirectly to Italy or to Italian possessions;

" (4) That each Government represented on the Committee inform the Committee
through the Secretary-General of the League within the shortest possible time of the
measures which it has taken in conformity with the preceding provisions. 

" Annex.

" ARTICLES, CONSIDERED AS ARMS, AMMUNITIONS AND IMPLEMENTS OF WAR

BY tHE JOINT RESOLUTION OF THE CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

DATED AUGUST 31ST, 1935.

" Category I.

" 1. Rifles and carbines using ammunition in excess of calibre 26.5 and their barrels.
"2. Machine-guns, automatic rifles and machine-pistols of all calibres and their barrels.
"3. Guns, howitzers and mortars of all calibres, their mountings and barrels.
"4. Ammunition for the arms under 1 and 2 above - i.e., high-power steel-jacketed

ammunition in excess of calibre 26.5 ; filled and unfilled projectiles, and propellants with a web
thickness of 0.015 inch or greater for the projectiles of the arms enumerated under 3 above.

"5. Grenades, bombs, torpedoes and mines, filled or unfilled, and apparatus for their use
or discharge.

" 6. Tanks, military armoured vehicles and armoured trains.

" Category II.

" Vessels of war of all kinds, including aircraft-carriers and submarines.

" Category III.
" 1. Aircraft, assembled or dismantled, both heavier and lighter than air, which are designed,

adapted and intended for aerial combat by the use of machine-guns or of artillery, or for the
carrying and dropping of bombs, or which are equipped with, or which by reason of design or
construction are prepared for, any of the appliances referred to in paragraph 2 below.

" 2. Aerial-gun mounts and frames, bomb-racks, torpedo-carriers, and bomb or torpedo
release mechanisms.

" Category IV.
" Revolvers and automatic pistols of a weight in excess of 1 Ib. 6 oz. (630 grammes) using

ammunition in excess of calibre 26.5 and ammunition therefor.

" Category V.

" 1. Aircraft assembled or dismantled, both heavier and lighter than air, other than those
included in category III.
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" 2. Propellers or air-screws, fuselages, hulls, tail units and under-carriage units.
" 3. Aircraft engines.

"Category VI.

" 1. Livens projectors and flame-throwers.
" 2. Mustard gas, lewisite, ethyldichlorarsine and methyldichlorarsine.

"Washington, September 25th, 1935.
By the President:

(Signed) Cordell HULL."

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) had nothing to say on the substance of the draft, but felt some
doubts as to its form. The framers of the draft had, he thought, exaggerated in their own
minds the powers of the conference, which was what the Co-ordination Committee really was.
For his part, he could not bind his Government by a text framed in such imperative terms.
The draft used the expressions " the Governments will allow, will prohibit, will take steps ",
and so on.

He would only agree to a text stating " it is desirable that the Governments should adopt"
or" the Governments are requested ". He could not go further than that, since it was impossible
for him to say forthwith what the Spanish Government and Parliament would be prepared
to do.

M. MOTTA (Switzerland) entirely agreed.

M. TITULESCO (Roumania) thought that the point raised by M. de Madariaga went rather
beyond the issue before the present Committee. It affected the organisation of sanctions as
a whole. The proposal now before the Committee was so normal that it seemed strange that
the League had not applied it at once. What would happen when it came to more complicated
questions, on which opinions would be divided ?

The next question to be considered was whether Article 16 of the Covenant simply implied
an obligation to set up a committee of enquiry to frame recommendations, or whether it autho-
rised States Members to take decisions and notify them in conformity with the undertakings
of the Covenant, in order that they might be automatically given effect. He considered that
the second view alone was in conformity with the Covenant.

He proposed that the phrase, " the following measures should be taken ", should be substi-
tuted for, " it is decided that ". This new wording would both meet the Spanish delegate's
point and retain its imperative character for the countries which could take the relevant measures
immediately, while giving Governments which did not, at the moment, possess the necessary
powers to adopt such measures time to make proposals to their Parliaments. It would also
prevent public opinion from thinking that the League was a mere debating society.

