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It was not considered desirable to develop this idea further. It appeared to be sufficient to
state that any result which could be obtained by means of an agreement between the parties was
preferable to any other solution.

It also appeared inexpedient to define precisely the powers which should be conferred upon
the arbitrators. This is a matter which depends upon the circumstances of each particular case.
According to the case, the arbitrators, as is said above, may fill the role of judges giving decisions
of pure law or may have the function of arranging an amicable settlement with power to take account
of considerations of equity.

It has not been thought necessary to lay this down in the form of a rule. It has appeared
preferable to leave it in each case to the parties to agree between themselves to decide the matter
according to the circumstances of the case

Nevertheless, consideration has been given to the possibility that the arbitrators need not
necessarily be jurists. It has therefore been decided that, when called upon to deal with points of
law, they shall, if one of the parties so desires, request, through the medium of the Council, the
advisory opinion of the Permanent Court of International Justice, which must, in such a case, meet
with the utmost possible despatch. The opinion of the Court is obtained for the assistance of the
arbitrators; it is not legally binding upon them, although its scientific authority must, in all cases,
exercise a strong influence upon their judgment. With a view to preventing abusively frequent
consultations of this kind, it is understood that the opinion of the Court in regard to disputed points
of law can only be asked on a single occasion in the course of each case.

The extension which, in the new system of pacific settlement of disputes, has been given to the
advisory procedure of the Court has suggested the idea that it might be desirable to examine whe-
ther, even in such cases, it might not be well to adopt the system of adding national judges which
at present only obtains in litigious proceedings, and also that of applying to the advisory procedure
the provisions of Article 24 of the Statute of the Court relating to withdrawal of judges.

If the parties have not been able to come to an understanding on all or on some of the points
necessary to enable the arbitration to be carried out, it lies with the Council to settle the unsettled
points, with the exception of the formulation of the questions to be answered, which the arbitrators
must seek in the claims set out by the parties or by one of them if the others make default.

In cases where the selection of arbitrators thus falls upon the Council, it has appeared necessary
- however much confidence may be felt in the Council's wisdom - to lay down for the selection
of the arbitrators certain rules calculated to give the arbitration the necessary moral authority to
ensure that it will in practice be respected.

The first rule is that the Council shall before proceeding to the selection of arbitrators, have
regard to the wishes of the parties. It was suggested that this idea should be developed by
conferring on the parties the right to indicate their preferences and to challenge a certain number
of the arbitrators proposed by the Council.

This proposal was set aside on account of the difficulty of laying down detailed regulations for
the exercise of this double right. But it is understood that the Council will have no motive for
failing to accept the candidates proposed to it by the different parties nor for imposing upon them
arbitrators whom they might wish to reject, nor, finally, for failing to take into account any other
suggestion which the parties might wish to make. It is indeed evident that the Council will always
be desirous of acting in the manner best calculated to increase to the utmost degree the confidence
which the Committee of Arbitrators should inspire in the parties.

The second rule is based on the same point of view. It lays down the right of the Council to
select the arbitrators and their president from among persons who, by their nationality, their per-
sonal character and their experience, appear to furnish the highest guarantees of competence and
impartiality.

Here, too, experience will show whether it would be well Tor the Council to draw up general
regulations for the composition and functioning of the compulsory arbitration now in question and
of that above referred to, and for the conciliation procedure in the Council itself. Such regulations
would be made for the Council's own use but would be communicated to the Governments of the
signatory States.

Article 4, paragraph 3.
Unanimous decision by the Council. If arbitration is refused by both parties, the case will be

referred back to the Council, but this time it will acquire a special character. Refusal of arbitra-
tion implies the consent of both parties to a final settlement of the dispute by the Council. It
implies recognition of an exceptional jurisdiction of the Council. It denotes that the parties prefer
the Council's decision to an arbitral award.

Resuming the examination of the question, the Council has not only the latitude which it
customarily possesses. It is armed with full powers to settle the question finally and irrevocably
if it is unanimous. Its decision, given unanimously by all the members other than those represent-
ing parties to the dispute, is imposed upon the parties with the same weight and the same force
as the arbitration award which it replaces.

Article 4, paragraph 4.
Second case of Compulsory Arbitration. If the Council does not arrive at a unanimous decision,

it has to submit the dispute to the judgment of a Committee of Arbitrators, but this time, owing
to the parties being deemed to have handed their case over to the Council, the organisation of
the arbitration procedure is taken entirely out of their hands. It will be for the Council to settle
all the details, the composition, the powers and the procedure of the Committee of Arbitrators.
The Council is of course at liberty to hear the parties and even to invite suggestions from them,
but it is under no obligation to do so. The only regulation with which it must comply is that,
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in the choice of arbitrators, it must bear in mind the guarantees of competence and impartiality
which, by their nationality, their personal character and their experience, these arbitrators must
always furnish.

Article 4, paragraph 6.
Effect of, and Sanction enforcing, Decisions. Failing a friendly arrangement, we are, thanks

to the system adopted, in all cases certain of arriving at a final solution of a dispute, whether
in the form of a decree of the Permanent Court of International Justice or in the form of an arbitral
award or, lastly, in the form of a unanimous decision of the Council.

