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FIRST MEETING

Held on September 8th, I922, at 3 p.M.

M. TORRIENTE Y PERAZA in the Chair.

The CHAIRMANN: Gentlemen, I wish to express my thanks for the honour you have rendered
my country, Cuba, in nominating me President of this Committee.

On a proposal of Mr. FISHER (British Empire), it was decided that the meetings should be
held in public.

i. Report of the Temporary Mixed Commission.

The SECRETARY (M. Aghnides) announced that the report of the Temporary Mixed Commis-
sion, circulated among the members of the Committee, was only provisional. The report in its final
form could not be distributed before Monday. It would be completed by the addition of two
annexes:

i. A statistical annex;
2. Tables showing the budgets of the principal States.

The Council had decided to send the report to the Third Committee, while reserving its right
to discuss the proposals contained in it at a later date. (Annex No. I.)

2. Election of Vice-Chairman.

On the proposal of Sir Arthur STEEL-MAITLAND (New Zealand), M. HOLSTI (Finland) was
appointed Vice-Chairman of the Committee.

3. Summary of the Report of the Temporary Mixed Commission. (Annex No. 2.).

At the request of the CHAIRMAN, Lord Robert CECIL (South Africa) made a statement upon
the work of the Temporary Mixed Commission:

The Temporary Mixed Commission, which had been set up by the Assembly for the purpose
of executing the latter's resolutions with regard to armaments, had met three times in the course
of the year. Technical questions had been referred to a special committee for investigation.

Lord Robert Cecil examined the various questions investigated in the order followed in the
report:

(a) Limitation of national expenditure on armaments.
At its second meeting, the Assembly had repeated the desire expressed in the previous year

that the Governments should be asked to undertake that their military budget for the two fol-
lowing years should not exceed the budget for the current year.

The Committee came to the conclusion that, as a whole, the military estimates for the financial
year I922 showed a reduction of expenses as compared with the two preceding years.

It did not seem necessary to repeat the above recommendation this year.

(b) Statistical enquiry.
The object of this enquiry was to collect figures which would make it possible to fix the

potential forces of each nation, to control existing agreements and to ascertain failure to fulfil
international obligations.

An investigation had already been made into the interchange of military information. The
Council had previously decided that the time was not yet ripe for enquiring into the application
of the last paragraph of Article 8 of the Covenant with regard to this subject.

The Council was now asked to reconsider this previous decision.
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(c) Statements by the various Governments with regard to their national security.

These statements set forth the grounds for the maintenance of existing armaments, on the
one hand with a view to ensuring national safety in case of foreign aggression, on the other hand
with a view to maintaining order at home.

Only a limited number of troops was necessary for the maintenance of order at home. It might
therefore be asked whether armaments could not be considerably reduced by removing the first
of the above grounds for their maintenance.

That portion of the statements which referred to geographical considerations should also be
examined. It should be borne in mind that the reductions of armaments already effected by the
States had mainly been brought about for economie reasons, with the strange result that the
more civilised countries were obliged to reduce most rapidly and might possibly find themselves
at the mercy of attack by their less-civilised neighbours. It would be well to consider whether a
plan for reduction should not be drawn up on more scientific lines.

(d) Proposals for the reduction of armaments.
In accordance with a resolution of the Second Assembly, three concrete proposals had been

examined:
Lord Esher's plan. This was based on the formation of a standard unit of 30,000 men, to be

accepted by all countries.
The Temporary Mixed Commission thought it inadvisable to accept Lord Esher's plan, as it

would be essential to limit material as well as establishment.
Further, the T. M. C. had decided that it was impossible to limit the forces which a country

could utilise in case of mobilisation, among which should be counted not only effectives but also
economic resources.

Lord Robert Cecil's own opinion was that a standard might be laid down by taking into
account both establishment and budgets for material.

It should be noted that the principle of a standard unit did not apply to colonial forces.
Lord Robert Cecil's proposals. The means of providing States with full security would

consist"of providing them with moral guarantees in exchange for the armaments which were
abolished.

This was the general idea which formed the basis of the four proposals which he had put
before the T. M. C.

After having approved the principle, the special committee previously mentioned had
defined as follows its practical consequences:

(i) The Council, by means of suitable machinery, would determine the aggressor.
(2) Violation of territory would in itself constitute aggession.
(3) Any State which considered itself in a dangerous situation from an international point

of view might lodge an appeal with the Council.
Proposed extension of the principles of the Washington Naval Treaty to those Powers Mem-

bers of the League which were not signatories of that treaty. The T. M. C. had considered a
proposal to extend the principles of the Washington Naval Treaty to include all States Members
of the League.

The question had been raised whether this extension should not also include States which
did not belong to the League, and the T. M. C. had decided that, if possible, such States should
be included.

The Naval Convention drafted by the Permanent Advisory Commission might serve as a
basis for discussion at the proposed international conference.

This conference should, of course, be convened as soon as possible.
(e) Use of poisonous gases in time of war.
The T. M. C. had decided not to press the suggestion made in the previous year con-

cerning an appeal to scientists throughout the world to publish their discoveries in poison gas.
It proposed that a special committee should be formed in order to give all possible publicity to
the terrible consequences of such discoveries (liquids, gases, microbes).

(f) Private manufacture of arms.
The T. M. C. concluded that it was impossible to prohibit the private manufacture of arms;

but could not this industry at least be controlled by means of special licences granted to in-
dividual manufacturers ?

(g) Convention of St. Germain.
This question was entering upon a new phase. In view of the negative reply received recently

from the .United States, the T. M. C. was of opinion that the Convention should be completely
revised with a view to finding bases for possible collaboration with the United States.

(h) Conclusion.
The speaker considered that in the course of that year a great step had been taken towards

the reduction of armaments. The Committee doubtless hoped that the coming year would
witness still further progress.

4. The Committee's Method of Work.

Lord Robert CECIL (South Africa) asked the Chairman what precisely would be the method
of work of the Committee.
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Would there be a general discussion of the report or separate discussion of each part of the
report ?

The CHAIRMAN considered that the general discussion should precede separate discussions.

Admiral PENIDO (Brazil), replying to criticisms expressed last year with regard to the practical
results of the work of the Permanent Advisory Commission, thought that this report showed that
the Permanent Advisory Commission had done all in its power to find a solution of the difficult
problem of the reduction of armaments.

Mr. FISHER (British Empire) considered that, in the first place, a general discussion should be
inaugurated; the Committee would then divide into two sub-committees, one for statistical ques-
tions and the other to deal with the steps to be taken in order to secure the collaboration of the
United States in respect of the manufacture of and traffic in arms and munitions.

The proposal was adopted.

The meeting rose at 4.45 p.m.



SECOND MEETING

Held on September iith, I922, at 3 p.m.

M. TORRIENTE Y PERAZA in the Chair.

5. Continuation of the General Discussion on the Report of the Temporary Mixed Commission.

M. Regis de OLIVEIRA (Brazil) expressed his appreciation of the admirable work accomplished
by the T. M. C. in drawing up the excellent report which was now submitted to the Committee.

The proposals made in this report constituted the foundations on which agreements could
be based in future; but, as the representative of Brazil, which was clearly a peaceful nation, free
from any suspicion of militarism, he had to make a few reservations.

The position of the countries of South America, and in particular of Brazil, was far different
from that of countries which had taken part in the Great War, inasmuch as the armaments of
South American countries had not increased during the war.

The expenses arising out of the war were voted in the form of extraordinary credits which
ceased at the end of the war.

Moreover, in the ordinary military budgets, besides the purely military expenses, the expenses
of instruction in colleges of a partly military and partly civilian character were included. These
were the principal reasons for which Brazil had not complied with the recommendation of the
Assembly relating to the limitation of national expenditure.

There was in the Brazilian constitution a clause regarding arbitration. Brazil could not
therefore be suspected of aggressive designs.

Some reservations should also be made in regard to the draft treaty concerning the application
of the Washington Convention. This treaty had been signed by nations which had reached their
maximum naval strength. In the case of other countries, as was brought out in the reservations
made by the Brazilian and Spanish representatives at the Naval Sub-Commission, the draft
treaty would have some prospect of success only if it was based on the provisions of Article 8 of the
Covenant.

The Spanish and Brazilian naval delegates and M. Rivas-Vicufia (Chile) had made reservations
with regard to the proposed coefficients, which corresponded neither with the position nor with
the importance of their countries.

Furthermore, Articles 5, ii, and 15 of the Washington Treaty restricted the possibility of
building capital ships in the case of countries which had no national dockyards and therefore
depended on foreign industry.

In short, the application of the Washington Treaty to countries which had small navies and
were not in a position to build large units could in no way modify their situation in view of the
fact that their present navies were barely sufficient for their own defence.

Although he made these necessary reservations and brought to their notice the special conditions
which existed in his country and which also applied to other countries of South America, he did
not wish to appear to take up an attitude which might render it impossible to find a practical and
acceptable formula in regard to the extension of the Washington Treaty to the Members of the
League of Nations. But as the majority of the countries which had signed the Washington Treaty
had not yet ratified it, he had thought it would be more reasonable and more expedient to await
the ratification of the Washington Treaty before summoning a new world conference. In a similar
case the T. M. C. had decided to regard the Convention of St. Germain as a dead letter until the
signatory Powers were able to ratify it.

Mr. FISHER (British Empire) expressed his admiration for the report of the T. M. C. and for
Lord Robert Cecil's clear statement. He proposed to consider each question in the same order as
in the report.

(a) Limitation of national expenditure on armaments.

He thought that it was desirable to repeat each year the practice of previous years and to
renew the recommendation of the First Assembly regarding military, naval and air expenditure
during the next two financial years.
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(b) Schemes proposed by Lord Esher and Lord Robert Gecil.

He noted the technical character of Lord Esher's scheme, and, while paying a tribute to the
spirit which inspired it, he associated himself with the criticisms made by the T. M. 0. The proposals
of Lord Robert Cecil were of great importance. Lord Robert's primary aim was to secure that
mutual international confidence without which it appeared impossible to arrive at a comprehensive
and effective reduction of armaments.

He did not wish to enter at once on a discussion of Lord Robert Cecil's plan, because the dis-
cussion was to take place later in the Committee.

(c) Statistical enquiry.

He was somewhat disquieted by the academic and unpractical character of the statistical
report of the T. M. C.

He thought that too much time had been spent on technical enquiries of doubtful utility.
He proposed the formation of a special committee to consider whether these statistical enquiries
should be proceeded with on the lines already followed.

(d) Extension of the Washington Naval Treaty.

The Committee had to consider whether it was desirable to recommend to the Council that an
international conference should be summoned, and whether they should indicate the time which they
considered most convenient for this meeting.

The Committee was not called upon to reply to the reservations made by the Brazilian delegate.
He thought, however, that the Brazilian delegate had made a good point in suggesting that at
the time of the Washington Conference the nations which took part in that Conference and which
had proposed reductions of armaments were at the maximum of their naval power, while the
South American countries, to whom new proposals were now made, were at their minimum of
naval power owing to the fact that they had been unable to build during the war. The proposed
plan, however, which they were now asked to accept was provisional and merely constituted a basis
for discussion. He hoped that the countries of South America would be willing to assent to the
proposal that the Council should be invited to summon a conference.

It was not strictly accurate to trace an analogy between the ratification of the Convention
of St. Germain and the extension of the Washington Treaty. The Convention of St. Germain
was merely intended to prevent the export of arms from civilized to uncivilized countries, and it
seemed impossible, on account of the recent refusal of the United States to ratify the Convention
of St. Germain, to apply, in the case of European industry, restrictions which would not be
applicable to American industry of a similar nature. The object which they had in view here was
to widen the scope of the important results which had already been obtained at Washington.

(e) The Convention of Saint-Germain; Private manufacture of arms.

Two important points in the report of the T. M. C. referred to the regulation of the traffic in
arms and their manufacture. Might not the opinion of the Council be sought as to whether it con-
sidered that the moment had come for convening an international conference in which the United
States of America should take part with a view to discovering a solution of the two problems
raised? Moreover, as regards the manufacture of arms, attention should be paid to the recommenda-
tions of Sir Hubert Llewellyn Smith, as, indeed, the T. M. C. had already done.

By way of summing up. the speaker submitted for discussion by the Committee the four
following proposals:

(I) That the recommendation of the First Assembly with a view to limiting military
budgets should be communicated once more to the various Governments;

(2) That a Statistical Sub-Committee should be set up;
(3) That the extension of the Washington Treaty should be suggested to the Council;
(4) That the convening of an international conference, in which the United States

of America should be represented, to investigate the question of the manufacture of
and traffic in arms, should be suggested to the Council.

M. de JOUVENEL (France) said he would give his views on the four points brought forward
by Mr. Fi .Fisher. He thought, moreover, that it would be desirable for the Committee to give some
indication at once as to the general attitude which it would adopt in connection with Lord Robert
Cecil's scheme.

As regards the question of statistics, he would be surprised if the Council did not continue the
enquiry in the way in which it had been begun. No work in connection with disarmament could
be carried out without statistics. The latter formed an essential basis for its work and a practical
method of control. He therefore endorsed the view expressed by the British delegate.
i Regarding the question as to whether a Sub-Committee should be appointed in order to modify

the methods adopted and the organisation of statistical work, he saw no objection in point of
principle; however, he was rather of opinion that controversy should be avoided in dealing with
statistics.

In this connection he referred to the fact that certain papers had reported that an incident
had arisen between the French and the British over a question of statistics. The French delegation
without exception was more astonished than anyone else to hear this news. If incidents were to
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arise every time that some over-zealous statistician interpreted a figure in one way rather than in
another, it would not be possible for any League of Nations to exist. Experts, like architects,
considered that materials were certainly of some importance, but that their greatest interest lay
perhaps in the use which was made of them. Statistics should be regarded with the same detach-
ment of mind which the League of Nations had introduced into the sphere of politics.

The duty of the Sub-Committee, if the Committee appointed one, would be to draw up a
programme for the future work of the T. M. C., whose labours would continue after the Assembly.

With respect to the Washington Naval Treaty, he was of the opinion that a statement so inter-
esting as that made by M. de Oliveira threw fresh light on the discussion. Though it was desirable
to summon conferences, it was better still to make them a success. Consequently, before asking
the Council to convene an international conference, it would be interesting to hold a sort of pre-
liminary consultation in the Committee itself as to the chance which the conference might have of
reaching a conclusion.

Proposals of Lord Robert Cecil. He desired to express his views in this connection in a frank
and friendly spirit.

M. Hymans had said at a recent meeting of the Assembly that the delegates were of necessity
the representatives of their Governments, whose instructions they followed; M. de Jouvenel
referred to the fact that certain instructions given by the French Government were well known
to him -instructions of a fundamental nature, which consisted of collaborating in the question of
disarmament in the most sincere and most effective way possible.

If there was one country to whose interest it was to disarm, that country was France; if,
contrary to an opinion widely held throughout the world, Frenchmen did not consider themselves
the most intelligent of all peoples, that was no reason why they should be considered the most
stupid. Perfection in either quality was not easily attained.