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) thought that the Committee must be clear as to its powers.
It was a Co-ordination Committee consisting of delegates of States, each one of which was
going to apply, in its sovereignty, the obligations incumbent upon it under Article 16 of the
Covenant. The mere fact that the Governments were represented on the Committee showed
that they were resolved to apply the measures laid downin that article in conformity with the
obligations they had assumed upon signing the Covenant, " and they could not neglect them
without breach of their Treaty obligations ", to use the terms of te 921 resolutions. The
Committee could not give orders to Governments. On the contrary, the members entrusted
with the work of co-ordination must refer back to their Governments. Suggestions would be
put forward, and it was possible that they might be co-ordinated in a single afternoon, but
it was equally possible that two or three days would be necessary, since the Governments
would have to be consulted. That was a point on which there must be no misunderstanding.

He thanked M. Titulesco for his formula, which he accepted. He thought, however, that
the future tense should be replaced by the present in the resolution.

M. MAXIMOS (Greece), who had himself submitted a formula, accepted M. Titulesco's
proposal.

M. KOMARNICKI (Poland) did not propose to prolong an academic discussion. He was
anxious for as speedy action as possible. The decision which the Committee was about to take
would, however, constitute a precedent, and it would be wise to adopt a rule which could serve
in all eventualities. It was wrong to speak of a " resolution ", since in reality it was a proposal
or recommendation. The word " recommendation ", however, should be avoided, as it might
give the impression that the Committee was a body which discussed and could not take decisions.
A possible solution was to entitle the document, " Measures to be proposed to the Governments
represented on the Committee ". Certain delegates might possibly be able to commit their
Governments by a declaration at the Co-ordination Committee's meeting, but there were
certainly many who would first have to refer to their Governments, and all the Committee
could ask was that the replies from the Governments should be received as soon as possible.

3 A
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M. HYMANS (Belgium) thought there was no objection to dropping the title "Draft
Resolution ". With regard to the term " recommends ", it was the Committee of Eighteen
that was recommending the adoption of the text to the Co-ordination Committee. There was
therefore no question of a recommendation to the Governments.

He concurred in M. Titulesco's proposal to substitute the words " the following measures
should be taken " for " it is decided ".

The CHAIRMAN said that the following formula had been suggested to him: ;' The Committee
of Eighteen recommends to the Committee of Co-ordination the adoption of the following
text ".

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) agreed that it would be better to avoid the word " resolution "
As the Co-ordination Committee would probably have to adopt several texts on the lines of
that now under consideration, it might be a practical suggestion that they should be headed
"Proposal I, II, etc. ". The paragraphs at present under consideration would thus be headed

Proposal I ".

Agreed.

In reply to a question raised by M. de Graeff (Netherlands), Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom)
proposed that the measures contemplated should apply to contracts in process of execution.

This proposal was adopted.

The following text was accordingly inserted in Proposal I as paragraph 4.

" 4. The measures provided for in paragraphs 2 and 3 are to apply to contracts in process
of execution."

After various amendments of detail had been proposed, the text was finally adopted in the
following form: 1

" The Committee of Seventeen recommends to the Committee of Co-ordination the
adoption of the following proposal:

" Proposal I."

(For text of the Proposal, see Minutes of the Second Meeting of the Co-ordination
Committee, page 14).

M. POTEMKINE (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) reminded members that a special
Committee had previously been set up by the Disarmament Conference to draw up a list of
articles very similar to that framed by President Roosevelt and appended to the draft resolution
of the French and United Kingdom delegates. To the articles in President Roosevelt's list
that Committee had added powder and explosives. It would be desirable to add a third
paragraph to Category VI to include " powder and explosives ".

The list annexed to Proposal I was adopted with this addition.

M. COULONDRE (France) suggested that a sub-committee of experts on armament questions
should be set up to consider the articles to be added to President Roosevelt's list, in addition
to powder and explosives, in order to make sure that the list was complete.

This suggestion was adopted.

4. Appointment of a Sub-Committee for Financial Measures.

The CHAIRMAN proposed that a special sub-committee should be set up to study the
essentially technical question of financial measures. The sub-committee might consist of experts
from the following countries: Union of South Africa, United Kingdom, France, Greece,
Netherlands, Poland, Roumania and Switzerland.