To this solution the parties are compelled to submit. They must put it into execution or
comply with it in good faith.

If they do not do so, they are breaking an engagement entered into towards the other signa-
tories of the Protocol, and this breach involves consequences and sanctions according to the degree
of gravity of the case.

If the recalcitrant party confines itself to offering passive resistance to the solution arrived
at, it will first be the object of pacific pressure from the Council, which must exercise all its influence
to persuade it to respect its engagements. If the Council is unsuccessful, it must propose measures
calculated to ensure effect being given to the decision.

On this point the Protocol has been guided solely by the regulation contained at the end of
Article I3 of the Covenant. The Council may thus institute against the recalcitrant party col-
lective sanctions of an economic and financial order. It is to be supposed that such sanctions will
prove sufficient. It has not appeared possible to go further and to employ force against a State
which is not itself resorting to force. The party in favour of which the decision has been given
might, however, employ force against the recalcitrant party if authorised to do so by the Council.

But if the State against which the decision has been given takes up arms in resistance thereto,
thereby becoming an aggressor against the combined signatories, it deserves even the severe
sanctions provided in Article I6 of the Covenant, interpreted in the manner indicated in the present
Protocol.

Sphere of Application of Methods of Pacific Procedure. Necessary as the system which we
have laid down is for the purpose of ensuring settlement of all disputes, in applying it, the pacific
aim which underlies it must be the only guide. It must not be diverted to other purposes and used
as an occasion for chicanery and tendencious proceedings by which the cause of peace would lose
rather than gain.

A few exceptions to the rule have also had to be made in order to preserve the elasticity of
the system. These are cases in which the claimant must be non-suited, the claim being one which
has to be rejected in limine by the Council, the Permanent Court of International Justice or the
arbitrators, as the case may be.

The disputes to which the system will not apply are of three kinds:

Article 4, paragraph 5.
I. The first concerns disputes relating to questions which, at some time prior to the entry

into force of the Protocol, have been the subject of a unanimous recommendation by the Council
accepted by one of the parties concerned. It is essential to international order and to the
prestige of the Council that its unanimous recommendations, which confer a right upon the State
accepting them, shall not be called into question again by means of a procedure based upon
compulsory arbitration. Failing a friendly arrangement, the only way which lies open for the
settlement of disputes to which these recommendations may give rise is recourse to the Council
in accordance with the procedure at present laid down in the Covenant.

Article 4, paragraph 7.
2. The same applies to disputes which arise as the result of measures of war taken by one

or more signatory States in agreement with the Council or the Assembly of the League of Nations.
It would certainly not be admissible that compulsory arbitration should become a weapon in
the hands of an enemy to the community to be used against the freedom of action of those who,
in the general interest, seek to impose upon that enemy respect for his engagements.

In order to avoid all difficulty of interpretation, these first two classes of exceptions have
been formally stated in the Protocol.

3. There is a third class of disputes to which the new system of pacific settlement can also
not be applied. These are disputes which aim at revising treaties and international acts in
force, or which seek to jeopardise the existing territorial integrity of signatory States. The
proposal was made to include these exceptions in the Protocol, but the two Committees were
unanimous in considering that, both from the legal and from the political point of view, the
impossibility of applying compulsory arbitration to such cases was so obvious that it was quite
superfluous to make them the subject of a special provision. It was thought sufficient to
mention them in this report.

6. ROLE OF THE ASSEMBLY UNDER THE SYSTEM SET UP BY THE PROTOCOL.

Article 6.
The new procedure should be adapted to the old one, which gave the Assembly the same

powers as the Council when a dispute is brought before it, either by the Council itself or at the
request of one of the parties.

The question has arisen whether the system of maintaining in the new procedure this equality
of powers between the two organs of the League of Nations is a practical one. Some were
of opinion that it would be better to exclude intervention by the Assembly. Finally, however,
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the opposite opinion prevailed; an appeal to the Assembly may, indeed, have an important in-
fluence from the point of view of public opinion. Without going so far as to assign to the Assembly
the same role as to the Council, it has been decided to adopt a mixed system by which the Assembly
is, in principle, substituted for the Council in order that, when a dispute is referred to it in conformity
with paragraph g of Article I5 of the Covenant, it may undertake, in the place of the Council, the
various duties provided for in Article 4 of the present Protocol with the exception of purely execu-
tive acts which will always devolve upon the Council. For example, the organisation and manage-
ment of compulsory arbitration, or the transmission of a question to the Permanent Court of
International Justice, must always be entrusted to the Council, because, in practice, the latter is
the only body qualified for such purposes.

The possible intervention of the Assembly does not affect in any way the final result of the
new procedure. If the Assembly does not succeed in conciliating the parties and if one of them
so requests, compulsory arbitration will be arranged by the Council in accordance with the rules
laid down beforehand.

If none of the parties asks for arbitration, the matter is referred back to the Assembly, and if
the solution recommended by the Assembly obtains the majority required under paragraph io of
Article I5 of the Covenant, it has the same value as a unanimous decision of the Council.