However that might be, France, which was becoming depopulated in peace-time, was still
further depopulated during the war, and had therefore need of all her sons for the purpose of
production; having animmense colonial Empire, she must export men, she had devastated regions
to reconstruct. Such a country had more need than any other to disarm. If she did not disarm
entirely it was perhaps because she did not feel quite justified in doing so, because she felt that to
a certain extent she represented that international force the creation of which Lord Robert Cecil
rightly urges.

During the war, many would have liked to disarm, but they felt that they had possessions to
defend, that they had also to defend humanity, and they were waiting for relief; if Lord Robert
Cecil brought that relief, he could conceive how great would be France's gratitude to him.

Lord Robert Cecil was bringing this relief, but he did not bring it at once, and the honourable
representative of South Africa was not likely to be proved right for some years to come. The future
would justify him.

The way indicated by Lord Robert Cecil was the road that must be followed. This road was
marked out by the Covenant of the League, and it was a good example for the world that the
League of Nations should show that it had only one method, which developed and grew with it.
The only thing to be regretted was that, during the first years, public opinion might find Lord Robert
Cecil's system self-contradictory.

This inconsistency, however, was only temporary; realisation was a slow process, especially
when the aims in view were so great. This inconsistency lay in beginning not with the reduction
of armaments but with a common guarantee.

The scheme proposed by Lord Robert Cecil was in the spirit of the Covenant. It was also
one of the resolutions proposed by M. Leon Bourgeois during the first days of the League of Nations,
when the eminent representative of France proposed to make of the League of Nations a sort of
international military insurance company against the risk of aggression.

Such a company would be worth what the means at its disposal were worth; consequently,
what would have to be done during the year 1923 would be to ask all the States, if they wished to
form part of this insurance company, to accept with the profits all the responsibilities. If this
were done the dangers which menaced all and the needs for national security would be realised much
more fully than by a purely statistical enquiry.

But, primarily, all would depend on the great nations.
If France had obtained the Anglo-American-French treaty of alliance in accordance with

the Treaties of Peace, matters would have been facilitated.
At present, moreover, as Lord Robert Cecil himself would realise, an Anglo-French treaty

would be of no value unless it led to some definite result; the smaller nations would wish to know,
above all, if it was intended to form a strong international insurance company, and if the strong
nations were to be the first to enter it. An Anglo-French-Italian-Spanish treaty would be a
guarantee. Other nations would join it, as the advantage it offered would be greater than the
risks incurred, and peace would come gradually nearer.

M. Leon Bourgeois had stated on one occasion that disarmament could not be carried out
as a preparation but that it would be a consequence, and, as had been said by another speaker
whom Lord Robert Cecil had quoted, it was clear that a beginning must be made with moral
disarmament.

In conclusion, he regretted that the great questions which were weighing upon European life
had not been solved, and for his part the vital question was whether the nations which were capable
of close co-operation during the war could combine during peace.

M. URRUTIA (Colombia) reminded the members that in July I922 the T. M. C. had adopted
a resolution to extend to the non-signatory countries the principles of theWashington Treaty
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concerning the use of poisonous gases, but it had then decided that it was necessary to suspend all
measures of this nature until the Washington Treaty had been transmitted to the non-signatory
Powers after ratification by the signatory Powers. In default of this ratification, the question
remained in suspense.

The second part of the decision of the T. M. C. was therefore to postpone action, which was
unfortunate. The Commission ought to have restricted itself to the first part of its resolution.

In these circumstances he wondered whether it would not be advisable to recommend the
Assembly itself to draw up a definite convention on this subject. The League of Nations was fully
entitled to solve certain problems on its own initiative. To act in this way would be to increase
its prestige.

He pointed out that at the Conference at The Hague, before the war, the delegates of the small
Powers, animated solely by humanitarian sentiments, had proposed the prohibition of poisonous
gases. The delegates of the Great Powers had treated this question with as much contempt as if
they had been dealing with an imaginary method of warfare. Events, however, had proved the
existence oi a terrible and inhuman menace.

The CHAIRMAN invited M. Urrutia to submit at the next meeting a draft resolution in accord-
ance with the observations he had just made.

Dr. FORRER (Switzerland) read the following statement:
Faithful to the traditions which have endured for four centuries, Switzerland has constantly

pursued a peaceful policy, and has never considered her army, which is based on the principle
of non-permanent service, as an instrument of active politics, but solely as a defensive weapon.
But the small extent of her territory on the one hand, and her long frontiers on the other, combined
with her geographical situation in the centre of Europe, which exposes her much more than other
countries to the risk of becoming a theatre of war, and her permanent state of neutrality, which
has been expressly and solemnly recognised as an integral part of the law of nations, impose on
her the obligation of safeguarding her national security and the sanctity of her territory with her
own forces, not only in her own interest but in the interest of all Europe.

Switzerland has, however, reduced as far as possible the number of recruits and the length of
service of her conscripts as compared with pre-war figures, and has postponed the obligation of
military service for one year; further, by imposing more stringent recruiting rules, she has reduced
from 70 to 55% the proportion of men declared fit for service. Finally, in compliance with the
resolutions of the Second Assembly, and in order to collaborate, as far as lies in her power, in the
ideal of peace represented by the League of Nations, the Swiss Federal Council has unhesitatingly
declared that it will not exceed, during the years 1923 and 1924, the total of its military expenditure
in the year 1922, except in the case of unforeseen political events, and in so far as other Members
of the League of Nations take similar action.

I repeat, then, that Switzerland, which is fundamentally a peaceful country, is only too
anxious to reduce further her military burdens, and she will do so of her own accord in so far as
the international situation permits. She will participate in every effort to secure a
general reduction of armaments, and she will examine in the most sympathetic spirit the system
proposed by Lord Robert Cecil in so far as the international regime imposed on her by her per-
petual neutrality permits. She is convinced that the idea of disarmament, which is at the basis
of this plan, constitutes a further great step towards the ideal of the peaceful organisatior of nations.

Dr. LANGE (Norway) congratulated the T. M. C. on the noteworthy work it had accomplished.
He welcomed the proposal for the extension of the principles of the Washington Treaty.

The League of Nations ought not to permit itself to be out-stripped in its efforts in this
direction. For this reason, the proposal for the convening of a conference under the auspices of
the League of Nations for the purpose of extending the principles of the Treaty of Washington
to the non-signatory States ought not to be rejected. In this connection the speaker welcomed the
initiative taken by Chile in placing the question of disarmament in the continent of America upon
the agenda of the Conference of Santiago. The convening of conferences of this nature whose
sphere of action was restricted to a certain number of States should be encouraged.

If the Washington Conference had succeeded in obtaining a reduction in the tonnage of
battleships it was because technical experts regarded these expensive weapons as useless and old-
fashioned.

Moreover, as regards armaments, it had to be decided whether battle-ships or other ships
were of any use as methods of war. Of what use would permanent armies be in a future war,
which would be one of gas and aerial bombardment ?

As regards poisonous gases, platonic declarations would be of no use if a war broke out. It
was of no use attempting to humanise war; they ought rather to abolish it. For this reason, efforts
ought not to be made to seek security by means of strong armaments, but ra ther by a serious and
general reduction of armaments and by agreements such as the regional agreements of Washington
or Santiago. These agreements, of course, ought not to be directed against any definite State,
otherwise they would become fresh sources of dispute.

Norway, which had not been engaged in a war for more than a century, was essentially
pacific. It had already appreciably reduced its military and naval expenditure, and seriously
intended to continue in this direction in accordance with the undertaking given by adhesion to
the Covenant. The Norwegian Delegation was of opinion that the intention of the Covenant was
to lead the world towards an organised and assured peace, but that it would be necessary to make
certain reservations, particularly as regards the military guarantees defined in the report.

The geographical situation of Norway was such that all guarantees of a military nature as
regards other countries would have to be excluded. Norway, in fact, which demanded no guarantees
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for herself, should not be forced to guarantee the security of any other country. The Norwegian
reservations were mainly directed towards the word "general" which was contained in the first
of the principles enunciated in the scheme. They would prefer to read this word as meaning "non-
exclusive", "non-unilateral"; an agreement which would be directed against an individual State
would present inconveniences and even dangers. Such an agreement should be of an open character,
which would allow States so desiring to adhere thereto.

He examined the basis of the principles suggested by the T. M. C. for the reduction of
armaments. He considered that the basis of peace effectives could hardly be adopted as a
general basis.

The main condition should be the reduction of estimates, which was the condition adopted
as regards material.

It should be noted that, at the Peace Conference in 1919, M. Leon Bourgeois had made a propo-
sal for the constitution of an international body of control for the reduction of armaments; Nor-
way was always in favour of this proposal, and was ready to renew her support.

A final settlement by the League of Nations of the question of the reduction of armaments
had never been more urgent. In the eyes of mankind, which was expecting some practical measures
for disarmament, the League was passing through a serious crisis. Now was the opportunity to
satisfy this expectation.

Lord Robert CECIL (South Africa), in answer to the speakers who had preceded him, said that
he shared M. Lange's opinion of the suggestion put forward by M. Urrutia with regard to the
Washington Treaty on poisonous gases. It was hardly possible to Ihumanise war. He thought
it premature to call a conference to give its adhesion to a treaty not yet ratified. Further, in reply
to M. Urrutia, he thought that the League should comply with the provisions of Article 8 of the
Covenant as regards the reduction of armaments. All that the League could do was to formulate a
scheme for the consideration of the Governments, which would call a special conference to discuss
the matter.

It was essential that no hasty conclusions should be drawn from statistics. A sub-committee
constituted to examine this matter should confine itself to considering the most suitable methods.

The resolutions adopted by the T. M. G. formed a basis for a future conference upon the
draft naval convention. In reply to the objections put forward by the Brazilian delegate, he said
it would be difficult to convince public opinion that the methods which had succeeded at
Washington were unlikely to be successful at every other conference on the same subject. Fur-
ther, the principles adopted at Washington were not rigid, but admitted the possibility of
exceptions. The conference would always have power to investigate special points which might
arise during debate.

The refusal of the United States to ratify the Saint-Germain Convention created a new situation.
A special committee might be appointed to consider the best policy to be followed in the matter.

In reply to M. de Jouvenel, he said that the League must proceed by slow stages on the road
towards disarmament, but whatever happened they must not be discouraged about the future.
The League of Nations, which a few years ago might have been called a dream, was now a reality
and was the guarantee of all their hopes.

He thanked M. de Jouvenel for having endorsed the principles contained in the draft of the
T. M. C. He accepted M. de Jouvenel's conception of a Treaty of Guarantee as a scheme of insu-
rance, but it had this peculiarity - that it was an insurance against the States themselves. The
Treaty of Guarantee must be simultaneous with disarmament. It was obvious that as no conven-
tion could be valid without the ratification of the Great Powers, the lesser Powers would not
give their adhesion befoie the Great Powers had done so. In reply to M. Lange, he said that a
general convention wa- to be preferred to a number of local agreements, which was a dangerous
idea from certain points of view. In this matter he agreed entirely with M. de Jouvenel that the
first step was to secure the agreement of the Great Powers.

Finally, he agreed that the most impoitant step of all was moral disarmament, which could
not be realised until a frontal attack had been made upon the economic problems now strangling
Europe, more especially until Austria's present difficulties had been solved.

M. de OLIVEIRA (Brazil) repeated the reservations which he ha dalready made, and added
that the armaments maintained by his country were insignificant in proportion to its area and to
the requirements of its national defence.

Mr. FIELDING (Canada) regretted that neither the Treaty of Versailles nor the Washington
Treaty had entirely suppressed submarines, as these vessels had no commercial value. It was
to be regretted that the matter had not been mentioned in the report of the T. M. C.

6. Appointment of two Sub-Committees.

On the proposal of the CHAIRMAN, the Committee instructed its secretariat to appoint two
sub-committees, each consisting of five members: the first to examine statistical questions; the
second to deal with the manufacture of and traffic in arms.

The meeting rose at 6.15 p.m.



THIRD MEETING

Held on September I2th, I922, at 3 p.m.

M. de la TORRIENTE Y PERAZA in the Chair.

7. Continuation of the General Discussion on the Report of the Temporary Mixed Commission.

M. OLDENBURG (Denmark) expressed the appreciation of the Danish delegation of the
work carried out by the T. M. C. and especially the proposals put forward by Lord Robert Cecil.
He could not agree with those who contended that a reduction of armaments could be considered
so long as the causes which produced war existed. The proposals were in conformity with Article
8 of the Covenant, but at the same time he must point out that it was difficult for Denmark to
undertake obligations other than those contained in Article I6 of the Covenant. In his opinion, the
danger of war might be averted by other means in which small States could collaborate, such as
the laying down of the principle that no acquisition of territory should be allowed as a result of
war and that any indemnity to be paid by the vanquished to the victor should be fixed by the
Council of the League, which would, if necessary, refer the matter to the Permanent Court of In-
ternational Justice.

M. HYMANS (Belgium) drew attention to Table B of the British Report on National Security,
which gave the forces maintained by Belgium in peace-time as I30,000 men and the percen-
tage of white troops to white man-power as io.8 %. The actual figure was i05 - io6,ooo men, which
would be reduced to 77,ooo next year, when the country would have resumed normal conditions.
This would produce a corresponding percentage reduction.

Mr. FISHER (British Empire) apologised for this and certain other errors which had been
brought to his notice. The report had not been previously submitted to the members of the meBritish
delegation, and he regretted that it contained comparisons with other Powers.

M. RVAS-VI A (Chile) stated that, as a member of the T. M. C., he had accepted the proposals
put forward by Lord Robert Cecil as being in the general interests of humanity. At the same time,
he felt that the value of regional agreements should not be disregarded. The League of Nations
desired universal peace and general disarmament; until such an ideal could be reached, its Members
must guarantee the peace ot each region of the world and encourage the efforts of those who were
anxious to conclude partial agreements. It might be that, in order to maintain the equilibrium of
Europe, a general agreement between all the nations would be necessary, but the same did not
apply in other parts of the world, as was illustrated by the happy results attending the agreement
between Great Britain and the United States in regard to the armed forces on the Canadian Lakes
or the Treaty of I902 between Chile and the Argentine Republic. One might also cite the recent
Washington Treaty.

The South American Republics, though strangers to the political conflicts of other continents,
nevertheless felt themselves to be bound up in their destinies and were willing to collaborate with
them in bringing about that universal peace which they all desired.

He further pointed to the difficulty experienced by representatives of South American Repu-
blics in formulating any opinion as to the military or naval situation of any State without being
thereby drawn into European politics. Their role was to regard all nations with equal sympathy
without taking part in their quarrels. Similarly, he considered that the European representatives
could not form any judgment on the military needs of the South American Republics. They should
be content to uphold the general principles, leaving to the States themselves the task of applying
them. He was certain that Lord Robert Cecil's proposals, as well as the results of the Washington
Conference, would serve as a valuable basis for the work on the forthcoming Santiago Conference,
and he felt confident that at the next Assembly the South American representatives would be
able to report definite agreements reached with a view to the reduction of armaments as regards
their continent.