M. MOTTA (Switzerland) asked that his country might be dispensed from having to send
an expert to sit on this committee.

The Chairman's proposal was adopted, with the omission of Switzerland.

5. Appointment of a Sub-Committee of Military Experts.

The CHAIRMAN proposed that-the sub-committee to complete a list of arms, munitions,
and implements of war should consist of experts from the following countries : United Kingdom,

1 Document No.: Co-ordination Committee/40.
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France, Poland, Spain and Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. Experts from any other delega-
tions which might express a desire to be represented on the military sub-committee could be
added to it.

M. KOMARNICKI (Poland) said that there was no military expert on his delegation. He
-therefore asked that his country might be struck out of the Chairman's list.

The Chairman's proposal was adopted, with the omission of Poland.

SECOND MEETING.

Held on Saturday, October 12th, 1935, at 3.30 p.m.

Chairman: M. DE VASCONCELLOS (Portugal).

6. Co-option of a Representative of Mexico.

In virtue of a decision taken by the Co-ordination Committee authorising the Committee
of Seventeen to co-opt new members, the Committee co-opted the Mexican representative and
thus became the Committee of Eighteen.

7. Question of Communications to States not Members of the League.

The CHAIRMAN raised the question whether the proposals which were adopted by the
Committee of Eighteen would be communicated to non-member States. On this point,
the Committee could, of course, only express an opinion, which would be transmitted
to the Co-ordination Committee.

M. RiSTt ARAS (Turkey) considered this an excellent suggestion. It would be a good
thing for the proposals voted by the Co-ordination Committee to be forwarded for information
to the States not members of the League.

M. KOMARNICKI (Poland) added that precedents might be found in the Chaco dispute
and other cases.

M. COULONDRE (France) thought that this was a very important question, and that all
the members of the Committee would agree on the advisability of asking for the assistance of
the non-member States. The time at which this appeal should be made was, however, a matter
for consideration. In his opinion, the attitude of the non-member countries would largely
depend on what they thought of the effectiveness of the solutions considered, and, if an appeal
were made immediately, the League would be likely to receive evasive replies. The States
Members of the League should first draw up a coherent system of measures and then bring
it to a degree of effectiveness such as would suffice if the non-member States acceded. Only
then would the appeal be made.

M. RUSTO ARAS (Turkey) said that there was one point that troubled him. It was true
that the effectiveness of the measures recommended would vary according to the countries
which applied them. At the same time, he felt bound to draw the Committee's attention to the
psychological effect on the non-member States, which should not be given the impression that
they were only being consulted at the last minute.

Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom), while agreeing with the French delegate as to the importance
of this question, understood that the Chairman's only idea was to send a record of the
Committee's proceedings to non-member States in order that, when the time came to ask for
their co-operation, it would be able to do so with the knowledge that they'had been informed
of all that the Committee had been doing. The matter was, however, a distinctly complicated
one, and he would like to be able to think it over until the next meeting.

M. MOTTA (Switzerland) thought that this extremely serious question called for reflection,
and pointed out that the Chairman, when he had spoken of the possible communication of
the Committee's decisions to non-member countries, did not seem to have contemplated an
appeal, as M. Coulondre had done. A communication was one thing, and an appeal to the
non-member States another. He thought it quite comprehensible that a communication
should be made to the non-member States, in order that they should not be able to say that
they had only been notified at the last moment. In any case, the appeal could not come first,
but would have to be preceded by communications.
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Mr. TE WATER (Union of South Africa) agreed that the question must be approached
with great care. If the plan of sanctions were to be merely a moderate one, it would have
little psychological effect upon States outside the League. In this connection, he would draw
attention to another phase of the deliberations. On the previous day, the Committee had
approached the problem in the right way by discussing an embargo on arms; but, in order
to obtain a plan of sanctions that would be viewed by the world as something courageous,
something that had been drawn up in earnest and would work, the problem must be viewed
as a whole and nothing omitted.