Lastly, if the necessary majority is not obtained, the dispute is submitted to a compulsory
arbitration organised by the Council.

In any event, as in the case where the Council alone intervenes, a definitive and binding
solution of the dispute is reached.

7. DOMESTIC JURISDICTION OF STATES.
Article 5.

The present Protocol in no way derogates from the rule of Article I5, paragraph 8, of the
Covenant, which protects national sovereignty.

In order that there might be no doubt on this point, it appeared advisable to say so expressly.
Before the Council, whatever be the stage in the procedure set up by the Protocol at which

the Council intervenes, the provision referred to applies without any modification.
The rule is applied also to both cases of compulsory arbitration. If one of the States parties

to the dispute claims that the dispute or part thereof arises out of a matter which by international
law is solely within its jurisdiction, the arbitrators must on this point take the advice of the
Permanent Court of International Justice through the medium of the Council, for the question
thus put in issue is a legal question upon which a judicial opinion should be obtained.

The Court will thus have to give a decision as to whether the question in dispute is governed
by international law or whether it falls within the domestic jurisdiction of the State concerned.
Its functions will be limited to this point and the question will in any event be referred back to
the arbitrators. But, unlike other opinions requested of the Court in the course of a compulsory
arbitration-opinions which for the arbitrators are purely advisory-in the present case the opinion
of the Court is compulsory in the sense that, if the Court has recognised that the question in dispute
falls entirely within the domestic jurisdiction of the State concerned, the arbitrators will simply
have to register this conclusion in their award. It is only if the Court holds that the question in
dispute is governed by international law that the arbitrators will again take the case under consi-
deration in order to give a decision upon its substance.

The compulsory character of the Court's opinion, in this case, increases the importance of the
double question referred to above, in connection with Article 4, relating to the calling-in of
national judges, and the application of Article 24 of the Statute of the Court in matters of advisory
procedure.

While the principle of Article 15, paragraph 8, of the Covenant is maintained, it has been
necessary, in order to make its application more flexible, to call in aid the rule contained in Article II
of the Covenant, which makes it the duty of the League of Nations, in the event of war or a threat of
war, to "take any action that may be deemed wise and effective to safeguard the peace of nations",
and obliges the Secretary-General to summon forthwith a meeting of the Council on the request
of any Member of the League. It is in this way understood that when it has been recognised that
a dispute arises out of a matter which is solely within the domestic jurisdiction of one of the parties,
that party or its opponent will be fully entitled to call upon the Council or the Assembly to act,

There is nothing new in this simple reference to Article ii. It leaves unimpaired the right
of the Council to take such action as it may deem wise and effectual to safeguard the peace of
nations. It does not confer new powers or functions on either the Council or the Assembly.
Both these organs of the League simply retain the powers now conferred upon them by the Covenant.

In order to dispel any doubt which may arise from the parallel which has been drawn between
Article I5, paragraph 8, and Article ii of the Covenant, a very clear explanation was given in the
course of the discussion in the First Committee.

Where a dispute is submitted to the Council under Article I5 and it is claimed by one party
that the dispute arises out of a matter left exclusively within its domestic jurisdiction by inter-
national law, paragraph 8 prevents the Council from making any recommendations upon the subject
if it holds that the contention raised by the party is correct and that the dispute does in fact arise
out of a matter exclusively within that State's jurisdiction.

The effect of this paragraph is that the Council cannot make any recommendation in the
technical sense in which that term is used in Article 15, that is to say, it cannot make, even by
unanimous report, recommendations which become binding on the parties in virtue of paragraph 6.

Unanimity for the purpose of Article 15 implies a report concurred in by all the members of
the Council other than the parties to the dispute. Only a report so concurred in is one which
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the parties to the dispute are bound to observe, in the sense that, if they resort to war with any
party which complies with the recommendations, it will constitute a breach of Article I6 of the
Covenant and will set in play the sanctions which are there referred to.

On the other hand, Article ii is of different scope : first, it operates only in time of war or
threat of war; secondly, it confers no right on the Council or on the Assembly to impose any solution
of a dispute without the consent of the parties. Action taken by the Council or the Assembly
under this article cannot become binding on the parties to the dispute in the sense in which
recommendations under Article I5 become binding, unless they have themselves concurred in it.

One last point should be made clear. The reference which is made to Article ii of
the Covenant holds good only in the eventuality contemplated in Article I5, paragraph 8, of the
Covenant. It is obvious that when a unanimous decision of the Council or an arbitral award has
been given upon the substance of a dispute, that dispute is finally settled and cannot again be
brought either directly or indirectly under discussion. Article ii of the Covenant does not deal
with situations which are covered by rules of law capable of application by a judge. It applies
only to cases which are not yet regulated by international law. In fuct, it demonstrates
the existence of loop-holes in the law.

The reference to Article II in two of the articles of the Protocol (Articles 5 and Io) has advan-
tages beyond those to which attention is drawn in the commentary on the text of those articles. It
will be an incitement to science to clear the ground for the work which the League of Nations will
one day have to undertake with a view to bringing about, through the development of the rules
of international law, a closer reconciliation between the individual interests of its Members and the
universal interests which it is designed to serve.