The CHAIRMAN declared the general discussion closed and announced that the following
members had been nominated to serve on the Statistical Sub-Committee:
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M. de JOUVENEL (France)
Count Tosti di VALMINUTA (Italy)
M. RIVAS-VIcuNA (Chile)
Count de GIMENO (Spain)
The Right Hon. H. A. L. FISHER (British Empire).

The following had been nominated on the Sub-Committee for Private Manufacture of and
Traffic in Arms:

M. URRUTIA (Colombia)
Mr. FIELDING (Canada)
Lord Robert CECIL (South Africa)
M. UNDEN (Sweden)
M. HYMANS (Belgium).

8. Discussion of the Resolutions presented by Lord Robert Cecil (see Annex No. 3).

Lord Robert CECIL (South Africa) said that the Committee had before it a series of resolutions
which he had drawn up in order to concentrate the discussion on the different proposals contained
in the report.

As regards Resolution 4, "Treaty of Mutual Guarantee", he wished to say a few words concern-
ing the word "general", which appeared in the first paragraph. Disarmament, in order to be effective,
ought to be general, and it did not necessarily mean that nothing could be done towards disarma-
ment until general disarmament took place, but that the principle of generality was essential to
anything like a successful disarmament over the whole world. He asked the Committee to approve
the proposals generally without necessarily committing themselves to every statement contained
in the report. He further proposed that instructions should be given to the T. M. C. to draw up
eventually a draft treaty for submission to the next Assembly which would give effect to the
resolutions adopted by the Committee. He did not pretend that the resolutions were complete,
and it would be necessary to add some explanatory statements together with general observations
as to the difficulties which must be encountered in setting forth any scheme on disarmament.

M. UNDEN (Sweden), discussing the Treaty of Mutual Guarantee, pointed out that a general
reduction of armaments itself constituted an important guarantee for the security of States. He
was further of opinion that this proposal should take into account the other side of the problem
put forward by M. Lange, i.e., that, if the majority of States were not disposed to reduce their
armaments without receiving guarantees, others would find themselves heavily handicapped by
the obligations created by a Treaty of Guarantee. He did not think that Sweden would favourably
regard any engagement which would prevent the eventual reduction of her military budgets.

He proposed that a Sub-Committee should be set up to examine the question of a Treaty of
Mutual Guarantee.

Count Tosti di VALMINUTA (Italy) wished to draw attention to the fact that the report had
not taken into account the financial consequences which would result from assistance given by
States not directly concerned in a conflict. It would be necessary to take into consideration not only
expenditure estimated but expenses actually incurred. Governments could not incur expenditure
without Parliamentary approval. Perhaps the Council would be able to lay down the sums to be
provided or repaid. He thought that the following might be added to Art. 3: "That the expenses
resulting from an act of aggression and its repression should be borne by the agressor."

He further desired to draw attention to difficulties which might result from differences existing
between treaties or agreements already in existence and the proposed Treaty of Guarantee. Finally,
he expressed the opinion that it would be necessary to take into consideration the military conse-
quences which might result from the despatch of contingents to the aid of other States. In
determining national forces, it would be necessary to take such contingents into account.

Mr. FISHER (British Empire) remarked that the report had not been examined by the British
Government, nor, he presumed, by any other Government, and consequently they were not in a
position to give an absolute pledge with regard to it.

Lord Robert Cecil's proposal was intended to increase the sense of mutual confidence through-
out the world by a Treaty of Mutual Guarantee. M. de Jouvenel had pointed out some of the
difficulties as well as many of the advantages. Any scheme of mutual insurance against war which
was likely to be accepted by the Great Powers on the Continent was also likely to be accepted by
Great Britain. Speaking with a full sense of responsibility, he was disposed to accord to Lord
Robert Cecil that favourable gesture for which he had asked. The T. M. C. should be encouraged
to pursue its work in the hope that in a year hence it might be in a position to bring the question
to a further stage in the direction of practical action.

He suggested that it would be more logical if the word "really" in the first resolution were
altered to "fully".

As regards the proposal put forward by the representative of Sweden that the resolutions
should be referred to a Sub-Committee, he thought it would be preferable to entrust the matter
to the T. M. C., which had been specially constituted for investigating that type of problem.



In voting for the resolution, he did not bind himself to accept any plan which might be sub-
mitted. All they did was to say: Here is a plan which appears to indicate a way by which a solu-
tion of this great problem may be found. We consider that every Power and every Government
should consider it. If we fail in finding a solution, do not let us fail for want of zeal or want of
faith.

Lord Robert CECIL (South Africa), in reply to the remarks of the representative of Italy, said
the question of expenses would have to be considered when the draft treaty was being drawn
up, and the same would apply to the despatch of contingents, although, in his opinion, if the scheme
worked as it was designed to, the drain on the forces of any country would be very slight.

With regard to the point that the Treaty of Guarantee might conflict with partial treaties
at present in existence, he failed to see how that could happen, as such treaties must be in accor-
dance with the Covenant, otherwise they were invalid.

He sympathised with the point of view of the representative of Sweden, but they had to consider
whether general disarmament was in their interest. Was the threat of war a serious evil; did it
mean a perpetual sense of danger and unrest? If they answered these questions in the affirmative,
then it must be part of their policy to put an end to the danger of war and to secure general disar-
mament. It was useless to expect the great countries on the Continent of Europe to diminish
their means of self-defence unless they were getting some guarantee of safety. This was the central
proposition, which it seemed to him impossible to dispute. He appealed to the representatives
of the Scandinavian countries not to refuse to undertake any burden at all for securing the reduction
of armaments, because he thought that such a position was not defensible from an international
point of view.

He accepted the suggestion made by Mr. Fisher to substitute the word "fully" for the word
"really" in Resolution I, and further agreed with him that it was unnecessary to refer the proposal
to a sub-committee. He hoped the Committee would be content to adopt the resolutions and
refer them to the T. M. C. with a view to their working out a definite and complete scheme.

Mr. FIELDING (Canada), while heartily sympathising with the general purpose and spirit of the
resolutions, was somewhat alarmed at the phrase "binding them to provide immediate and effec-
tive assistance" contained in Resolution 3. He would ask Lord Robert Cecil whether he contem-
plated that the parties concerned should fulfil that obligation without consulting their Parliaments.
Any country in the British Dominions was bound to admit the right of Parliament to determine
whether a war should be entered into.

Lord Robert CECIL (South Africa) agreed that they could not set aside the constitution of
any country, but he thought Mr. Fielding would agree with him that no States would adhere to
the Treaty of Mutual Guarantee without the assent of their Parliament.

Sir Mark SHELDON (Australia) observed that Lord Robert Cecil had stated on the previous day
that it was not necessary for total disarmament to take place but that he would welcome regional
agreements, which would gradually merge into a general disarmament. They were faced to-day
with a situation which showed that certain nations were not at present inclined to disarm, but
was that any reason why those parts of the world where there was no threat of danger should not
come to some arrangement as to disarmament ? He could imagine a situation where there
would be no necessity for guarantees. Why should they not encourage even one little group to
disarm ? If the South American Republics came to an agreement on this question, what a relief
it would be to them and what an example to the rest of the world! In Australia they had
reduced their budget 33 % as a result of reduction in armaments. He thought that everything
should be done to encourage regional agreements. He requested Lord Robert Cecil to withdraw
Resolution No. i.

M. de JOUVENEL (France) stated that he wished to associate himself with Lord Robert Cecil's
attitude and also with that of Mr. Fisher. He would join in the vote of confidence in the T. M. C. 
a justifiable confidence - as that body had made a great effort to define the conditions of that
peace of which M. Hymans had said "that it had been signed but not made"

He would, on behalf of his Government, support certain amendments which did not simply
negative criticism but, on the contrary, would make one of the oldest hopes of humanity speedily
realisable.

Lord Robert CECIL (South Africa) associated himself with M. de Jouvenel's declarations arid
observed that, as the Australian Delegate did not accept the first resolution, the resolutions should
be discussed successively.

M. LANGE (Norway) regretted being obliged to formulate certain reserves with regard to Lord
Robert Cecil's request; it seemed to him extreme to ask for a decision to be taken immediately
and the debate limited in this way.

The delegates of States which were not represented on the T. M. C. had not had the time to
consider this report sufficiently, and these States could not therefore reply to the questions raised
in the report.

The Committee might therefore ask for a certain delay and time for reflection.
In subscribing to Articles 6 and 8 of the Covenant, Norway had already assumed important

obligations, especially that of participating in the economic sanctions. This was a very serious
undertaking for a country possessing such a long and exposed sea-board, whose production was
insufficient to ensure its own food supplies, and which consequently depended on sea-communic-
ations.
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He then raised certain objections as regards the Treaty of Mutual Guarantee, and criticised
it in detail.

He asked if the Treaty of Mutual Guarantee contemplated would present the character of
exclusiveness possessed by a unilaterial agreement, that is to say, of an alliance directed generally
against one or more States, or if, on the contrary, this agreement would bear the characteristics
of an understanding open to all.

For example, the Entente Cordiale between France and Great Britain was extended to allow
the participation of Russia, and, but for the war, might perhaps have included Germany. He asked
the Committee to define matters more clearly and, in particular, to decide whether such agreements
might be extended to possible enemies.

The hesitation shown by the Scandinavian States with regard to military agreements did not
prevent them from favouring a reduction of armaments; on the contrary, they supported this
policy; and it was just for this reason that those agreements ought not to have that character
of exclusiveness which contained the germ of all wars.

As regards detailed criticisms, he supported the Australian proposal to delete Resolution I.
He then criticised Resolution 2, in which the words:

"In the present state of the world, the majority of Governments would be unable
to accept the responsibility"

should be replaced by the following:

"In the present state of the world, certain Governments would be unable to accept
the responsibility".

He concluded by declaring, on behalf of his Government, that he was not entitled at piesent
to give his vote in the affirmative on Lord Robert Cecil's draft resolutions.

M. UNDEN (Sweden) withdrew his proposal for the formation of a sub-committee, and stated
that the Scandinavian States were as much animated by a sense of international duty as any of the
other States.

M. de JOUVENEL (France) stated that he wished to remove some confusion which appeared
to have arisen, First of all, in reply to M. Lange, he accepted the distinction between the words
"alliance" and "understanding" (entente). A Treaty of Mutual Guarantee fell within the proposed
definition of "entente". A Treaty of Mutual Guarantee could not be directed against any one
State, and, by its very essence, remained open to all the States which wished to adhere to it.

Replying then more generally to e 11 the representatives of the Scandinavian States, and to the
anxiety which they appeared to feel in giving adhesion to a Treaty of Mutual Guarantee, which
imposed upon them military burdens heavier than those which they had to bear at the present
time, he added that he did not believe that there was any necessary contradiction between a
Treaty of Mutual Guarantee and disarmament. If it was indispensable for disarmament to be
general in order to be effective, this was not true of a Treaty of Mutual Guarantee.

In order to resume the comparison which had been employed yesterday, an agreement of this
nature was an agreement of insurance. It was not necessary to take guarantees in respect of
certain countries, for they could in no way constitute a danger to the peace of the world. If the
country did not claim benefits of the agreement, it would be freed from payment of the premium,
and this was a possibility which had to be considered. In this way a State would not run the risks
feared by M. Lange, and, on the other hand, it would not stop the general movement towards
disarmament. A country completely disarmed could not constitute any danger for peace, and
therefore there was no need to take guarantees against it. However, it must not be forgotten that
the guarantees which had to be taken must be superior to the dangers.

He therefore requested his hearers not to delay the discussion; whatever time was gained
would assist in the cause of peace.

Lord Robert CECIL (South Africa) thought the position somewhat paradoxical, for, whereas
he and Dr. Lange had been in agreement at previous Assemblies on the subject of disarmament,
and he (Lord Robert) had not always received the whole-hearted assistance of the French Delega-
tion, now he found himself in absolute agreement with everything which M. de Jouvenel had said,
and in some disagreement with what had been said by Dr. Lange. It was clear that the Treaty
of Mutual Guarantee should be open to everyone. As regards the wording of Resolution 2, there
could be no question of imposing additional military burdens upon certain countries. He, however,
agreed with M. de Jouvenel when he said that if disarmament could be obtained without the adher-
ence of all to a Treaty of Mutual Guarantee, it would be easy to do without the help of the States
which refrained from joining.

If the Scandinavian States did not wish to adhere to this agreement, they need not do so. In
any case no-one need fear that, on the pretext of disarmament, any State could be asked to i;ncrease
its armaments.

He asked that the Committee should proceed to discuss the resolution and to consider first
Sir Mark Sheldon's proposal to omit Resolution I.

M. LANGE (Norway) expressed his satisfaction with the explanations he had elicited from M. de
Jouvenel and Lord Robert Cecil. He specially noted the declarations concerning the non-exclusive
character of the Treaty of Mutual Guarantee. He did not wish to buy a promise of disarmament
by the organisation of militarism, even at a distance.
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Lord Robert CECIL (South Africa) hoped that the Committee would not support Sir Mark
Sheldon's proposal. He wished to emphasise the fact that in order for disarmament to be general,
everyone must take part in it. This was perhaps a platitude which was worth reaffirming.

It was claimed that this result could be attained by a series of partial disarmaments; this might
be so, but all these regional disarmaments would have to be blended into a general disarmament.
A group of States might place itself in a position of inferiority if its example was not followed by
its neighbours. For example, it was evident that, if a country in South America disarmed, all
the countries in that part of the world ought to do the same.

M. de JOUVENEL (France) agreed with Lord Robert Cecil's opinion in regard to Resolution i.
Partial disarmament could place a scrupulous nation at the mercy of a government of adventurers.
Disarmament must therefore be general.

He proposed that the following should be adopted as the final text of this resolution:

"No reduction of armaments can be effective unless it is general."

The CHAIRMAN remarked that the vote on Sir Mark Sheldon's proposal should first be taken.

M. LANGE (Norway) said that in the absence of instructions from his Government, he would
not vote.

On being put to the vote, Sir Mark Sheldon's proposal for the deletion of Resolution i was voted
for only by the Australian and Polish delegates and was therefore lost.

M. HONDA (Japan) stated that his vote did not bind his Government in any way.

M. de OLIVEIRA (Brazil) agreed. He also had not received instructions with regard to the
Treaty of Mutual Guarantee from his Government, which could not be bound by this vote. He
added, however, that his Government would examine the resolutions in that spirit of international
co-operation which had always characterised its actions.

M. TEIXEIRA GOMES (Portugal) said that all the resolutions were taken only ad referendum.

Lord Robert CECIL (South Africa) pointed out that he was quite satisfied with the English
text as he. had originally proposed it. He was, however, quite willing to accept an amended
French wording providing that the English text were not altered.

M. LANGE (Norway) thought that the English text would be the authoritative one. He re-
marked that the French text which had just been read did not correspond exactly to the English
text.

The CHAIRMAN proposed that a drafting sub-committee should be appointed in order to
submit final texts. This sub-committee would be composed of Lord Robert Cecil, M. de Jouvenel,
M. Lange, and M. de Oliveira. (Adopted.)