So far, there had been no suggestion from any member to the effect that the Committee
should discuss the problem from the angle of moral sanctions. It had hesitated to approach
the important question of the interruption of diplomatic relations with Italy. Consequently,
he brought this question before the Committee with a little hesitation, but that hesitation
might possibly be more correctly described as caution. He would urge the Committee not
to forget that side of the question and hoped that an opportunity would be given to discuss
it in detail, since no plan of sanctions would be complete or have the psychological value referred
to by the Turkish delegate unless it took account of it.

He therefore suggested that, before the Committee considered the question of submitting
its plan of sanctions to countries non-members of the League, it should have a complete picture
of the plan before it. It would be absurd to put before the countries outside the League a
weak and over-moderate plan; it was easy to conceive what their answer would be. Unless
the plan was of such a nature that it would lead, not only the Governments of those countries,
but their peoples, to say that the League was at last doing something, then there would be
no results.

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) agreed to the question's being postponed until the following
Monday. There was another reason in favour of its adjournment, in addition to those mentioned
by Mr. Eden. The Committee was wrong in putting all the non-member States on the same
footing. Some of them were simply not Members of the League, while others were no longer
Members. Even among those which were no longer Members of the League, all had not left
it for the same reason, and in the next two or three days the Committee might discover that
the reasons of some were likely to render its task more difficult, particularly as, if the South
African delegate's suggestions were adopted, the sanctions would assume a certain moral
character. That was a serious problem, for which he himself had found no solution, and would,
perhaps, never find one. He was not convinced that an energetic programme of sanctions
was absolutely essential, and he wished to point out that, however weak the measures proposed
by the Committee, they would still be stronger than those which would be contemplated by
the non-member States.

M. COULONDRE (France) agreed that reflection was necessary. He did not think, indeed,
that his view of the matter differed from that of other members, particularly M. Motta. He
had himself contemplated the communication of the Committee's decisions to the non-member
States, and he did not think that anything else could be communicated to them, for it was
hardly necessary to keep them informed of all the Committee's hesitations. When, however,
the Committee was able to communicate decisions, it would mean that the States Members
of the League were willing to apply them; the time for making an appeal would not be far
distant then.

The CHAIRMAN adjourned the discussion on this question.

8. Steps to be taken by Members of the League in respect of their Public Law: Preliminary
Observation by the Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN drew the attention of the members of the Committee to the fact that the
laws and constitutions of the different States Members of the League varied, so that some States
would be able to apply the measures contemplated immediately, whereas others would first
have to introduce special laws. In those circumstances, he would like his colleagues to think
over the utility of giving countries which the question concerned previous notice, in order that
they might introduce the necessary legislation to enable them to take the measures in question
when the time came.

9. Economic Measures: General Discussion.

The CHAIRMAN asked the members of the Committee to put forward any suggestions
they wished to make with regard to economic measures.

Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom) made the following statement:

Before entering upon a detailed discussion of the work which now lies before the Committee,
I would like to preface my remarks by an assumption which will, I am sure, be generally endorsed
In view of the delicate nature of the proposals which we are now about to discuss, it is, I assume,
universally accepted that the obligation of paragraph 3 of Article 16 is binding upon us all,
and, in particular, to quote the article, that members "will mutually support one another
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in resisting any special measures aimed at one of their number by the Covenant-breaking
State "

I think we are all agreed that one of the most essential features of our work should be
speed. This is necessary in the interests of humanity, in order to give effect to our obligation
under Article 16 to take action " immediately ", and in order that the world should realise
that the machinery of the League can be made effective.

I would base my observations upon the report of the Sub-Committee of the Committee
of Thirteen.

A number of measures other than the arms embargo and financial sanctions were considered
by that Sub-Committee. Their report has received the careful consideration of His Majesty's
Government, and, in their view, the measure which can be most convenieintly and expeditiously
taken is to prohibit the importation of goods from Italy. The primary object of this measure
would be, by limiting Italy's export trade, to deprive her of a large part of her power to purchase
supplies abroad. Doubtless we should suffer inconvenience in not obtaining supplies of those
classes of goods which we are accustomed to receive from Italy, but it is inevitable that the
application of Article 16 should cause inconvenience to us all. This inconvenience we should
have to minimise, and at the same time give effect to our undertaking mutually to support
one another, by seeking, as far as possible, to obtain from participating States those commodities
which we have hitherto obtained from Italy.