8. DETERMINATION OF THE AGGRESSOR.

Article Io.
In order that the procedure of pacific settlement may be accompanied by the necessary

sanctions, it has been necessary to provide for determining exactly the State guilty of aggression
to which sanctions are to be applied.

This question is a very complex one, and in the earlier work of the League the military experts
and jurists who had had to deal with it found it extremely difficult.

There are two aspects to the problem: first, aggression has to be defined, and, secondly, its
existence has to be ascertained.

The definition of aggression is a relatively easy matter, for it is sufficient to say that any State
is the aggressor which resorts in any shape or form to force in violation of the engagements -contrac-
ted by it either under the Covenant (if, for instance, being a Member of the League of Nations, it
has not respected the territorial integrity or political independence of another Member of the
League) or under the present Protocol (if, for instance, being a signatory of the Protocol, it has
refused to conform to an arbitral award or to a unanimous decision of the Council). This is the
effect of Article Io, which also adds that the violation of the rules laid down for a demilitarised
zone is to be regarded as equivalent to resort to war. The text refers to resort to war, but it
was understood during the discussion that, while mention was made of the most serious and striking
instance, it was in accordance with the spirit of the Protocol that acts of violence and force, which
possibly may not constitute an actual state of war, should nevertheless be taken into consideration
by the Council.

On the contrary, to ascertain the existence of aggression is a very difficult matter, for although
the first of the two elements which together constitute aggression, namely, the violation of an
engagement, is easy to verify, the second, namely, resort to force, is not an easy matter to ascertain.
When one country attacks another, the latter necessarily defends itself, and when hostilities are
in progress on both sides, the question arises which party began them.

This is a question of fact concerning which opinions may differ.
The first idea which occurs to the mind is to make it the duty of the Council to determine who

is the aggressor. But, immediately, the question arises whether the Council must decide this
question unanimously, or whether a majority vote would suffice. There are serious disadvantages
in both solutions and they are therefore unacceptable.

To insist upon a unanimous decision of the Council exposes the State attacked to the loss of
those definite guarantees to which it is entitled, if one single Member of the Council- be it in good
faith or otherwise -- insists on adhering to an interpretation of the facts different from that of all
his colleagues. It is impossible to admit that the very existence of a nation should be subject to
such a hazard. It is not sufficient to point out that the Council would be bound to declare the
existence of aggression in an obvious case and that it could not fail to carry out its duty. The duty
would be a duty without a sanction and if by any chance the Council were not to do its duty, the
State attacked would be deprived of all guarantees.

But it would also be dangerous to rely on a majority vote of the Council. In that case, the
danger would be incurred by the State called upon to furnish assistance and to support the heavy
burden of common action, if it still entertained some doubt as to the guilt of the country against
which it had to take action. Such a country would run the risk of having to conform to a decision
with which it did not agree.

The only escape from this dilemma appeared to lie in some automatic procedure which would
not necessarily be based on a decision of the Council. After examining the difficulty and discussing
it in all its aspects, the First Committee believes that it has found the solution in the idea of a
presumption which shall hold good until the contrary has been established by a unanimous
decision of the Council.



205

The Committee is of opinion that this presumption arises in three cases, namely, when a resort
to war is accompanied:

By a refusal to accept the procedure of pacific settlement or to submit to the deci-
sion resulting therefrom;

By violation of provisional measures enjoined by the Council as contemplated
by Article 7 of the Protocol;

Or by disregard of a decision recognising that the dispute arises out of a matter which
lies exclusively within the domestic jurisdiction of the other party and by failure or by
refusal to submit the question first to the Council or the Assembly.

In these cases, even if there is not absolute certainty, there exists at any rate a very strong
presumption which should suffice for the application of sanctions unless proof to the contrary has
been furnished by a unanimous decision of the Council.

It will be noticed that there is a characteristic difference between the first two cases and the
third.

In the first two cases the presumption exists when, in addition to a state of war, the special
condition referred to is also fulfilled.

In the third case, however, the presumption is dependent upon three conditions: disobedience
to a decision, wilful failure to take advantage of the remedy provided in Article ii of the Covenant,
and the existence of a state of war.

This difference is due to the necessity of taking into account the provisions of Article 5 analysed
above, which, by its reference to Article ii of the Covenant, renders the application of paragraph 8
of Article I5 of the Covenant more flexible. After very careful consideration it appeared that it
would be unreasonable and unjust to regard as ipso facto an aggressor a State which, being
prevented through the operation of paragraph 8 of Article 15 from urging its claims by pacific
methods and being thus left to its own resources, is in despair driven to war.

It was considered to be more in harmony with the requirements of justice and peace to give
such a State which has been non-suited on the preliminary question of the domestic jurisdiction
of its adversary, a last chance of arriving at an amicable agreement by offering it the final method
of conciliation prescribed in Article ii of the Covenant. It is only if, after rejecting this method,
it has recourse to war that it will be presumed to be an aggressor.

This mitigation of the rigid character of paragraph 8 of Article 15 has been accepted, not only
because it is just, but also because it opens no breach in the barrier set up by the Protocol against
aggressive war: it in no way infringes the principle - which remains unshaken - that a war
undertaken against a State whose exclusive jurisdiction has been formally recognised is an inter-
national crime to be avenged collectively by the signatories of the Protocol.