On being put to the vote, Resolution I was adopted.

M. LANGE (Norway) proposed that in Resolution 2, the words "the majority of Governments"
should be replaced by "many Governments". (Adopted.)

On being put to the vote, Resolution 2 as amended was adopted.

M. de JOUVENEL (France) asked that the discussion of Resolutions 3 and 4 should be referred
to a sub-committee which could begin work immediately. There was a certain contradiction
between the four resolutions. The first two subordinated the guarantee to disarmament,
while the last two contemplated disarmament before the guarantee. Now the guarantee, in order
to be effective, should fulfil two conditions:

First, the States giving the guarantee should possess sufficient military forces and political
stability for the guarantee to be effective.

Secondly, the States not adhering to the Treaty of Mutual Guarantee should not be stronger
than the States which had adhered to it.

He therefore asked for the appointment of a sub-committee in order to reconcile the two
conflicting ideas. Otherwise the subject of disarmament would revolve in a vicious circle from
which there would be no issue.

Lord Robert CECIL (South Africa), although he grasped the force of M. de Jouvenel's remarks,
thought that his criticism applied only to Resolution 4. The difficulty was again due partly
to the fact that it was not easy to express exactly the same idea in two different languages. Reso-
lution 4 was intended to draw attention to the fact that the guarantee would only be really opera-
tive when armaments had been reduced. The Committee might adopt Resolution 3 and refer
Resolution 4 to a sub-committee for consideration.

M. de JOUVENEL (France) said that if Lord Robert Cecil admitted the fundamental principle
of his criticism, he had no objection to make in regard to Resolution 3, but he thought that, in
order to comply with the wish expressed by Count Tosti, they might add to this resolution a
phrase similar to the one which was included in the report of the Temporary Mixed Commission
to the effect that "nothing must affect the validity of treaties of peace or of other existing agree-
ments between States."
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Lord Robert CECIL (South Africa) did not think that the resolution as it stood interfered with
any existing treaties; he therefore did not see the necessity of adding the phrase proposed by M. de
Jouvenel. The proposed phrase might, on the contrary, give rise to misunderstandings.

Count TOSTI DI VALMINUTA (Italy) explained that he had no particular case in view, but that
his proposal was of a general character. If, for instance, a country A was bound by a treaty of
alliance to a country B, and the country B attacked a country C, A would have to take action against
B, which, although its ally, would be in the wrong.

Lord Robert CECIL (South Africa), said that in that case the country A would certainly have
to take action against its ally, country B, which was the aggressor. The example given by Count
Tosti appeared to be a good argument against his proposal.

Before referring Resolutions 3 and 4 to a sub-committee, they should first agree on the funda-
mental principles.

As regards Resolution 3, he did not agree with Count Tosti's point of view. An alliance be-
tween two countries should not prevent the Treaty of Mutual Guarantee from being put into force.

He was, however, in agreement with M. de Jouvenel as regards Resolution 4.

M. LANGE (Norway) asked whether the term "general agreement" at the beginning of Resolu-
tion 3 could not be replaced by "agreement open to all the countries concerned."

Lord Robert CECIL (South Africa) said that in the English text he preferred the present
wording. The word "general" was explained by the context.

The final drafting was entrusted to a special committee composed of Lord Robert Cecil, M. de
Jouvenel, M. de Oliveira, M. Lange and Count Tosti di Valminuta.

The meeting rose at 6.45 p.m.



FOURTH MEETING

Held on September I3th, I922, at II a.m.

M. de la TORRIENTE Y PERAZA il the Chair.

9. Continuation of the Discussion of the Resolutions presented by Lord Robert Cecil.

Treaty of Mutual Guarantee.

M. de JOUVENEL (France) proposed the following wording of the preamble, in order to intro-

duce into it the reservation made yesterday by Count Tosti di Valminuta and by himself.

"The Assembly, having considered the Report of the Temporary Mixed Commission

on the question of a general Treaty of Mutual Guarantee, is of opinion that this report

should in no way affect the complete validity of all the treaties of peace or other agree-

ments which may exist and be known to exist between States; it is also of opinion that

this report contains valuable suggestions as to the method by which a Treaty of Mutual

Guarantee could be made effective, and agrees to the following resolutions."

Lord Robert CECIL (South Africa) accepted M. de Jouvenel's text. The words suggested for

insertion were to be found in a passage of the report of the Temporary Mixed Commission which

mentioned existing treaties. M. de Jouvenel had only added the words "and be known to exist";

thanks to this addition, secret engagements were excluded.

M. LANGE (Norway) stated that he also accepted M. de Jouvenel's addition, and that he

wished to make a remark concerning Resolution 3: In the preamble the words "Treaty of Mutual

Guarantee" occurred; a little later, mention was made of a "general" scheme of reduction. In the

last sentence of Resolution 3, allusion was made to the possibility of special arrangements of a

limited character.
The possibility of regional agreements should not be excluded, in view of the fact that these

agreements would be concluded under the aegis of a general disarmament treaty. A text would

therefore have to be found which would enable these restricted and regional agreements to be

concluded.

Mr. FISHER (British Empire) pointed out that they were discussing the old text, on which

the Drafting Committee had as yet given no opinion. In order not to waste time, it would there-

fore be referable to embark at once on the discussion of the draft naval convention.

M. de JOUVENEL (France) thought it would be preferable to finish the discussion on land

armaments before beginning that on the Washington Naval Treaty.

He then replied to M. Lange. His wish could be easily fulfilled if, after the words "the complete

validity of all the treaties of peace or other agreements which may exist and be known to exist

between States" occurring in the preamble, the following were added:

"such as regional agreements for the maintenance of peace now existing, and

as contemplated by Article 21 of the Covenant."

M. LANGE (Norway) defined his objection more clearly. He simply wished to indicate to the

T. M. C. a basis for discussion and investigation which would permit it to continue the con-

sideration of the best means to maintain peace.
This should be mentioned in the preamble, and M. de Jouvenel's wording did not, in his

opinion, meet the case.

M. de JOUVENEL (France) said that he wished to reassure M. Lange. He had restricted himself

to a repetition of the wording of the preamble in which "regional agreements as existing" were

mentioned. In order to meet M. Lange's views, he proposed to draft the text as follows:

".... that this report in no way affects the complete validity of all the treaties

of peace or other agreements which may exist and be known to exist between States, and

permits the conclusion of regional agreements intended to ensure the maintenance of

peace."



Lord Robert CECIL (South Africa) paid a tribute to M. Lange's idea, but wished to call his
attention to the fact that the preamble under discussion merely referred to what had been done
by the T. M. C. and did not deal in any respect with the future work of that Commission. If it
were desirable to consider the question of regional agreements, it could be dealt with in another
part of the text.

In any case, he hesitated to state that the T. M. C. should deal with the question of regional
agreements at the present time. A Treaty of Guarantee should be drawn up in general terms. The
idea of cohesion was indispensable to the League of Nations and must be preserved, and all the
States must be encouraged in this idea of cohesion.

A discussion of regional agreements might lead people to think that they favoured a return
to the old mistaken system and to the partial grouping of Powers.

M. LANGE (Norway) noted Lord Robert Cecil's declaration. He reserved the right to raise
the question of regional agreements at a later date, and to propose that the T. M. C. should be given
the widest powers of investigation in connection with this matter.

Mr. FISHER (British Empire) said that he was in entire agreement with M. Lange as to the
value of regional agreements, and quoted as an example the agreement made a century ago be-
tween Canada and the United States.

Any document emanating from the League of Nations would be incomplete if it omitted to
mention agreements as were intended to assist in the maintenance of peace. The question, however,
should be dealt with in special provisions.

The preamble of Resolution 4, completed by 11. de Jouvenel's amendment-
"that this report should in no way affect the complete validity of all the treaties

of peace or other agreements which may exist and be known to exist between States.....
and is also of opinion that this report contains ...... " 

was adopted and sent to the Drafting Committee.
The Committee then began the discussion of the final paragraph: "The Assembly requests

the Council....."
Lord Robert CECIL (South Africa) said that he had nothing to add to his previous statement

with regard to this paragraph.
M. de JOUVENEL (France) said that he felt some anxiety lest the draft treaty under considera-

tion might remain the purely academic production of a small institution, discussing the question
among themselves to no purpose without being in touch with the Governments.

The principal characteristic of Lord Robert Cecil's draft was that, contrary to the schemes
put forward by philosophers such as Kant or the Abbe of Saint-Pierre, it was hoped to obtain the
adherence of forty-four States and thus, for the first time, the entire world would approach a
practical solution of the question of the reduction of armaments.

But this scheme became purely imaginary and lost the practical character they had endeavour-
ed to give it if the League of Nations did not get into touch as soon as possible with all the Gov-
ernments and ascertain to what extent they were prepared to adopt it and put it into practice.

He proposed the following text:
"The Assembly requests the Council to submit to the various Governments the

proposals made by the T. M. C. in order to ascertain under what conditions they would be
disposed to sign a Treaty of Mutual Guarantee."

Lord Robert CECIL(South Africa) did not oppose the adoption of M. de Jouvenel's amendment,
but said he thought the moment t had come to draw up a treaty, and that the T. M. C. or any
other organisation would be better equipped to deal with possible difficulties if a concrete text
were submitted to the Governments. He therefore suggested the addition of the following words to
M. de Jouvenel's text:

"The T. M. C. is asked to continue its investigations to draw up a draft Treaty."
This text would leave the T. M. C. complete freedom in its work.
Mr. FISHER (British Empire) said that he hesitated to accept M. deJouvenel's proposal. His

experience as a member of a Government had shown him that such bodies were reluctent to give
serious consideration to a project which was not likely to be immediately realised, and his exper-
ience as a Member of the Council led him to believe that it would perhaps be useless to submit to
Governments tentative schemes on which they would perhaps refuse to give an opinion.

It would,in his opinion,be preferable for the T. M. C. to continue its work of drawing up a
final text completing the resolutions adopted. The T. M. C. would, moreover, have to make full
use of the expert experience of the Permanent Advisory Commission, and the military experts
representing Governments would be able to complete the task entrusted to them.

M. de JOUVENEL (France) was of opinion that the T. M. C. should go on with its work. He
had not taken part in the vote of confidence yesterday merely to withdraw his vote to-day. He
thought that the objection raised by Lord Robert Cecil was answered in Resolution 3, but he saw
no objection in restating the case.

On the other hand, he did not agree with Mr. Fisher. If the T. M. C. were to work without
collaborating with the Governments, next year's labours would only result in another chimera,
and one of the great hopes of the world would once again be disappointed.
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The League of Nations, like Hercules in ancient times, was at the parting of the ways and
must take either that leading to unreality or that leading to practical realisation. If it enacted
laws incapable of application, that is to say, if it neglected assistance which might be rendered
by Governments, it would remain in the realm of unreality.

If another year were not to be lost, this assistance could not be neglected. It was the solid
foundation required by the T. M. C.

Lord Robert CECIL (South Africa) said he found himself, as always, in agreement with every-
body. Like M. de Jouvenel, he thought that it was dangerous for the T. M. C. not to work in touch
with the Governments. He thought that perhaps the League of Nations had not in the past received
all the help which might have been expected from the various military authorities. This did not

apply to France, and he paid a passing tribute to the help which had been received in particular
from French military experts. He thought, therefore, that a draft treaty, which would eventually
be submitted to the Governments for consideration, should be drawn up with their collaboration.

It should, however, be noted here that there were divergencies between the English and
French methods of work. The French method was to lay down the principles first and afterwards
to work out the application. The English method was to deal first of all with the practical side
before considering the principles.

If one went to a British Cabinet Minister and said "I desire to disarm the world", his first
question would be "What documents are you submitting for me to sign ?" That was why he
thought it would be a great pity not to go on preparing a draft Treaty of Mutual Guarantee, at the
same time submitting to the Governments the proposals adopted.

Lastly, in order to conciliate the two methods, he would accept the wording proposed by M. de

Jouvenel with an addition instructing the T. M. C. to continue its investigations and to prepare
a draft Treaty of Mutual Guarantee embodying the observations submitted by Governments.

M. de JOUVENEL (France) stated that his great desire was to realise the Entente Cordiale be-

tween French induction and British deduction. He entirely agreed with the suggestion made by
Lord Robert Cecil.

Mr. FISHER (British Empire) said that Great Britain was always very anxious to meet the
wishes of France.

In his view, no divergencies of opinion existed between M. de Jouvenel and himself. He
wondered, however, whether, in the present state of affairs, it would be advisable to invite the Council
to submit to the Governments, resolutions which were still theoretical, without having first consi-

dered the difficulties which they entailed. There would be some risk that public opinion might
prejudge the draft treaty resulting from the resolutions on principle.

The best solution would be to invite the T. M. C. to arm itself with all the necessary advice,
and to draw up a draft treaty to be submitted next year to the Assembly. That was the method
suggested to him by his experience as Minister of the Crown and Member of the Council.

M. de JOUVENEL (France) said he was still unconvinced. The T. M. C. could not continue to

work without previously consulting the Governments so as to be able to reply to the objections
which would infallibly arise at a later date. No cause, especially that of disarmament and of peace,

could be won without being pleaded before those on whom success depended.

M. de OLIVEIRA (Brazil) said he was entirely in agreement with M. de Jouvenel. It was impos-
sible to draw up a draft treaty without consulting the States. Any other method would only
prolong useless labour.

Sir Mark SHELDON (Australia) said that his colleagues were, in reality, agreed. Had M. de

Jouvenel, however, fully apprehended the bearing of the remarks made by Lord Robert Cecil ?
The States would, in effect, be consulted, as the work of the T. M. C. in preparing the draft

treaty would be performed in close collaboration with technical experts representing the Govern-
ments.

Count TOSTI DI VALMINUTA (Italy) agreed with M. de Jouvenel as to the desirability of a
preliminary consultation with Governments.

M. de JOUVENEL (France) said he feared he must adhere to his request as to the wording of his

draft. The T. M. C. might draft the treaty as requested. Lord Robert Cecil might, perhaps, be
able to formulate a text with the assistance of some of the members of the T. M. C., but many

members had explained that they had already done all in .their power, and that it was impossible
for them to do more without fresh material.

In reply to Sir Mark Sheldon, M. de Jouvenel thought that if the T. M. C. were to ask the views

of the Governments, very few of the States would reply. The proposals would have to be put

with the whole weight of the League's authority behind them.

Lord Robert CECIL (South Africa.) said that he had understood that the text which he had

proposed had been agieed to by the French representative, and he was convinced that the T. M. C.
must not be prevented from prosecuting its work, even if no reply were received from the Govern-
ments.

M. de JOUVENEL (France) again affirmed his desire for conciliation. He agreed to accept

the compromise which Lord Robert Cecil had suggested and which completed the text submitted by
him. A year hence they would see who was in the right, and in any case no effort would be wasted.

The final paragraph, with the wording proposed by M. de Jouvenel and the addition suggested
by Lord Robert Cecil, was adopted and referred to the Drafting Committee.

The meeting rose at I2.50 p.m.