In the view of my Government, this form of pressure should prove very effective, and
should have drastic results on Italy's capacity to purchase essential supplies. An embargo
by all Members of the League on Italian goods would cut off roughly 70% of Italy's export
trade. This measure avoids complications with countries outside the League, since the pro-
hibition is a matter between each participating country and Italy, and does not concern third
parties. It is a measure which can be brought into operation immediately in any country
where the necessary legislative authority exists. Limitation of imports by quota has unfortu-
nately been only too common for some time past in many countries, and the administrative
authorities, therefore, would not be undertaking a task to which they were not accustomed.
It would mean that Italian quotas for all classes of goods would be reduced to nil. Some points
of detail will, of course, require consideration, such as goods en route at the date of application
of this sanction, the requirement of certificates of origin for imports from non-participating
countries, the proportion of Italian content which would render goods subject to the prohibition,
and so on. These are, however, not new questions, and they should be capable of rapid settlement.
I am strongly of opinion, therefore, that this is a measure which is not only effective, but can
also be brought into operation quickly.

This, however, is not the only form of economic pressure which we must consider. The
subject of supplies of essential materials to Italy is an obvious means of exerting pressure if
only it can be made effective. Some time, however, must elapse before agreement can be
reached as to the particular classes of products, supplies of which should be refused to Italy.

Questions will also arise as to the machinery for making the prohibition effective by securing
that goods ostensibly destined for some other country are not in fact ultimately reaching Italy,
or replacing in a non-participating country supplies which are being furnished by that country
to Italy.

It is these administrative difficulties of rendering the prohibition effective which lead
my Government to think that the prohibition of the importation of Italian goods, in which
we can all take part, is one which should have priority. We must obviously, however, proceed
to examine immediately what measures could be taken to stop the supply of essential commodi-
ties to Italy. The compilation of an exhaustive list would probably take considerable time, and
I would suggest, therefore, that, in order to enable the members of the Committee to set forth
their views, it would be desirable that they should each furnish the Secretariat immediately
with a provisional list of those commodities which they think it most essential to prohibit;
but the Secretariat should amalgamate these lists into one, which could be circulated forthwith,
and that we should then have a general discussion on the practicability of enforcing an embargo
on the supply of these commodities to Italy.

In this connection, it would be helpful if the Secretariat could, in respect of each commodity,
indicate the sources from which Italy has been accustomed to draw her supplies, and the
alternative sources from which substantial supplies are available. I do not suggest an
elaborate statistical enquiry, but a brief statement containing some material which would
enable us to make a preliminary examination of this question.

There are, of course, other forms of pressure which have been suggested, but I would
suggest that the consideration of these might be deferred until we have made some progress
in regard to those which I have mentioned.

M. COULONDRE (France) said that Mr. Eden's very clear and complete statement already
threw light on the complex question of economic measures. So far as he himself was concerned,
he would endeavour to remain as objective as possible in what he was about to say concerning
such measures.
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He would reply first to two points raised by Mr. Eden at the beginning of his statement.
The French Government entirely agreed that what was wanted was to bring paragraph 3 of
Article 16 of the Covenant into operation, and to organise a system of mutual assistance which
would make it possible to minimise, as far as possible, the sacrifices which each country taking
part in the application of economic sanctions would have to make.

He recognised the need for haste, but pointed out that the questions involved were so delicate
that the desire to go fast must not make them forget the necessity of exhaustively studying
the problem and making sure that the measures to be proposed would be the most suitable
for achieving the aim in view.