When a State whose demands have been met with the plea of the domestic jurisdiction
of its adversary has employed the resource provided for in Article ii of the Covenant, the presump-
tion of aggression falls to the ground. The aggression itself remains. It will be for the Council
to decide who is responsible for the aggression in accordance with the procedure which will be
described below.

Apart from the above cases, there exists no presumption which can make it possible automatic-
ally to determine who is the aggressor. But this fact must be determined, and, if no other solution
can be found, the decision must be left to the Council. The same principle applies where one of the
parties is a State which is not a signatory of the Protocol and not a Member of the League.

If the Council is unanimous, no difficulty arises. If, however, the Council is not unanimous,
the difficulty is be overcome by directing that the Council must enjoin upon the belligerents an
armistice the terms of which it will fix if need be by a two-thirds majority and the party which
rejects the armistice or violates it is to be held to be an aggressor.

The system is therefore complete and is as automatic as it can be made.
Where a presumption has arisen and is not rejected by a unanimous decision of the Council,

the facts themselves decide who is an aggressor; no further decision by the Council is needed and
the question of unanimity or majority does not present itself; the facts once established, the Council
is bound to act accordingly.

Where there is no presumption, the Council has to declare the fact of aggression; a decision is
necessary and must be taken unanimously. If unanimity is not obtained, the Council
is bound to enjoin an armistice, and for this purpose no decision properly speaking has to be taken:
there exists an obligation which the Council must fulfil; it is only the fixing of the terms of the armis-
tice which necessitates a decision, and for this purpose a two-thirds majority suffices.

It was proposed to declare that, in cases of extreme urgency, the Council might determine
the aggressor, or fix the conditions of an armistice, without waiting for the arrival of the representa-
tive which a party not represented among its members has been invited to send under the terms
of paragraph 5 of Article 4-of the Covenant.

It seemed preferable, however, not to lay down any rule on this matter at present but to
ask the special Committee which the Council is to appoint for the drafting of amendments to the
Covenant on the lines of the Protocol, to consider whether such a rule is really necessary.

It may in fact be thought that the Council already possesses all the necessary powers in this
matter and that, in cases of extreme urgency, if the State invited to send a representative is too
far distant from the seat of the Council, that body may decide that the representative shall be
chosen from persons near at hand and shall attend the meeting within a prescribed period, on the
expiry of which the matter may be considered in his absence.
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The fact of aggression having been established by presumption or by unanimous decision of
the Council or by refusal to accept or violation of the armistice, it will only remain to apply the
sanctions and bring into play the obligations of the guarantor States. The Council will merely
call upon them to fulfil their duty; here, again, there is no decision to be taken but an obligation
to be fulfilled, and the question of majority or unanimous vote does not arise.

It is not, indeed, a matter of voting at all.
In order to leave no room for doubt, it has been formally laid down that a State which, at the

invitation of the Council, engages in acts of violence against an aggressor is in the legal position of
a belligerent and may consequently exercise the rights inherent in that character.

It was pointed out in the course of the discussion that such a State does not possess entire
freedom of action. The force employed by it must be proportionate to the object in view and
must be exercised within the limits and under the conditions recommended by the Council.

Article I8.

Likewise, in order to avoid any misunderstanding, it has been stipulated, in a special Article,
that unanimity or the necessary majority in the Council is always calculated according to the rule
referred to on several occasions in Article 15 of the Covenant and repeated in Article I6 of the
Covenant for the case of expulsion of a Member from the League, viz., without counting the votes
of the representatives of the parties to the dispute.

9. DISPUTES BETWEEN STATES SIGNATORY AND STATES NON-SIGNATORY OF THE PROTOCOL.

Article I6.

As regards the settlement of disputes arising between a State signatory and one or more States
non-signatory and non-Members of the League of Nations, the new system has had to be adapted
to the former system.

In order that States signatory might enjoy the essential advantages offered by the Protocol,
which forbids all wars of aggression, it has been necessary to bring the rule laid down in Article i7
of the Covenant into harmony with the provisions of the Protocol. It has therefore been decided
that States non-signatory and non-Members of the League of Nations in conflict with a State
signatory shall be invited to conform to the new procedure of pacific settlement and that, if they
refuse to do so and resort to war against a State signatory, they shall be amenable to the sanctions
provided by Article I6 of the Covenant as defined by the Protocol.

There is no change in the arrangements laid down in the Covenant for the settlement of dis-
putes arising between States Members of the League of Nations of which one is a signatory of the
Protocol and the other is not. The legal nexus established by the Covenant between two such
parties does not allow the signatory States to apply as of right the new procedure of pacific settlement
to non-signatory but Member States. All that signatory States are entitled to expect as regards
such other States is that the Council should provide the latter with an opportunity to follow this
procedure and it is to be hoped that they will do so. But such States can only be offered an oppor-
tunity to follow the new procedure; they cannot be obliged to follow it. If they refuse, preferring
to adhere to the procedure laid down in the Covenant, no sanctions could possibly be applied
to them.