FIFTH MEETING

Held on September I4th, I922, at 3 p. m.

M. de la TORRIENTE Y PERAZA in the Chair.

Io. Statement by the Roumanian Representative.

M. Manolesco ROMNICEANO (Roumania) acquainted the Committee with. Roumania's reply
concerning the possibilities of the reduction of her armaments.

No nation was inspired with more pacific intentions than Roumania, but her disarmament
policy must take into account the fact that peace was far from reigning on her borders.

The uncertain state of Soviet Russia, her incessant attacks upon the Dniester, the concen-
tration of the Red armies on the frontier of Bessarabia, and the threats of the heads of the
Russian Government compelled Roumania to maintain the necessary military and naval forces
required for her safety and defence.

In these very special circumstances, it would be difficult for her to increase the reduction
in her military effectives.

The number of effectives had been reduced to I25,000 men. The difference between the
budget estimates (759 million lei) for I920-I92I and the actual expenditure (1,596 million lei)
was due to the continual depreciation of the lei.

The estimate for the current year amounted to 1,700 million lei, which, for the same reason,
could not be considered as invariable.

II. Continuation of the Discussion of the Resolutions presented by Lord Robert Cecil.

Land Armaments
The CHAIRMAN proposed that the Committee should discuss the question of land armaments,

as the Sub-Committee had not yet completed its work on the resolution concerning the Treaty of
Mutual Guarantee.

M. LANGE (Norway), on a point of order, stated that Lord Robert Cecil had proposed the a dop-
tion of the general principles of the report of the T.M.C. regarding the Treaty of Mutual Guarantee.
Would it not be advisable to discuss in detail the proposals contained in the report ?

Lord Robert CECIL (South Africa) hoped that the discussion would not deal with the detailed
points of the report, and that the Committee would wait for the work now being done by the
Drafting Committee. M. Lange's suggestions would then be welcomed.

M. LANGE (Norway) consented to the postponement of his remarks.
Lord Robert CECIL (South Africa) stated that by his resolution on land armaments, the

Committee was asked to recommend the Assembly to give general instructions to the T.M.C. as to:

(i) The impossibility of limiting anything but the peace strength of a country;
(2) The impossibility of finding a common unit of measurement for the land armaments of

a State.

If this unit could be established, it would be easy to estimate the strength of the armies and
then proceed to their reduction.

The unit of measurement which he proposed might perhaps be based partly on numbers of men
and partly on budgetary expenditure.

Further, the limitation of the peace strength of colonial and of air forces would have to be
considered.

He concluded by expressing the hope that the T.M.C. would be in a position to submit a
definitive draft next year. Its period of office must therefore necessarily be extended.

M. LANGE (Norway) recalled the comparison which had been made on the previous day
between the logic of the French mind and the empiricism of the Anglo-Saxon mind. He preferred,
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on this occasion, the second method; could they not take as a basis the existing military strength
of each State? The T.M.C. had been right in rejecting Lord Esher's proposals, which based the
reduction of the peace strength of armaments upon the factor of effectives.

It would be preferable to choose the budget as a basis, adding other definite factors of military
defence.

M. de OLIVEIRA (Brazil) represented that the exigencies of defence might be greater than the
provisions allowed for in the credits.

M. LANGE (Norway) objected that, as a budget was voted in the year previous to the current
year, there could not be any great discrepancy between the budget provisions and the actual
expenses, except under quite extraordinary circumstances.

M. de OLIVEIRA (Brazil) suggested that it might happen that a fixed budget did not permit
of certain expenses, but that the increased resources of a country might allow these expenses to be
incurred.

M. de JOUVENEL (France) expressed his agreement with M. Lange that the budgetary unit,
which really constituted the truth in these matters, should be taken as a basis in the calculation
of armaments.

Passing to the discussion of the resolution, he was quite sure that everybody was agreed upon
the first part as far as the words: ".... on the basis of these principles". On the other hand, at
the conclusion of the resolution, the word "definitif" should, in his opinion, be omitted.

Lord Robert CECIL (South Africa) stated that it was merely a matter of translation.

M. de JOUVENEL (France) suggested that, as a matter of logical procedure, the T.M.C. should
submit simultaneously:

(i) A scheme for the reduction of armaments;
(2) A draft Treaty of Mutual Guarantee;
(3) A scheme for the formation of an organisation entrusted with the control of disar-

mament and the assurance of guarantees.

But would not the Committee prefer to go beyond last year's recommendation, which merely
requested that "nations should not increase their armaments in 1922, but should retain the 1921
basis"?

Certain countries had stated that they could not give such an undertaking, but, in point of
fact, the armaments in existence in the world in I922 were less than in I92I.

The results attained were not yet sufficient. The nations which had fought in the war had
hoped that it would be the prelude to disarmament. Nevertheless, three years after the peace
had been signed, there were more armaments in the world than before it.

Certain recently-created States whose life was still precarious and whose frontiers were ill-
defined were arming through fear of more powerful neighbours; others, knowing the risks of
disarmament or neutrality, were compelled, like Belgium, to change their legal status and increase
their armaments to somewhat above the level of I9I4; yet others, such as Greece and Spain
(to mention only nations which were Members of the League), were at war; but the other great
nations must at least, as a minimum and a beginning, return to their I9I3 armaments.

He therefore proposed that the following recommendation should be added the resolution
on land armaments:

"Furthermore, the Committee recommends that, as a preliminary step, the European
States existing before the war in I914 under their present description, whose juridical
status has not been modified by the war, and which are not, at the moment, engaged in
military operations which justify their armaments, be invited to reduce the total of
their military, naval and air expenditure to the figures for 1913, calculated on the basis
of pre-war prices according to the method employed by the Temporary Mixed Commission".

Lord Robert CECIL (South Africa) accepted the principle of this amendment; it could be
discussed at once, and the proper place in which it should be inserted in the Committee's resolu-
tions could be decided later.

M. TEIXEIRA GOMES (Portugal), referring to M. de Jouvenel's allusion, said he was sure that
everyone had realised that the French representative was speaking of the war in Morocco.

Count de GIMENO (Spain) wished to say that Spain's attention was not directed to any of her
frontiers except the frontier of Morocco.

Mr. FISHER (British Empire) accepted the proposal, but asked M. de Jouvenel for further
details as to the different forms to be observed by the Council in addressing letters to States,
according to whether these existed before the war or not.

M. de JOUVENEL (France) said that the new States which had been created as a result of the
war would receive the same invitations as last year. His proposal only applied to European States
which existed before I9I4 under their present names.

He agreed that the proper place of the recommendation in the resolutions should be considered
later.

The CHAIRMAN asked whether any other member wished to speak. There was no reply.

The resolution III on land armaments and the recommendation proposed by M. de Jouvenel
were put to the vote. They were adopted and sent to the Drafting Committee.
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Naval Disarmament.

Lord Robert CECIL (SouthAfrica) asked if the Committee would take the three Resolutions (a),
(b) and (c) together instead of voting on them separately.

Admiral ZWIERKOWSKI (Poland) stated that the Polish Government had already expressed in
writing its opinion on Resolution (a), namely, that the only reason why the negotiations between the
Principal Powers at Washington had reached such a satisfactory conclusion was because the de-
velopment of their naval forces had reached a point which could hardly be passed without jeopardi-
sing the economic position of those Powers. The numerous countries which had not signed the
Washington Treaty and were not in the same circumstances as the principal Powers could not
therefore be asked to accept the principle of the status quo which existed on November z2th,
I92I, as the basis of the proposed international conference.

As far as he knew, none of the signatory Powers except Japan had yet ratified the Treaty.
This led him to suppose that no Government wished to paralyse the activity of its national ship-
yards until the construction of all fighting units, even in the shipyards of countries which were
not Members of the League of Nations, should be stopped by a universal agreement.

He considered, therefore, that the application of the naval status quo as a basis for the Confe-
rence was premature; the principle could not be reconciled with the national security of many
countries. The States which had been created as a result of the war and which were immediate
neighbours of military States not Members of the League, must, first of all, ensure their own
security, and any other general considerations must be subordinate to this condition.

Accordingly, the Polish Government, being fully conscious of its position, had to bear in mind
the possibility of a combined attack from east and west. To meet such an attack, and to strengthen
her resistance on the eastern and western fronts, Poland might need to complete her preparations
for security on the northern front by the addition of a few naval units.

He was therefore obliged, acting on instructions from his Government, to associate himself
entirely with Brazil's point of view and to propose the provisions of Article 8 of the Covenant as a
basis for discussion instead of the naval status quo in November I92I.

M. de OLIVEIRA (Brazil) defined his Government's views on the question.
In view of the requirements of her national security and the defence of her territory, Brazil

could not contemplate any limitation of her naval armaments. A reduction of armaments signified
a decrease in the importance of the armaments of a country and implied that they were in excess
of national requirements; it was a natural and admirable action possible to those whose security
was already fully assured. But to limit the armaments of a country which had not even the mini-
mum indispensable for its defence would be to give up all its means of self-protection.

If the Washington Treaty were applied to Brazil, it would merely allow her to purchase two
fighting units when those in her possession, which were already more than half obsolete, became
useless.

It was ridiculous to think of defending a country which had a population of 30,000,000 and a
coast-line of 3,600 miles with two warships, even of the most modern type. The area of Brazil
was almost equal to that of Europe, and its coast-line was almost as long as the distance between
Europe and South America. Her mercantile marine, which was already important, would grow
as her commerce developed, not only abroad, but between those of the Brazilian States on the
Atlantic seaboard, whose only means of communication was by sea. Hence the necessity in case
of war for assuring communication by means of a larger fleet than the existing one.

Nor must it be forgotten that the economic development of Brazil must not be interfered
with for lack of the strictly necessary means of defence, nor by the anxiety that would arise if
the country's means of defence were not proportionate to her importance.

Brazil was a peace-loving country; her constitution contained an article prohibiting her
from any war of conquest, and she was always ready to lend her assistance to the work of progress
and of peace. When she was forced, in alliance with Argentine and Uruguay, to go to war, this
was her duty to humanity; to save a people by defeating a tyrant who was enslaving them and
whose ambitious madness was threatening the continent.

Fifty years of peace followed that war, till the day when Brazil was called for the second
time to take her stand among the defenders of right and liberty.

The Brazilian delegate to the Permanent Advisory Commission had refused for the same
reasons to subscribe to the extension of the Treaty of Washington.

In accordance with instructions from his Government, he was also unable to adopt the wish
of the T. M. C. concerning the calling of an international conference to discuss the principle of
any such extension.

M. URRUTIA (Colombia), in reply to M. de Oliveira, remarked that the proposal of the T. M. C.
simply touched a question of principle; the proposed international conference would discuss
possible agreements and would hear objections by States.

He therefore asked the Brazilian representative to vote for the proposed resolution:
M. de OLIVEIRA (Brazil) reminded the Committee that the members of the Committee were

representing their Governments, from whom they received detailed instructions.
The Government of Brazil did not agree with the principles of the Treaty of Washington;

it therefore greatly regretted that it could not take them into consideration or discuss them.
Admiral ZWIERKOWSKI (Poland) said that the starting-point from which the Washington

Conference set out was the maintenance of the status quo; a State that had no navy so far was not
allowed ever to have one.
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Poland, however, based her standpoint on the principles contained in Article 8 of the
Covenant.

Mr. FISHER (British Empire) agreed with M. Urrutia that it would be regrettable not to
utilise this opportunity to extend the principles of the Washington Treaty to all States.

Admiral Zwierkowski had declared that the Washington Treaty had only been ratified by
Japan, but the United States, Great British and Japan had ratified it.

Doubtless the other Signatory States would also ratify it shortly.
The Powers signatory of the Washington Treaty, which were said to have reached the highest

point of their naval strength, gave up a certain number of their units. Consequently the status
quo meant for them a reduction of their forces.

Incidentally this status quo did not last indefinitely, as the Treaty expired in I936; it was
merely a naval holiday.

Moreover, the report of the T.M.C. laid down certain exceptions and modifications of the
principle of the status quo. Brazil and Poland would be able to take advantage of these modifi-
cations.

With a view to a compromise, the speaker proposed the following amendment;

To Resolution (b) add the words:

"it being understood, that any special cases, including that of the new States, shall
be given due consideration."

It was also possible that the Pan-American Conference of Santiago would consider this im-
portant question.

M. de OLIVEIRA (Brazil) said he would be glad to submit to his Government Mr. Fisher's
amendment, subject, however, to all reservations as to the reply, and he asked the Committee
to await this reply before taking a decision.

Lord Robert CECIL (South Africa) agreed to Mr. Fisher's amendment.
If that amendment was adopted, Resolution (a) would be dropped and replaced by Resolution (b)

which would begin as follows:

"It recommends that an international conference should be summoned by the
Council as soon as possible..."

The remainder of the text would be that proposed by Mr. Fisher.
The wording, as amended by the British Delegate, would practically dispose of the Brazilian

representative's objections.
Nevertheless, the Washington Treaty, with certain amendments, forced an excellent point of

departure.

Admiral ZWIERKOWSKI (Poland) informed Mr. Fisher that he was not aware of the fact that
England had ratified the Washington Treaty. He had not intended to speak of the United States,
which was not a Member of the League of Nations. It was for that reason that he had only
mentioned Japan.

M. URRUTIA (Colombia) pointed out to M. de Oliveira that the report of the T.M.C. clearly
set forth that the fact of going to the Conference in no way implied a preliminary obligation to
agree to all the principles laid down at Washington, since exceptions and modifications would be
possible.

M. LANGE (Norway) stated that, if he were not mistaken, the programme of the Santiago
Conference only mentioned in a general way and without any details the problem of the limitation
of armaments.

He asked that the vote on Mr. Fisher's amendment should be adjourned to the next meeting
in order that everybody might see the printed text.

The CHAIRMAN consulted the Committee on the point of order raised by M. Lange.

Lord Robert CECIL (South Africa) requested M. Lange not to insist on his request for post-
ponement. A precedent must not be created which would allow amendments to be postponed
pending their printing and distribution. Such procedure would considerably delay the work of
the Committee.

M. LANGE (Norway) insisted on his motion. He thought that it was necessary on this occasion
that the members of the Committee should be able to confer with the delegates of their countries,
but he did not intend thereby to create a precedent.

Mr. FISHER (British Empire) stated that he would willingly support the opinion expressed by
Lord Robert Cecil, but that from motives of courtesy he accepted the motion of adjournment
proposed by M. Lange.

He thanked the Delegate of Brazil for having undertaken to transmit the proposed amendment
to his Government. He thought, moreover, that the fact should be emphasised that the proposal
was not of an obligatory character.

M. de OLIVEIRA (Brazil) thanked Mr. Fisher for the courteous reference to his country and
repeated that he would forward Mr. Fisher's amendment to his Government.

The motion to postpone the adoption of the amendment was carried.
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The CHAIRMAN stated that they would embark on the discussion of various resolutions pro-
posed by Lord Robert Cecil.

As the following proposals, (a) limitation of national expenditure on armaments, and (b)
statistical enquiry, were to be the subject of reports by sub-committees, there was no need to
discuss them.