He would base his remarks on the work and the report of the Sub-Committee of the
Committee of Thirteen of July last. Although the Committee was for the moment working
within the sphere of Article 16, the general lines given in the report of the Sub-Committee
of the Committee of Thirteen might be very useful. What was the object in view ? Without
any doubt, to put an end to hostilities as soon as possible by depriving the Covenant-breaking
belligerent of material and financial means for carrying on the war. The League had already
entered upon that road, since it had already decided to maintain the embargo on arms, munitions
and implements of war to Italy, and raised the same embargo on those goods to Ethiopia.
A Sub-Committee had already been set up to consider what financial measures could be taken.
As regarded further action, the first thing to do would be to consider what other measures
could be proposed in order to deprive the Covenant-breaking country directly of the material
means for carrying on the war. The means of direct action still at the Committee's disposal
consisted of measures of embargo on the articles that could be used by the Covenant-breaking
State for its warlike undertaking i.e., the key products of war manufactures: metals,
minerals, chemical products, machine tools, to which should be added means of transport, such
as ships, and everything utilisable for means of transport, such as fuel oil, coal, lubricating oils,
etc. There was another class of transport which it should be forbidden to supply to the country
in question - camels, mules and pack-animals generally. Such were the direct means still to
be defined which would make it possible to expedite the termination of hostilities by impeding
the pursuit of military operations.

What procedure should be followed to arrive at the necessary decisions on this point ?
Mr. Eden had proposed that the various delegations should hand the Secretariat a list of the
products which, in their view, should be placed under embargo. In addition to that proposal,
a sub-committee should, he thought, be set up to make a rapid enquiry into the effective means
available in that connection. The principles to be followed were contained in the report of the
Sub-Committee of the Committee of Thirteen of July 1935. The chief principle was that, if
it was to be usefully applied, the embargo must have the participation of all the principal
countries producing the articles in question. Should one of these principal exporters fail to
adhere to the embargo system, it would still be possible to consider whether supplies of any
particular product to a Covenant-breaking State could not be prevented by special transit
measures.

The sub-committee would also have to study the question of the control to be exercised
in the various countries for the prevention of fraud and for stopping exports to the Covenant-
breaking State from third countries, and also the measures to be taken in regard to
non-participating countries in order to prevent re-exports to the Covenant-breaking State.

He would suggest that the report of the Sub-Committee of the Committee of Thirteen of
July 1935 should be circulated to the members of the present Committee. A perusal of that
report would suffice to show that the application of an effective embargo involved a number
of extremely complex measures, which, however, were by no means impracticable, given
goodwill.

Hence, the first measures to be studied - and they should be studied urgently - were those
from which a direct effect on the further development of the Covenant-breaking State's military
undertaking might be expected.

Next came a second class of measures, those indicated by the United Kingdom repre-
sentative concerning the export trade of the country in question - that was to say, measures
having an effect on its foreign trade. The first remark he would make in that connection was
that that class of measures had first and foremost a financial aim. Their object was, by indirect
means - i.e., by curtailing the resources which the Covenant-breaking State could procure
by means of its foreign trade - to make it impossible without delay for the country in question
to meet the cost of warlike operations. Those measures were more serious than the embargo,
and it was necessary to be quite clear as to their significance, their scope and their effects.

They could only consist of the complete cessation of exports from Italy to each of the
participating States. He said " cessation ", for mere restrictions were hardly possible in view
of what the circumstances would be. Italian exports to the participating States having been
completely stopped, a first consequence of that state of affairs would be that the exports of
the participating States to Italy would also be stopped, for he did not suppose that Italy would
hesitate to retaliate by stopping imports of the goods of participating States into her territory.
To prevent her doing that, it would be necessary that Italy should be unable to find any frontier
open, and be obliged to obtain a minimum quantity of goods from the participating countries.
But would not Italy be able to procure from the non-participating States the goods which she
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was accustomed to obtain from the participating States ? That was a question which had,
at any rate, to be considered.

From the foregoing remarks he concluded that the problem was extremely complicated,
and required, like the previous one, to be studied by a sub-committee consisting of persons
competent to examine the probable repercussions of measures aiming at stopping Italian exports
to the participating countries. His own impression was that that measure might be extremely
effective if it were generally applied, but that its value would be doubtful if only a limited
number of countries participated.