The above indicated solution of the case of States non-signatory but Members of the League of
Nations appears to be so obvious as to require no special mention in the Protocol. A proposal to
make a special mention of the matter was made, but after explanations had been given, the authors
withdrew their suggestion, declaring that they would be satisfied with the above reference to the
subj ect.

At first sight the difference in the way it is proposed to treat non-signatories non-Members
of the League of Nations and non-signatories Members of the League may cause some surprise,
for it would seem that the signatory States impose greater obligations on the first category than
on the second. This, however, is only an appearance. In reality, the signatory States impose no
obligations on either category. They cannot do so because the present Protocol is res inter alios
acta for all non-signatory States, whether they are Members of the League of Nations or not.
The signatories merely undertake obligations as between themselves as to the manner in which
they will behave if one of them becomes involved in a conflict with a third State. But whereas, in
possible conflicts with a State non-signatory and non-Member of the League, they are entirely
free to take such action as they choose, in conflicts which may arise between them and States non-
signatory but Members, like themselves, of the League of Nations, their freedom of 'action is to
some extent circumscribed because both parties are bound by legal obligations arising under the
Covenant.
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2. WORK OF THE THIRD COMMITTEE.

(Rapporteur: M. BENES).

SECURITY AND REDUCTION OF ARMAMENTS.

(Articles 7 to 9, II to 15, I7 and 21 of the Protocol).

I. INTRODUCTION.

The special work of the Third Committee was to deal with the problem of security (sanctions)
and the reduction of armaments.

The work required, above all, important political negotiations. While the question of arbitra-
tion only required one political decision of principle, namely, the acceptance of compulsory
arbitration, and the remainder was principally a matter of drafting-without question an extremely
difficult task-of a scheme for the application of such arbitration, the questions of security and
disarmament necessitated long and laborious political negotiations; for they involved funda-
mental interests, questions of vital importance to the States, engagements so far-reaching as
radically to change the general situation of the various countries.

Although in the work of the First Committee the Assembly had distinctly indicated in its
resolution of September 6th that there was a likelihood - indeed, a necessity - of amending the
Covenant, the work of the Third Committee as regards questions of security and reduction of
armaments had, in conformity with the debates of the Assembly, to remain within the framework
of the Covenant. Above all, it was a question of developing and rendering mere precise what is already
laid down in the Covenant. All our discussions, all our labours, were guided by these principles,
and a delicate task was thus imposed upon us. But the spirit of conciliation which pervaded all
the discussions has permitted us to resolve the two problems which were placed before us. This is,
indeed, an important result, and if the solution of the problem of arbitration which has been so
happily arrived at by the First Committee be also taken into consideration, we are in the presence
of a system the adoption of which may entirely modify our present political life.

This is the real import of the articles of the Protocol concerning the questions of security and
reduction of armaments.

2. THREAT OF AGGRESSION: PREVENTIVE MEASURES.
Article 7.

The pacific settlement of disputes being provided for in the present Protocol, the signatory
States undertake, should any conflict arise between them, not to resort to preparations for the
settlement of such dispute by war and, in general, to abstain from any act calculated to aggravate
or extend the said dispute. This provision applies both to the period preceding the submission of
the dispute to arbitration or conciliation and to the period in which the case is pending.

This provision is not unaccompanied by sanctions. Any appeal against the violation of the
aforesaid undertakings may, in conformity with Article ii of the Covenant, be brought before the
Council. One might say that, in addition to such primary dispute as is or might be submitted to
the Council or to some other competent organ, a second dispute arises, caused by the violation of the
undertakings provided for in the first paragraph.

The Council, unless it be of opinion that the appeal is not worthy of consideration, will proceed
with the necessary enquiries and investigations. Should it be established that an offence has been
committed against the provisions of the first paragraph, it will be the duty of the Council, in the light
of the results of such enquiries and investigations, to call upon any State guilty of the offence to
put an end thereto. Any such State failing to comply will be declared by the Council to be guilty
of violation of the Covenant (Article ii) or the Protocol.

The Council must, further, take the necessary measures to put an end, as soon as possible, to a
situation calculated to threaten the peace of the world. The text does not define the nature of
these preventive measures. Its elasticity permits the Council to take such measures as may be
appropriate in each concrete case, as, for example, the evacuation of territories.

Any decisions which may be taken by the Council in virtue of this Article may be taken by
a two-thirds majority, except in the case of decisions dealing with questions of procedure which
still come under the general rule of Article 5, paragraph z, of the Covenant. The following deci-
sions, therefore, can be taken by a two-thirds majority:

The decision as to whether there has or has not been an offence against the first
paragraph;

The decision calling upon the guilty State to remedy the offence;
The decision as to whether there has or has not been refusal to remedy the offence;
Lastly, the decision as to the measures calculated to put an end, as soon as possible,

to a situation calculated to threaten the peace of the world.
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The original text of Article 7 provided that, in the case of enquiries and investigations, the
Council should avail itself of the organisation to be set up by the Conierence for the Reduction of
Armaments in order to ensure respect for the decisions of that Conference. There is no longer any
mention of this organisation, but this omission does not prejudice any decisions which the
Conference may be called upon to take regarding the matter. It will be entirely free to set up an
organisation, if it judges this necessary, and the Council's right to make use of this body for the
enquiries and investigations contemplated will, a fortiore, remain intact.