Lord Robert CECIL (South Africa) asked the Committee to postpone the consideration of
proposals (c) and (d), which were allied to the question of the traffic ni arms, as they had been
referred to a sub-committee. He proposed that the Committee should pass on to proposals (/), (g)
and (h). (Approved.)

(f) Chemical warfare.

The last Assembly had decided to address an appeal to scientists throughout the world
requesting them to publish their discoveries in the sphere of inventions relating to warfare. The
question was referred to the Committee on Intellectual Co-operation, which refused to deal with
it. Consequently, the T.M.C. had entrusted a small committee with the task of collecting all
publications on this subject in a short pamphlet published under the auspices of the League of
Nations. It was thought that the attention of public opinion would thus be drawn to the gravity
of this problem.

M. URRUTIA (Colombia) submitted for the consideration of the Committee a proposal for a
convention prohibiting the use of poison gas.

The Committee wished to recommend to the Assembly the adoption of an international draft
convention condemning the use of poison gas. The text of this Convention would be identical
with that of Article 5 of the Washington Treaty on this question, which ran as follows:

"The use in war of asphyxiating, poisonous or other gases, and all analogous liquids,
materials or devices, having been justly condemned by the general opinion of the civil-
ised world, and the prohibition of such use having been declared in treaties to which a
majority of the civilised powers are parties,

"The signatory Powers, to the end that this prohibition shall be universally accepted
as a part of international law binding alike the conscience and practice of nations, declare
their assent to such prohibition, agree to be bound thereby as between themselves, and
invite all other civilised nations to adhere thereto."

The Convention mentioned above would be signed and submitted for ratification to the States
Members of the League in accordance with the procedure adopted for the International Convention
on the Traffic in Women and Children.

In view of the refusal of the Committee on Intellectual Co-operation to deal with the matter,
the condemnation of the use of asphyxiating gas and a recommendation to the Assembly that an
international convention should be signed on this subject were of the utmost importance. Such
action could but emphasise the condemnations already pronounced at The Hague and at
Washington.

It had been stated in the Third Committee that it was impossible to make war humane and
that it must be entirely abolished. Even the Covenant of the League of Nations itself had been
powerless to abolish war; the aspiration of human endeavour must be to make it less horrible.

As it was impossible to prevent the daily discovery by scientists of new means of destruction,
it was the duty of the Members of the League to condemn and to prohibit the application of such
discoveries.

The question was not only one of principle but of timeliness. In the interval between the
Washington and Santiago Conferences, it was of importance that the Assembly should arrive
at an agreement on a practical and definite convention if it wished to maintain its prestige.

It might be objected that the Assembly was not called upon to draw up international conven-
tions. He recalled those already concluded under the auspices of the League, in particular,
the Convention concerning the traffic in women and children, and the Amendments to the Cove-
nant.

M. LANGE (Norway) thought that M. Urrutia had made two very different proposals, one
tending towards the improvement of the method of work of the League of Nations, and the other
aiming at enlisting the services of the League in humanising warfare.

The drawing up of conventions by the Assembly would simplify diplomatic procedure, which
was proverbially slow. But in order to attain a practical result, the Assembly, if transformed
into a diplomatic conference for the purpose of drawing up an international code of laws, should
only deal with questions which had been thoroughly investigated. This was, unfortunately,
not the case at present.

With regard to the second idea, he thought that man was incapable of humanising war and
could only endeavour to abolish it. Such a proposal seemed to him, moreover, to be outside the
scope of the Assembly, and he could not bring himself to vote forit. On the other hand, he favour-
ed the proposal of Lord Robert Cecil, based on the report of the T. M. C., as this proposal did not
suggest that the use of poison gas should be prohibited — an impossible ideal - but did endea-
vour to inform public opinion, which could make its desires known, what future war would be
like. He therefore recommended the Committee to vote for this proposal.
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M. URRUTIA (Colombia) recognised that the question was a very complex one. He was
therefore prepared to vote for Lord Robert Cecil's proposal in order to hasten the work of the
Committee. But he asked the Committee to refer his own proposal to the T. M. C., before which
he would defend his point of view.

Lord Robert CECIL (South Africa) seconded M. Urrutia's request, and begged him to support
the proposal to introduce certain necessary modifications into M. Urrutia's proposal for a conven-
tion.

Lord Robert Cecil's proposal was adopted.

(g) Statements of Governments on the requirements of their national security.

(h) Exchange of information.

These two resolutions were adopted without discussion.

The meeting rose at 6.40 p.m.
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Held on September I6th, I922, at 3 p.m.

M. de la TORRIENTE Y PERAZA in the chair.

I2. Naval Disarmament.

The CHAIRMAN opened discussion of Mr. Fisher's amendment with regard to naval disarma-
ment. (Annex No. 4, paragraph (a).

M. LANGE (Norway) said that, having now consulted his delegation, he was ready to vote
for the proposal as amended by Mr. Fisher.

M. CHAO-HSIN CHU (China), on behalf of his Government, supported the draft Convention
for Naval Disarmament.

He supported Mr. Fisher's amendment, as it gave satisfaction to those countries which for the
moment were inadequately equipped as regards naval forces.

China possessed a long seaboard; she had no capital ships, and she desired to secure peace
and safety for all her territory. Therefore, while accepting the principle of the status quo, she
would be very glad to sign an agreement of mutual guarantee and would willingly take part in
any conference called to investigate this matter.

The Count de GIMENO (Spain) said that Spain was animated by pacifist ideals, and would
never embark upon any sort of warlike aggression. Spain was genuinely desirous of maintaining
peace.

However, considerations of national defence forced her to pay attention to:

(i) Protection of her frontiers and her long seacoast on both sides of the Peninsula;
(2) Protection of her island provinces in the Mediterranean and the Atlantic;
(3) Protection of her African possessions;
(4) Security of communications with the above;
(5) Observance of the obligations imposed upon her by her protectorate in Morocco;
(6) Security and protection of her sea-borne trade.

A country's requirements for national defence should not be defined until that country
itself had been consulted. Spain's present sea forces were insufficient for her defence, owing to the
stoppage of work upon the construction of ships during the war, also on account of financial
consideration.

He gave his fullest support to the statement by the Spanish naval representative, Rear-
Admiral the Marquis de Magaz, regarding the extension of the Washington Naval Treaty to non-
signatory Powers under the reserves mentioned in the report of the T. M. C.

Spain would never increase her naval forces for purposes of aggression. She was always ready
to co-operate in the limitation of armaments, but only under the conditions laid down in Article
8 of the Covenant, to which she had been the first of the neutral Powers to give her adhesion.

M. RIVAS-VIcuNA (Chile) regretted that he had not been present at the meeting in which
mention had been made of the Pan-American Conference at Santiago. He reminded the Committee
that he had informed the T. M. C. of the Chilian Government's suggestion that disarmament
be placed on the agenda of the next Pan-American Conference.

The discussion on armaments in respect of the American continent, as proposed by Chile,
comprised all aspects of the problem investigated at the Washington Conference and also in
the T. M. C. and the Third Committee.

This suggestion might be used as the groundwork of a continental agreement which would
do much to facilitate the drawing up of a general plan in accordance with Lord Robert Cecil's
first proposal. In any case, the Santiago Conference would be immensely aided by the co-operation
of the Technical Organisations of the League of Nations or of those organisations which had taken
part in the Washington Conference.

M. TEIXEIRAGOMEZ (Portugal) explained Portugal's position with regard to national defence.
The speaker laid stress upon the length of his country's frontiers, her land frontier with Spain, her
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Atlantic frontiers, Madeira, the Cape Verde Islands, the Azores, St. Thomas, her colonies of Guinea
and Angola, of Mozambique and in India. These frontiers were among the longest in the world.

Although Portugal had no means of defence, she did not feel the need of such means. She had
complete confidence in the peaceful intentions of her neighbours and in Article Io of the Covenant,
which guaranteed the territorial integrity of all countries represented on the League, and would
always be ready to approve any proposal for the reduction of armaments.

M. DE OLIVEIRA (Brazil) had communicated Mr. Fisher's amendment to his Government but
had not yet received an answer. He did not expect to receive one before the beginning of the
following week. In these circumstances he would refrain from voting, but would inform the
Assembly of his Government's decision.

The CHAIRMAN asked if any other member desired to address the meeting. (There was no
reply.)

He declared that the resolutions on naval disarmament (Annex4), were adopted,subject to
the reserve made by the Brazilian Delegate.

I3. Treaty of Mutual Guarantee. (Annexes 5 and 6.)

The Count TosTI DI VALMINUTA (Italy), rapporteur of the drafting committee instructed
to draw up a final text of the four resolutions laying down the principles governing the Treaty
of Mutual Guarantee, reminded the Committee that it had already agreed as to the general inten-
tion of these resolutions. It only remained to fix their final form.

Agreement had been reached on all points except Resolution4 of Lord Robert Cecil's text.
Two texts for Resolution4 had been presented to the Committee, one by Lord Robert Cecil

and the other by M. de Jouvenel.
The difference between the two texts might be summarised as follows : As it seemed materially

impossible to carry out a reduction of armaments and to put into force the Treaty of Mutual
Guarantee at one and the same time, they would have to decide whether disarmament should
precede the guarantee, or the guarantee precede disarmament.

Good arguments in favour of either proposal could always be found. No long discussion
had been required to bring out the necessity, and at the same time the justice, of making proposals
for effecting disarmament and extending the guarantee simultaneously. Lord Robert Cecil's
original proposals were modified by M. Lange's suggestions in the sense that, although the Treaty
of Mutual Guarantee was intended to become general, it might, at the beginning, not be so, the
word "general" being replaced by the words "open to all countries concerned".

Accordingly the Drafting Committee had recognised that an additional clause containing
this idea of a gradual extension would not be inconsistent with the general spirit underlying
Lord Robert Cecil's proposals.

He analysed the three paragraphs of the new text presented by M. de Jouvenel as follows :-

The first paragraph satisfied Lord Robert Cecil's guiding idea, namely, that the first condition
of the Treaty of Mutual Guarantee would be that the Governments should previously consent
to a reduction of armaments.

The second paragraph, which was in agreement with the general spirit of the proposal, put
forward the idea that disarmament should be carried out step by step, in proportion as the Treaty
of Mutual Guarantee was extended.

The third paragraph was not fundamentally different from Lord Robert Cecil's original
clause.

Broadly speaking, the two formulae were almost the same, and entirely in agreement with
the two other proposals previously approved.

The Committee might therefore accept the new text on condition that the spirit underlying
it did not differ from the spirit underlying Lord Robert Cecil's text.

If, as Count Tosti di Valminuta hoped, the French delegate could satisfy Lord Robert
Cecil's anxiety in this matter, an agreement might easily be reached and M. de Jouvenel's proposal
accepted.

Lord Robert CECIL (South Africa) first desired a verbal correction in the text of the third
resolution. The word "concerned" should be struck out, as all countries were concerned in disarm-
ament.

With regard to Resolution 4, the question of the guarantee and of the reduction of armaments
were interdependent. The Temporary Mixed Commission had already accepted the resolution
without modifying it. The Committee's decision to give precision to the texts had given rise
to the new wording proposed. His text specified that the Treaty of Mutual Guarantee would
not come into force before the reduction of armaments had been recognised as obligatory; he still
thought that there was no fundamental difference of opinion between M. de Jouvenel and himself.

M. de Jouvenel's text contained certain new ideas; for instance, paragraph I did not specify
an obligation to disarm. Paragraph 2 suggested an incomplete guarantee and a gradual reduction
of armaments. He did not wish for the moment to express an opinion either for or against the
proposal. Disarmament would be extended in proportion to the guarantees. Such a method
would be difficult to apply, as it involved perpetual readjustments.

With regard to paragraph 3 of M. de Jouvenel's text, he had difficulty in forming an idea of
an organisation for the purpose of supervising the execution of the plan for the reduction of
armaments. This was a completely new idea, and he doubted whether the Committee would



- 32 -

think it advisable at once to give an opinion upon the proposal. The proposals which they had
adopted had been searchingly investigated by the T. M. C. It would be premature to vote on
the texts at once.

He proposed that the Chairman put to the vote the principle that no guarantee was possible
without a reduction of armaments, and no reduction without a guarantee.

As regards methods of application, the matter should be referred for consideration to the
T. M. C., which would present its conclusions in the matter in -the following year. This solution
would have the advantage of giving time for a thorough investigation.

As he had given great thought to the question without being able to find a satisfactory formula,
he asked the Committee not to hasten unduly the investigation of a question of such importance.
Too hasty a decision might compromise the success of their future work.

Lord Robert Cecil concluded by asking the Committee to refer M. de Jouvenel's proposal
to the T. M. C.

M. DE JOUVENEL (France) said that he now rose with a feeling of amazement to speak and
to define the position. He was in the strange position of being more anxious for Lord Robert
Cecil's plan to succeed than Lord Robert Cecil was himself. He was defending Lord Robert Cecil
almost against himself.

He did this with astonishment but with pleasure, as he felt sure he would agree with Lord
Robert Cecil in the end. He wished only to say that he found it difficult to agree to this proposal
for the adjournment of the disarmament debate - a proposal which was a little too parliamentary.

As Count Tosti di Valminuta had aptly expressed it, Lord Robert Cecil was not alone in
realising that he had adduced not new truths but elementary truths.

Like Count Tosti di Valminuta, he much hoped for agreement with Lord Robert Cecil, and for
that reason he had added proposal to proposal and text to text. On one occasion he even felt
that they had reached complete agreement, but upon consideration he had wondered if they had
not been building their agreement upon a confusion of thought. This they must avoid at all
costs, for it was useless to seek to attain agreement by means of one of those ambiguous texts
which satisfied everyone and bound no-one. They must ascertain whether they really agreed
not only on the aim but also on the methods by which it was to be attained. It was in this con-
nection that he was forced to ask for precision.

They were discussing one of the most momentous of problems, and the words they wrote
now would be read again at the most critical hours for humanity, in those decisive moments
when the nations were obliged to choose, when they would only have time to say Yes or No;
and those present would bitterly regret it if, by leaving the text ambiguous, they left the
nations uncertain as to where their duty lay.

The path of honour must be so clearly traced that the Governments which did not follow it
should have no excuse in the eyes of history, so that they could not say, when they were shown
a text signed by them: "I did not understand, and I shall submit the dispute to the grammarians. "

They must investigate the very basis of the question, and in this connection he thanked
Lord Robert Cecil for having said to him yesterday that it would be better for them to discuss the
matter thoroughly in the Committee in order that no ambiguity might exist.

Instead of hiding any possible difference of opinion, it would be far better to define it, to
bringit to light rather than to veil it. For this reason he wished to say that he felt there was some
lack of agreement, not between Lord Robert Cecil and himself, but between Lord Robert Cecil
and practially the whole Committee.

He would sum up the three first points upon which they had agreed:

First: No plan for the reduction of armaments could fully succeed unless it were general.
Secondly: In the present state of the world, a large number of the Governments could not

disarm without sufficient guarantee.
Thirdly: The procedure for guarantees must be organised.