As far as France was concerned, he could only repeat what M. Laval had already said -
namely, that she had no intention of evading in any degree the obligations laid down by the

Covenant. If a choice had to be made between the different possible measures, as France hoped
that a pacific settlement might yet be reached, she would give her preference to the measures
that were least irritating to the party to which they were to be applied, but she would rule
out no measure, on the sole condition that, after examination, it was found likely to be effective.
That effectiveness would depend upon the solidarity between the participants, which, provided
it was close, would alone permit of a rapid cessation of hostilities being brought about.

M. TITULESCO (Roumania), having listened attentively to Mr. Eden and M. Coulondre,
thought that the Committee was faced with two concordant opinions. It was proposed, by

way of economic sanctions, on the one hand to place an embargo on Italian exports of all kinds,
and on te the other to prohibit the sale to Italy of certain raw materials to be specified by a group
of experts.

The first proposal, for an embargo on all Italian exports, seemed to be the more effective
and the one likely to have the speedier effect. It would none the less be well for each of the
countries called upon to apply sanctions to realise its consequences. He would illustrate them

by taking the example of Roumania. An embargo on all Italian exports to the participating
countries also meant the stoppage of all Roumanian exports to Italy, at any rate in practice,

since it would always remain possible for Italy to purchase the products which were most essential
to her with any gold she might have been able to retain. But what exactly were the exports

which Roumania would have to renounce ? They were exports of grain, cattle, timber and
oil to Italy. He would leave oil out of the question, since it was specifically referred to in a
proposal by the French representative ; but, in the case of cattle, timber and grain, Italy would
be unlikely to buy them in Roumania, since she would be able to obtain them from neighbouring
countries which would accept her own products, and which she would consequently not have
to pay for out of her gold reserve.

The observations he had just made did not mean that Roumania wished to back out.

On the contrary, she was determined to apply sanctions with complete loyalty. The Committee
had before it a United Kingdom proposal and a French proposal which were concordant;
all that remained was to see how they could be put into practice. When Roumania could no

longer barter her timber, maize and cattle for Italian products, Italy would buy those goods

in Hungary and Austria, since Hungary and Austria would continue to accept Italian products.

He repeated that Roumania was determined to stand by the United Kingdom and France

in fully carrying out the obligations imposed on her by the Covenant, but it was quite clear
that the system proposed gave a premium to Austria and Hungary, which had violated Article 16

of the Covenant. Italy would cease to import timber from Yugoslavia and would procure it

from Hungary; she would no longer buy cattle from Roumania and Yugoslavia, but would

get them in Hungary; in the same way, for her maize she would go in future to Hungary,
instead of ordering it from Roumania.

In those circumstances, Roumania would associate herself with the measures proposed,
but on condition that Article 16, paragraph 3, which stated that the Members of the League
would mutually support one another in the financial and economic measures taken under

Article 16, in order to minimise the loss and inconvenience resulting from those measures,

was fully applied. He was convinced that none of the countries represented on the Committee
would wish to punish a country like Roumania for having respected Article 16 of the Covenant,

and give a premium to those who had somewhat crudely repudiated it.

Lastly, he concurred in the conclusions submitted by the United Kingdom and French
representatives, with the proviso that a compensation committee should be set up to study
at the same time the most practical method of avoiding the harmful effects which the programme
of sanctions might have on the economic system of the countries applying it. The juster the

compensation provided, the more strictly would countries like Roumania apply sanctions,
and they would thus be rendered more effective in the best interests of peace.

M. RUSTU ARAS (Turkey) recognised that it was necessary to set up a sub-committee
and study the question of compensations without loss of time. The committee dealing with
compensations might be the same as that which would have to examine the products to be

placed under embargo. He thought it was natural that all the countries should share equally
in the sacrifices which had to be made, whatever their geographical position.
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Account should also be taken of the purpose and spirit of Article 16, which aimed at
rendering hostilities impossible and avoiding measures that were inhumane to the masses.
Certain articles might, indeed, be as useful to the masses as to the armies, and, moreover, modern
wars were wars of nation against nation, and that was why they ought to be abolished as far
as possible. In that connection, without referring specifically to one system of government
or another, he observed that the main object was to deprive Governments of the possibility
of making war, without at the same time punishing the mass of the people too harshly.