Article 8.

Article 8 must be considered in relation to Article 2. Article 2 establishes the obligation not
to resort to war, while Article 8, giving effect to Article Io of the Covenant, goes further. The
signatories undertake to abstain from any act which might constitute a threat of aggression against
any other State. Thus, every act which comes within the scope of this idea of a threat oi war - and
its scope is sufficiently elastic -- constitutes a breach of the Protocol, and therefore a dispute with
which the Council is competent to deal.

If, for example, one State alleges that another State is engaged in preparations which are
nothing less than a particular form of threat of war (such as any kind of secret mobilisation,
concentration of troops, formation of armed bodies with the connivance of the Government, etc.),
the Council, having established that there is a case for consideration, will apply the procedure which
may be defined as the procedure of preventive measures; it will arrange for suitable enquiries and
investigations, and, in the event of any breach of the provisions of paragraph I being established,
will take the steps described in Article 7, paragraph 4.

3. SECURITY: SANCTIONS.

Article ii, paragraphs i and 2, of the Protocol in its relation to Articles io and i6 of the Covenant.

According to Article IO of the Covenant, Members of the League undertake to preserve as
against external aggression the territorial integrity and existing political independence of all
Members of the League. In case of aggression, the Council shall advise upon the means by which
this obligation shall be fulfilled.

According to Article I6, should any Member of the League resort to war in disregard of its
engagements under Articles 12, I3 or 15, all other Members of the League undertake immediately
to apply economic sanctions; furthermore, it shall be the duty of the Council to recommend
to the several Governments concerned what effective military, naval or air forces the Members
of the League shall severally contribute to the armed forces to be used to protect the engagements
of the League.

At the time when they were drafted at the Peace Conference in Paris in I9I 9 , these articles
gave rise to keen controversy as to the exact scope of the engagements entered into in these provi-
sions, that is to say, as to the nature and extent of the obligations referred to in Article Io, the exact
moment at which such obligations arose, and the legal consequences of the Council recommenda-
tions referred to in Article I6, paragraph 2. This controversy continued, as is well known, in the
debates here in Geneva, where the question has been discussed in previous years.

Article ii is intended to settle this controversy. The signatories of the present Protocol
accept the obligation to apply against the aggressor the various sanctions laid down in the Covenant,
as interpreted in Article ii of the Protocol, when an act of aggression has been established
and the Council has called upon the signatory States immediately to apply such sanctions
(Article io, last paragraph). Should they fail so to do, they will not be fulfilling their obligations.

The nature and extent of this obligation is clearly defined in paragraph 2 of Article II.
According to this paragraph, the reply to the question whether a signatory to the Protocol has
or has not fulfilled its obligation depends on whether it has loyally and effectively co-operated
in resisting the act of aggression to an extent consistent with its geographical position and its
particular situation as regards armaments.

The State remains in control of its forces, and itself, and not the Council, directs them, but
paragraph 2 of Article ii gives us positive material upon which to form a judgment as to
whether or not the obligation has been carried out in any concrete case. This criterion is
supplied by the term: loyally and effectively.

In answering the question whether a State has or has not fulfilled its obligations in regard
to sanctions, a certain elasticity in the obligations laid down in Article ii allows of the possibility
of taking into account, from every point of view, the position of each State which is a signatory to the
present Protocol. The signatory States are not all in possession of equal facilities for acting when
the time comes to apply the sanctions. This depends upon the geographical position and
economic and social condition of the State, the nature of its population, internal institutions, etc.

Indeed, during the discussion as to the system of sanctions, certain delegations declared
that their countries were in a special situation by reason of their geographical position or the
state of their armaments. These countries desired to co-operate to the fullest extent of their
resources in resistance to every act of aggression, but they drew attention to their special conditions.
In order to take account of this situation, an addition has been made to paragraph 2 of Article II
pointing out this state of affairs and laying stress on the particular situation of the countries in
question. Moreover, Article 13 of the Protocol allows such countries to inform the Council
of these matters beforehand.



- 209 

I would further add that the obligations I refer to are imperfect obligations in the sense
that no sanctions are provided for against any party which shall have failed loyally and effec-
tively to co-operate in protecting the Covenant and resisting every act of aggression. It should,
however, be emphasised that such a State would have failed in the fulfilment of its duties and
would be guilty of a violation of engagements entered into.

In view of the foregoing, the gist of Article ii, paragraphs I and 2, might be expressed as
follows: Each State is the judge of the manner in which it shall carry out its obligations but
not of the existence of those obligations, that is to say, each State remains the judge of what
it will do but no longer remains the judge of what it should do.

Now that the present Protocol has defined more precisely the origin, nature and extent of
the obligations arising out of the Covenant, the functions of the Council, as provided in Articles Io
and I6, have become clearer and more definite.