If necessary, it was certain that these three points could form the groundwork for an amend-
ment to the Treaty of Mutual Treaty and would be sufficient by themselves for this purpose. He
thought Lord Robert Cecil was perfectly right, and, for his part, he congratulated him for having
introduced a fourth point, saying that the purpose of this Treaty of Mutual Guarantee was a general
reduction of armaments, and for having, in this fourth point, defined the purpose of the system.
Where, then, did Lord Robert Cecil's views differ from their own ? To answer, they must review
the amendments which had been introduced.

Mr. Fisher had introduced a very good amendment to the first resolution, the force of which
lay in an adverb; he said no plan for the reduction of armaments could succeed fully unless it
were general.

What did that mean? A disarmament scheme could suoceed to a certain extent without being
general. To what extent ? The second resolution of Lord Robert Cecil defined it; in the present
state of the world, many Governments could not assume the responsibility for a serious reduction
of armaments unless they received in exchange a satisfactory guarantee for the safety of their
countries.

They could, therefore, only disarm to the extent to which they had similar guarantees of a
value at least as great as the armaments themselves. This was the meaning of Resolution 2. His
own idea was not new, and consisted of the repetition in Resolution 4 of the formulae contained in
Resolution 2.

They had adopted an amendment by M. Lange to Resolution 3, which substituted for the
idea of a compulsory general defensive agreement the hypothesis of a regional defensive agree-
ment, but always open and capable of extension to all the States interested.
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The amendments made by the Committee to Lord Robert Cecil's scheme aimed at the relative
adjustment of guarantees of disarmament; at making it possible, by Mr. Fisher's amendment,
to begin disarmament before it became general; at making regional agreements possible by M.
Lange's amendment, and so realising a mutual guarantee treaty by stages and not instantaneously.
He wondered, therefore, in what way his idea could be called new? Upon what point could they
now be in disagreement?

It was not necessary for him to emphasise the third paragraph of his text, which could, if
necessary, be referred to the T. M. C. This, however, he thought unnecessary, as that organisation
could be requested by the Council to carry out any definite investigation which appeared necessary.
Did not their lack of agreement arise from the fact that Lord Robert Cecil only contemplated the
sole hypothesis of a general treaty and that, in his own words in the Assembly, he still wanted
"all or nothing"? He did not exclude the hypothesis of a general agreement; the day would come
when the whole world, or at least, the old world, defining the same thought in the same way,
would accept the same method, simultaneously disarm and accept a single control. But, without
excluding this possibility, he did not wish the whole fact of disarmament to depend upon it, for,
if this was to be so, they might as well tear up their papers and abandon their work.

It was the task and high destiny of the League of Nations to do much good or much evil
- much good if it destroyed war, according to the formula of M. Lange; much evil if it were
limited to creating a facade of peace behind which the spirit of imperialism and war could continue
its preparations, ambitions and intrigues.

A general treaty was possible, but that was not all. There was another way: if a beginning
were made with regional agreements, peace would come ever nearer. Instead of steering solely
by the stars, let them go humbly and modestly but surely from one peak to a higher one by stages;
humanity, like nature, did not advance by bounds.

Whence came the opposition of Lord Robert Cecil ? He was not pronouncing any new
truths, but the most elementary and simplest in the world, and he was applying to States that
which was applicable to men.

At the present moment the nations were putting their security in their armaments. They
would only disarm if they were given an equivalent security by a guarantee.

Two or three nations which allied themselves might perhaps consider the guarantee of the
treaty signed between them to be insufficient. For instance, the Serb-Croat-Slovene State, Czecho-
slovakia, Poland and Roumania conclude a treaty of guarantee. That treaty would not enable
them to resist all the dangers with which the great nations threatened them. But let them suppose
that Italy, Spain, Great Britain and France joined the treaty concluded by the Little Entente,
then disarmament would become possible. That was elementary logic.

He did not wish to pass over in silence a final argument: the dangerous hour would strike
perhaps the day after the conclusion of these treaties of guaranted, and it was perhaps that
which gave Lord Robert Cecil pause.

It was perfectly certain that great nations sheltering behind their military or maritime frontiers
might think it dangerous for them to give their guarantee to young States whose life was still
uncertain and whose security was ill-organised. Yes, but he said, knowing that he spoke for his
country, whose feelings and traditions he knew, that that was precisely what had to be done: the
duty of the strong was to rescue and guarantee the weak. The small nations constituted easier
temptations for the great, and it was through them that war might be caused. If they did not
agree to give them their guarantee, no disarmament was possible, no peace ensured. They would
have cast back their children upon the old historical road which led from the affair of Schleswig
to Sadowa, and from Sadowa to Sedan. They had to take responsibilities and give proof of
political courage. Moreover, that was the surest way. The most dangerous would be not to
close their ranks to prevent aggression, but to open them and let the aggressor through; to be too
late in answering the call of the dying; to allow the aggressor to believe that his aggression carried
no risks with it.

The war was not so distant that they had not had time to enshrine the facts in their memories.
He could not but think at this moment of Jules Cambon's story, of his tragic visits, during the
last days of July I9I4, to the ambassadors of the nations which were destined later to become
our Allies, when he said to them: "You will be obliged to defend civilisation at our side and to
intervene." These were the replies he heard: "I agree with you, but I am not authorised to say
so." Ah, if only they had been authorised to say so !

What they wanted was that, in future, the representatives of the Powers which wished to
oppose aggression should be authorised to say beforehand that they would oppose it. It was the
essential condition of future peace. He called upon Lord Robert Cecil, whose mind he knew,
whose.aims he knew, to support his proposal, his text, which had perhaps the advantage of lucidity,
which led him to the object which he pursued, which led him more certainly than his own; and
he adjured him to state categorically here that a country only served the cause of peace if it gave
its guarantee. Would Lord Robert Cecil, who would later be honoured in the eyes of the world
and in history for having for the first time attempted to construct the edifice of peace upon solid
foundations, allow him to ask him not to ruin it beforehand in asking them to build at the outset
as high as heaven ?

Lord Robert CECIL (South Africa) said he had listened to the speech of M. de Jouvenel with
admiration, but, at the risk of appearing prosaic, he considered that a large part of that speech
had only a distant bearing upon the question.

M. de Jouvenel, in fact, asked for a precise definition regarding a guarantee; nothing in the
proposals which he submitted contributed anything definite, such as they found in the third
resolution already adopted by the Committee.
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The obligations which would devolve upon the States were essential. He doubted whether
he understood the allusion to the fears of certain nations of giving guarantees to the small States.
WVas it addressed to the country which entered the Great war for the defence of a small State ?

He was quite willing to open the door to the small States in the Treaty of Mutual Guarantee;
but if this was to be done, it should apply to all; it was the sole condition of European disarmament.
But to his mind, the proposals of M. de Jouvenel had no relation to the guarantees to be given
to the small nations.

The proposals of M. de Jouvenel resolved themselves finally into a reduction of armaments
by small parcels, reduction and guarantee being proportionate; that was perhaps one way, but the
moment had not arrived to give an opinion in that respect.

What they were going to construct ought to be something they could realise and which would
resist all tests and international storms. There was no need to recall what had happened during
the war. He hated any allusion to the war of I914-I918. They had to return to realities of the
moment.

If the proposal of M. de Jouvenel was adopted, and three nations, for instance, joined the
Treaty of Mutual Guarantee, a corresponding amount of disarmament would be obtained. Without
excluding a priori such a proposition, was it not better to study its application very seriously ?
Were the old groups of States going to be formed once again ? Surely that was not the object
aimed at by M. de Jouvenel ? In that way they would only arrive at a limited guarantee and
reduction of armaments.

Though he was as desirous of accuracy as M. de Jouvenel, he did not consider the second
paragraph proposed by M. de Jouvenel very accurate. What were they to take as a proportion ?
Moral disarmament ? Naval disarmament ? Land disarmament ? These were also factors which
they must study attentively.

He agreed with M. de Jouvenel in sending paragraph 3 of his text to the T.M.C., but he asked
the Committee to be guided by logic rather than be carried away by its feelings and emotions ?

He ended by asking M. de Jouvenel not to insist on the Committee reaching a decision that
day and to accept the proposal to refer the questions to the T.M.C.

M. ASKENAZY (Poland) associated himself entirely with the proposal of M. de Jouvenel. It
recommended itself by simple logic and by absolute proof, which would be especially recognised by
the States whose geographical situation did not offer any natural protection against dangerous
neighbours. Poland was a case in point.

In the light of the discussion which had taken place, M. de Jouvenel's proposal was a counter-
part of Lord Robert Cecil's fourth resolution, which would make a guarantee dependent on a
general reduction of armaments, and the creation of a supervisory organisation by the vote of the
Council.

In spite of Lord Robert Cecil's eloquence, this Resolution 4, placed against the proposal of
M. de Jouvenel, would assume a significance which would render it inacceptable to the more
exposed States, which would always ask for a guarantee before deciding to reduce their means of
defence.

He proposed that the discussion be closed theand Count Tosti di Valminuta's proposal be put
to the vote.

M. de JOUVENEL (France) was entirely of the same mind as Lord Robert Cecil, who wanted a
genuine scheme which would be effective in international storms; that was why, when opposing
the theory of a general treaty, he asked them also to take into account a system of disarmament
commencing with regional agreements.

If people armed, it was because they wished to ensure their security; they would, therefore,
not agree to abandon their armaments except in return for a guarantee sufficient to maintain
their security. Excuses for the maintenance of armaments would be easy to find in such a miracle
as the general treaty would constitute. On the other hand, to gain their object as quickly as
possible, they must prove to the peoples that the reduction did not trench upon their security.

He explained the difference of method which existed between Lord Robert Cecil and the
Committee; Lord Robert Cecil proposed that effective reduction should take place at the same
time as the acceptance of the principle of guarantee; M. de Jouvenel and the Committee asked
that the principle of reduction should be accepted at the same time as the principle of guarantee,
and that the effective reduction of armaments should correspond to effective guarantees.

He asked the Committee to approve the conclusions arrived at by Count Tosti di Valminuta,
which were set out in the text submitted by him.

It would be dangerous both for the League of Nations and for the Committee to appear to
desire a postponement of disarmament for a year. The impression would be given that it had
been impossible to reach an agreement on the aim proposed, owing to a divergence of opinion
between Lord Robert Cecil and M. de Jouvenel. With regard to himself, the French representative
would not accept the responsibility of a delay in the settlement of the question of disarmament.

M. BRANTING (Sweden) felt that only certain States of the world had been considered through-
out the discussion, namely, those which asked guarantees to enable them to carry out an
effective disarmament. Resolution 2, however, already accepted, referred to "many Governments",
not to a general situation. This formula also included other States where the situation allowed of an
important step being taken on the road to disarmament without asking for special guarantees.

Under these conditions, it was difficult for the representative of such a State to take great
interest in the form to be given to ideas which in the main were the same; the two proposals
should be considered by the T. M. C. and by the Governments.
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it was going too far to say, as M. de Jouvenel had done, that if one proposal rather than
another were adopted, disarmament would be postponed for a year. Such a pass had not yet
been reached by the world. There was nothing to necessitate a decision being taken at a meeting
like the Assembly, where the period of session was so short. It was the task of the T. M. C. to
investigate schemes. It had done so in the past; it would continue to do so in the futuie. The
chief aim to be pursued was the strengthening of the position of the League of Nations, in order to
procure the admission of other States, without which the League would find it impossible to achieve
effectively the purpose for which it had been created.

He ended by proposing that the two texts of Lord Robert Cecil and IM. de Jouvenel should be
referred back to the T. M. C., and that the Committee should content itself with the draft submit-
ted by the Sub-Committee and already adopted. Useless controversy as to the merits of very
similar formulae, the choice between which was only a question of taste, would thereby be avoided.

Mr. FISHER (British Empire) said that the discussion which had just taken place appealed
to him to be one of the most interesting which had been held in the course of the deliberations
of the Committee. This discussion had been animated by the best kind of spirit.

Lord Robert Cecil had presented a bold scheme for guarantees to be followed by disarmament,
and of disarmament to be followed by guarantees. That is to say, these two elements were mutually
dependent.

It should, however, be noted that it was impossible to foresee the whole bearing of such a
claim. It included political aspects and a moral conception unfortunately very different from that
actually prevailing in the world. It was the duty of the T. M. C. to investigate this scheme thorough-
ly in all its details.

The T. M. C., having held this investigation, would submit a completed scheme the year
following.

The Third Committee might approve this scheme, but it was important that nothing should
be said likely to pledge the Governments there represented to a line of conduct which they would
not wish to follow later on.

This scheme was full of possibilities. In any case the method of working proposed was intended
to save mankind from the scourge of war.

But the third resolution presented certain difficulties: Great Britain was one member of the
commonwealth of free peoples known as the British Empire. When the British Empire was at
war, Canada or New Zealand was at war. When the British Empire was at peace, all its members
were at peace. Regional agreements, however, such as seemed to be contemplated by Resolution 3
in favour of a Treaty of Mutual Guarantee, might prove quite unacceptable to the British Empire,
since the mere fact that one member of the British Empire was a party to a regional arrangement
would automatically involve the Empire as a whole.

This resolution implied that the guarantee insisted upon might possibly entail a military
convention. He was not there to accept a commitment for the whole British Empire to detailed
military conventions of the kind which might be prescribed in virtue of the third resolution.

Such conventions might or might not be essential to Lord Robert Cecil's plan. That was a
matter for investigation. But if M. de Jouvenel required a distinct statement, the British Delegate
thought it his duty to say that he could not accept distinct proposals which would bind his Govern-
ment. He wondered whether other States, such as the Scandinavian countries, were in a position
to give such a guarantee at the present time.

This draft was at present in its first phase. It would have to be examined by the T. M. C.
and by the Governments.

He suggested that they should give only a provisional acceptance that day, and that the
mandate of the T.M.C. should be extended.

M. de Jouvenel's objections did not appear incompatible with the plan suggested by Lord
Robert Cecil.

He declared himself disposed to accept the resolution on the condition that it was treated as a
proposal which must be submitted to detailed investigation.

Lord Robert CECIL (South Africa) stated that, having had a private interview with M. de
Jouvenel, he hoped to be able to reach an agreement with him on the general wording. He suggested
that the Committee should not give a decision that day in order to allow the necessary time for a
general agreement to be reached.

The proposed resolutions were referred back to the Drafting Committee.

14. Convention of Saint-Germain and the Private Manufacture of Arms.

The CHAIRMAN opened the discussion on the Convention of St. Germain and the Private
Manufacture of Arms (Annex No 7).

Lord Robeit CECIL (South Africa) was of opinion that the matter should be left to the Council
and asked for the adoption of the report with its conclusions.

The CHAIRMAN asked if any other member wished to speak. (Silence.)
The report on these two questions was adopted.
The meeting rose at 6.Io p.m.
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M. de la TORRIENTE Y PERAZA in the Chair.