He thought that some of the measures proposed by the United Kingdom would be very
effective, but at the same time there were many valuable points in the French representative's
speech. Nevertheless, a country might have beyond its frontiers certain financial resources
which might constitute very important factors from the point of view of war. There should
therefore be as comprehensive a debate as possible on economic and financial questions, and the
proposed committee should be instructed to submit a complete survey of the measures which
States would be under an obligation to carry out and the compensations which might be offered
to them.

M. POTEMKINE (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) fully associated himself with the sugges-
tions submitted by the United Kingdom representative and developed by the French repre-
sentative. He also felt that the observations put forward by M. Titulesco and M. Ristii Aras
deserved the attention of all the members of the Committee. The Soviet delegation had always
considered that the measures which were now being elaborated in virtue of Article 16 should
be rapid, firm and effective. If they were to have those qualities, they must be general. It was
the duty of all countries sincerely interested in the maintenance of peace to carry out in full
the measures contemplated. In that connection, due attention should be paid to the position
of non-member countries and of those States Members which refused to apply sanctions. As
regarded the former, all hope of their participation in common action was not lost, and the
United States of America, in particular, should be urged to extend the embargo to credits and
key products as well as to raw materials, on the lines described by Mr. Eden.

In regard to Austria, Hungary and Albania, which had refused to consider sanctions, he
thought it would be necessary : (1) to limit the credits granted to them to the strict minimum
necessary for the life of the country; (2) to impose quotas on imports of products capable
of being used for warlike purposes, on the basis of the imports of those countries in the last
two or three years. The same measures should be applied to non-member States which refused
to participate in the application of sanctions.

It would also be well to examine the legal position of the countries which had broken
the obligations embodied in Article 16 of the Covenant in relation to the League of Nations
itself. That task might be entrusted to a committee consisting of specially competent persons.

The national economy of certain countries, notably Roumania, Turkey and Yugoslavia,
might be severely affected by the stoppage of commercial relations with Italy, and, as
M. Titulesco had proposed, it would be right to consider immediately a system of compensation,
either by offering them larger markets or by giving them commercial or financial facilities.
The latter question might be studied by the sub-committee which the Committee of Eighteen
had been asked to set up.

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the question of the application of certain economic restric-
tions to the Member countries which refused to take part in sanctions was within the competence
of the present Committee, but that the examination of the legal position of countries which
had broken Article 16 of the Covenant was not within its powers, but within those of the
Assembly or Council of the League.

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) considered that the two proposals before the Committee were
not incompatible with one another. He agreed to their being examined simultaneously by
a sub-committee. It was, he felt, difficult to foresee the repercussions of action such as that which
was to be undertaken. For instance, M. Coulondre had said that, if the participating States
closed their frontiers to Italian commerce, Italy would have no hesitation in closing hers to
their products. But was there, from the psychological point of view, anything that proved
that the stoppage of exports of articles essential for war would not entail the same effect ?

After the conclusion of the present discussion, it would be advisable to examine technically
the United Kingdom and French proposals, taken as a whole, and, on the basis of the resulting
conclusions, to ascertain what the political prospects were likely to be. With regard to compen-
sation, he agreed with M. Titulesco that some way of obviating any unduly harmful effects
must be found. He did not, however, much care for the word " compensation ", since, to
put the matter in a nutshell, it was quite certain that the joint action undertaken would mean
losses for everybody. He would prefer the expression used in the Covenant, " mutual support ".
It might therefore be desirable to set up a sub-committee on mutual support to give effect to
these suggestions. The sub-committee would be asked to work out as concrete a plan as possible
for positive co-operation in the matter of economic sanctions.

M. SANDLER (Sweden) wished to point out first of all that, inasmuch as the League was
not a universal body, there could be no ideal system of sanctions. The participating countries
would have to be content with doing the best in their power, and it was with that idea in mind
that he proposed to refer to the measures contemplated by the Committee of Thirteen in July
1935.