15. Treaty of Mutual Guarantee. (Proposal by the Drafting Committee.)

Count TOSTI DI VALMINUTA (Italy), Rapporteur of the Drafting Committee, announced that
Lord Robert Cecil and M. de Jouvenel had come to an agreement regarding the final wording of
Resolution 4.

He read the new text proposed (Annex No. 8).

M. MANOLESCO-ROMNICEANO (Roumania) remarked that, in order to guard against difficulties

in the application of stipulations relating to a treaty for the reduction of armaments, provision
should be made for disputes arising between those States which had acceded to such a treaty.
Some States, for instance, might allege that the security, promised was not or had ceased to be
adequately safeguarded by military measures or by budgetary estimates, whilst others might
object that armaments had not been reduced in the proportions demanded by the guarantees, etc.
Disputes of this nature might destroy the effects of the Treaty of Guarantee, and it would be expe-
dient, by inserting a clause in the treaty itself, to provide an organisation for the solution of any
difficulties of application. Accordingly, he submitted the following clause for the approval of
the Committee:

"By virtue of a clause inserted in the Treaty for the Reduction of Armaments, any
disputes which may arise, either as to the scope or the efficacy of the guarantee of security
or as to the carrying out of disarmament in the measure agreed to, shall be submitted
to the Council of the League of Nations, which shall make a final award. This award
shall be carried by a majority of votes of all Members present, the President to have
the casting vote."

In order that the steps taken by the League of Nations for the purpose of disarmament
might be easily and effectively realised, severe penalties must be laid down for those States which
might, for various reasons, refuse, in case of aggression, to come to the help of any other State
which had carried out disarmament in the measure agreed to in return for the guarantee of security
given by the other States.

It could not be admitted that any State should with impunity fail to observe the obligations
arising out of the treaty, leaving a State whose security it had guaranteed exposed to invasion,
to devastation, and, perhaps, to the loss of its independence. Although he recognised the difficulty
of discovering a suitable penalty, he thought that the penalties laid down in Article I6 of the
Covenant of the League of Nations in the event of a Member of the League of Nations resorting
to war in disregard of its engagements, might be made applicable to cases of this kind.

It would be left to the Council of the League of Nations to make a final decision whether a
refusal of assistance were justified or no. The provision of some such penalty would not merely
entail punishment of an offender, but might largely be useful for preventing disregard of agree-
ments entered into.

Lord Robert CECIL (South Africa), whilst appreciating the value of the Roumanian delegate's
remarks, proposed, in order to gain time, to adopt the draft submitted by the Committee and to
refer the remarks concerning sanctions to the T. M. C. for its consideration.

M. de JOUVENEL (France) seconded Lord Robert Cecil in begging M. Manolesco-Romniceano
not to press his proposal. The spirit of his text did not in any way differ from that submitted by
the Drafting Committee.

With regard to the question of sanctions, care would have to be taken to avoid applying to
States which were unwilling to join in a Treaty of Mutual Guarantee, the same sanctions as those
provided for by the League of Nations in case of war. That would mean reverting to the old
principle, which had hardly proved a success: "Be my brother or I shall kill you." Instead of
ensuring peace they would be likely to stir up strife. They would risk realising a prophecy of
Bismarck, who said that war would arise through a proposal for disarmament.
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Mr. FISHER (British Empire) proposed the following further amendments:

Final paragraph:
"The Assembly requests the Council to submit to the various Governments the above proposals

for their observations and requests the T. M. C..." (Adopted.)

Resolution 4, last paragraph, after the words "...carried out", "will further formulate the
plan, on which the Governments will be invited to express their views and to give an independent
decision for the machinery, at the same time political and military, necessary to bring them
clearly into effect."

That text would bring the paragraph into conformity with Article 8 of the Covenant. (Adopted.)

End of preamble:
"...contains valuable suggestions as to the method by which a general reduction of armaments

can be achieved, approve the following resolutions."

The proposed text corresponded more closely with the general trend of the report.

Lord Robert CECIL (South Africa) said he preferred the original drafting, as the preamble
dealt rather with the question of guarantees.

M. LANGE (Norway) shared Lord Robert Cecil's point of view. Mr. Fisher's proposal might
give the impression that a mutual guarantee was the only method by which a reduction of arm-
aments could be secured, which was not the case.

If need be, the clause : "...as to the method by which a Treaty of Mutual Guarantee could
be made effective" might be deleted.

M. HYMANS (Belgium) remarked that he himself and several of his colleagues did not share
M. Lange's opinion, but thought the questions of disarmament and a Treaty of Mutual Guarantee
were closely allied.

Mr. FISHER (British Empire) withdrew his proposal and requested the Committee to proceed
to the vote.

He reminded the Committee of the observations which had already been made with regard
to Resolution 3. Delegates were not in a position to pledge their respective Governments to enter
into a treaty, or even to accept the principle of a treaty.

The Committee's vote merely expressed the approval of a method, the manner of application of
which had yet to be decided upon. Under those circumstances, the speaker was quite ready
to vote on the proposed text.

The speaker, thinking primarily of Europe, foresaw numerous difficulties. For example,
what ought Esthonia to do or not to do if Italy were attacked etc.

Was Great Britain to be regarded as a European State ? If so, as appeared obvious, Austra-
lia, New Zealand, Canada, South Africa and India must also be counted as guaranteeing Powers.
Under those circumstances, what should be the attitude of New Zealand, for instance, if the
eastern frontiers of Poland were threatened ? It was clearly impossible for any Government to
pledge itself without detailed investigation of the problem.

In spite of all difficulties, it might be hoped that, with the help of sound judgment and good-
will, a satisfactory treaty would eventually be drawn up.

Anyone considering the present state of the world was bound to feel uneasy; we were passing
through a period of crisis. They must raise the moral standard among the nations so that they
might regard each other with mutual esteem and mutual confidence; even if the proposed resolu-
tions proved ineffective, other methods might be sought.

The CHAIRMAN noted that Mr. Fisher withdrew his amendment to the preamble; he asked
M. Manolesco-Romniceano whether he adhered to his proposals.

M. MANOLESCO-ROMNICEANO (Roumania) withdrew the first part of his proposals, adhering
only to his statements concerning sanctions.

The CHAIRMAN made a fresh appeal to M. Manolesco-Romniceano's spirit of conciliation in
order that the discussion might not be reopened.

M. MANOLESCO-ROMNICEANO (Roumania), in deference to the Chairman's wishes, agreed that
his proposals concerning such sanctions as he held to be indispensable should be investigated by the
T.M.C. as pait of its work.

The CHAIRMAN was glad to note that the Committee unanimously agreed to the drawing up
of a general treaty of guarantee. The result obtained was considerable, and the decision which
the Assembly was to take would be the most important taken this session. (Applause).

This applause showed that the Committee was prepared to adopt the proposals as a whole,
without voting upon them paragraph by paragraph.

The Committee adopted as a whole the preamble, the four resolutions and the final paragraph,
with the amendments introduced during the discussion.

i6. M. Lange's Supplementary Observations.

M. LANGE (Norway) made certain suggestions concerning the development of the principles
contained in the report of the T.M,CG.



-38-

The principle had already been greatly improved; any treaties of guarantee that were conclud-
ed would be open to all States, and the T.M.C. would be asked to bear this new suggestion in mind
when investigating the question later.

The whole system outlined in the report of the T.M.C. was still really founded on the old
Roman adage "Si vis pacem, para bellum"; the danger of this had been demonstrated by the late
war, but this military principle had fortunately not yet been imported from national into inter-
national spheres. It was necessary to guard against this danger. He therefore asked the T.M.C.
to insert, in the preamble of its scheme, a text which would make it possible for all States to adhere
to the Treaty of Mutual Guarantee and thus to obtain the advantages of a reduction of armaments
and of the guarantee.

On the other hand, as regards the establishment of a test to determine what constituted an
act of aggression, the T.M.C. had formed the opinion that such a test might be found in the deli-
berate violation of the territory of another State; but that was not a scientific test.

Could they rely on purely military criteria ? There was such a thing as pacific action - as
was the case with France in I9I4 - when a State, at a time when a conflict was threatening,
withdrew its troops Io kilometres from the frontiers; from this action alone it became clear
who was the aggressor. But it seemed impossible to insert such a provision in a treaty, more
especially as the violation of the frontier by patrols, for instance, did not in itself constitute an
act of premeditated aggression.

There would be no time to appeal to the Council of the League of Nations to institute an
enquiry. The test would have to be sought in another direction.

This test was found by the clear and synthetic minds of two Frenchmen, M. Gaston Moch,
pacifist and officer, and Jean Jaures, the first victim of the war, who laid down in his book "The
New Army", a test similar to that which was later to be sanctified by the Covenant: the aggressor
State is the one which refuses to submit the dispute to juridical procedure. That was a juridical
test, clear and easily determined.

He asked that the two points that he had just raised should be submitted to the T.M.C. by the
Committee.

Lord Robert CECIL (South Africa), though unable to speak on behalf of the T.M.C., assured
M. Lange that his suggestions would be submitted to the Committee.

17. Draft Letter to the Chairman of the Fourth Committee. (Extension of the principles of
the Washington Naval Treaty to States non-signatory of the Treaty.)

The SECRETARY (M. Aghnides) read a draft letter intended for the Chairman of the Fourth
Committee (Annex No. 9).

Admiral ZWIERKOWSKI (Poland) pointed out that paragraph (b) of the amendment by Mr.
Fisher, which had been adopted by the Committee, did not appear in this draft letter.

The SECRETARY explained that the paragraph had been omitted purposely, paragraph (a) being
the only one entailing any financial consequences.

The draft letter was approved.

I8. Appointment of Rapporteur.

The CHAIRMAN asked the Committee to appoint a Rapporteur.

M. de JOUVENEL (France) proposed, as Rapporteur, the man whose name would be on all
lips, to whom all the countries represented on the Committee owed a debt of gratitude for having
at last directed the great problem of the reduction of armaments into practical channels - Lord

Lord Robert Cecil zwas unanimo1usly appointed Rapporte ur.

The CHAIRMAN requested Lord Robert Cecil to begin his work at once, as it was urgent that
the report should be submitted without delay to the Assembly.

ig. Regional Agreements. (Proposal by M. Lange.)

M. LANGE (Norway) submitted a proposal dealing with regional agreements for the reduction
of armaments. There were parts of the world where the special situation of States enabled them
to go farther in the direction of reducing armaments than a general convention would allow. He
therefore proposed that the Committee should adopt the following proposal, which he read (vide
later text as adopted).
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The first paragraph contained a statement that occurred again in the Preamble of the Treaty
of Mutual Guarantee. The speaker left it to the Rapporteur to decide where this Preamble should
appear.

It was essential that the T.M.C. should consider the possibility of proposing to certain States,
through the Council, the greatest possible reduction of armaments.

Mr. FISHER (British Empire), M. de JOUVENEL (France) and Lord Robert CECIL (South
Africa) supported M. Lange's proposal.

Jonkheer LOUDON (Netherlands) proposed to bring the French text into conformity with the
second paragraph of the English text.

M. LANGE (Norway) accepted this amendment.

M. BRANTING (Sweden) supported M. Lange's proposal; the wording certainly made clear
the different situations between States; obviously, regional agreements were for some of them an
excellent suggestion, worthy of close study by the T.M.C.

M. Lange's proposal was adopted in the following form:

"The Assembly of the League of Nations,
"Whilst declaring that the reduction of armaments contemplated by Article 8 of the

Covenant cannot achieve its full effect for world peace unless it be general,
"Desires to emphasise the importance of any regional agreements for the purpose of

reducing armaments - agreements which, if necessary, might even go beyond the mea-
sures decided upon in respect of general reduction,

"And requests the Council to ask the Temporary Mixed Commission to take into
consideration, during its subsequent work, the possibility of recommending the conclusion
of similar agreements to States which might be concerned."

20. Destruction of Surplus Stocks of Munitions. (Annex No. 3 I (c).)

On Lord Robert Cecil's proposal, the Committee adopted paragraph (c) of the original draft
relating to surplus stocks of munitions.

2I. Poisonous Gases and Submarines.

Sir Mark SHELDON (Australia) presented the following draft resolution :-

"The Assembly requests the Council to recommend to the Members of the League
and other nations to give their adhesion to the Treaty of Washington in relation to the
use of asphyxiating gases and submarines in war."

Means must be found to abolish some of the horrors of war, of which non-combatants were
only too often the victims. Progress would have to be made in this direction, since the Washington
Treaty had already reached an agreement among a certain number of States on the use of gases
and submarines in war.

M. URRUTIA (Colombia) had already put forward a proposal to the same effect. The Com-
mittee, with two proposals before it aiming at the same object, might perhaps not have sufficient
time to proceed to a complete investigation of the question. He therefore asked Sir Mark
Sheldon to agree to the procedure adopted for his own motion, that the Council should be asked
to transmit the two proposals to the T. M. C., which would submit a report in due course.

Sir Mark SHELDON (Australia) laid stress on the concrete nature of his proposal, which referred
to a treaty which had already been signed by certain States; as he thought urgent action was called
Ior, he pressed for the adoption ot his proposal. In his opinion, this was really one of those occasions
where the League of Nations ought to act.

The CHAIRMAN suggested that the Rapporteur of the Third Committee might combine the
two proposals in one, to be laid on the table of the Assembly after it had been adopted by the Com-
mittee.

M. URRUTIA (Colombia) said he was, above all, anxious to reach a practical solution.

The Committee decided that the proposals of M. Urrutia and Sir Mark Sheldon should be com-
bined by the Rapporteur in a single proposal which should be submitted to the Committee at its next
meeting.
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22. Draft Supplement to the Report on Disarmament (Reparations).

Lord Robert CECIL (South Africa) read his draft supplement to the report on disarmament
(Annex No. io) and then proposed that, in view of the lateness of the hour, the discussion should
be adjourned.

M. de JOUVENEL (France) on this point, as on all the others, would not raise any objection.
Whatever efforts might be made to lay down clearly the conditions for a reduction of armaments,
a complete result would only be obtained if the nations which had shown themselves united in
war were capable of showing themselves united in peace. This idea, which Lord Robert Cecil
had made clear, was well-timed, because, as M. Noblemaire had said, material disarmament
required moral disarmament.

Despite all good-will, the era of war would only close when the expenses of the war of I9I4
were finally liquidated. Laying down principles was not sufficient; the method must also be
determined.

The French Delegation was prepared to point out the method; out of courtesy, it thought it
desirable to state its point of view in the first place to the delegations most directly interested
in the question.

He adhered to the author's proposal to defer until the next meeting the discussion of the pro-
posed text.

Mr. FISHER (British Empire) thanked M. de Jouvenel for his courtesy and seconded this
request.

M. POULLET (Belgium) agreed. The question of reparations, which was to be opened, was of'
paramount importance for Belgium. She had suffered immense losses and was entitled to repara-
tions; her financial situation made it imperative that the problem should receive a favourable
solution.

The speaker was glad that Lord Robert Cecil gave the Belgian Delegation the opportunity
of conferring with the representatives of the other Powers on this important question.

The discussion was adjourned until the next meeting.

The meeting rose at 6.45 p.m.