Directly the Council has called upon the signatories to the Protocol to apply without delay
the sanctions provided in Article ii, it becomes a regulating, or rather an advisory, body, but
not an executive body. The nature of the acts of aggression may vary considerably; the means
for their suppression will also vary. It would frequently be unnecessary to make use of all the
means which, according to paragraphs i and 2 of Article ii, are, so to speak, available for resist-
ing an act of aggression. It might even be dangerous if, from fear of failing in their duties, States
made superfluous efforts. It will devolve upon the Council, which, under Article 13 can be
put in possession of the necessary data, to give its opinion, should need occur, as to the best
means of executing the obligations which arise directly it enjoins the application of sanctions,
especially as to the sequence in which the sanctions must be applied.

The practical application of the sanctions would, however, always devolve upon the Govern-
ments; the real co-operation would ensue upon their getting into touch, through diplomatic
channels - perhaps by conferences - and by direct relations between different General Staffs,
as in the last war. The Council would, of course, be aware of all these negotiations, would be
consulted and make recommendations.

The difference between the former state of affairs and the new will therefore be as follows:

According to the system laid down by the Covenant:

i. The dispute arises.
2. In cases where neither the arbitral procedure nor the judicial settlement provided

for in Article I3 of the Covenant is applied, the Council meets and discusses the dispute,
attempts to effect conciliation, mediation, etc.

3. If it be unsuccessful and war breaks out, the Council, if unanimous, has to
express an opinion as to which party is guilty. The Members of the League then decide
for themselves whether this opinion is justified and whether their obligations to apply
economic sanctions become operative.

4. The Council then has, by a unanimous decision, to recommend military sanctions.
5. If unanimity cannot be obtained, the Council ceasing to take action, each party

is practically free to act as it chooses.

According to the new system defined in the Protocol, the situation is as follows:

I. The dispute arises.
2. The system of peaceful settlement provided for by the Protocol comes into play.
3. The Council intervenes, and if, after arbitration has been refused, war is resorted

to, if the provisional preventive measures are not observed, etc., the Council decides
which party is the aggressor and calls upon the signatory States to apply the sanctions.

4. This decision implies that such sanctions as the case requires - economic, finan-
cial, military, naval and air - shall be applied forthwith, and without further recom-
mendations or decisions.

We have therefore the following new elements:

(a) The obligation to apply the necessary sanctions of every kind as a direct result
of the decision of the Council.

(b) The elimination of the case in which all parties would be practically free to
abstain trom any action. The introduction of a system of arbitration and of provisional
measures which permits of the determination in every case of the aggressor.

(c) No decision is taken as te the strength of the military, naval and air forces, and
no details are given as to the measures which are to be adopted in a particular case.
None the less, objective criteria are supplied which define the obligation of each signatory;
it is bound, in resistance to an act of aggression, to collaborate loyally and effectively
in applying the sanctions in accordance with its geographical situation and its
particular situation as regards armaments.

That is why I said that the great omission in the Covenant has been made good.
It is true that no burden has been imposed on States beyond the sanctions already provided

for in the Covenant. But, at present, a State seeking to elude the obligations of the Covenant can
reckon on two means of escape:

(I) The Council's recommendations need not be followed.
(2) The Council may fail to obtain unanimity, making impossible any declaration

of aggression, so that no obligation to apply military sanctions will be imposed and
everyone will remain free to act as he chooses

We have abandoned the above system and both these loopholes are now closed.
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Article II, paragraphs 3 and 4.

Paragraph 3 of Article ii has been drafted with a view to giving greater precision to certain
provisions of Article ii, paragraph 3, of the Covenant. Article I6, paragraph 3, refers to mutual
support in the application of financial and economic measures. Article II, paragraph 3, of the pre-
sent Protocol establishes real economic and financial co-operation between a State which has been
attacked and the various States which come to its assistance.

As, under Article io of the Protocol, it may happen that both States involved in a dispute are
declared to be aggressors, the question arose as to what would be the best method of settling this
problem. There were three alternatives: to apply the principle contained in paragraph I, which
is practically equivalent to making a sort of police war on both parties - or to leave the matter
to pursue its course, or, finally, to compel States which disturb the peace of the world to desist
from acts of war by the employment of means less severe than those indicated in paragraph I.
It is the last method which has been chosen. Only economic measures will be taken against such
States, and naturally they will not be entitled to receive the assistance referred to in Article ii,
paragraph 3.

Article 12.

Article I6, paragraph I, of the Covenant provides for the immediate severance of all trade or
financial relations with the aggressor State, and paragraph 3 of the same Article provides, inter
alia, for economic and financial co-operation between the State attacked and the various States
coming to its assistance.

As has already been pointed out, these engagements have been confirmed and made more
definite in Article ii of the Protocol.

But the severance of relations and the co-operation referred to necessarily involve measures
so complex that, when the moment arises, doubts may well occur as to what measures are necessary
and appropriate to give effect to the obligations assumed under the above provisions. These prob-
lems require full consideration in order that States may know beforehand what their attitude
should be.

Article 12 defines the conditions of such investigation.
It is not expressly stated that the problem will be examined by the Council in collaboration

with the various Governments, but the Council will naturally, if it deems it necessary, invite the
Governments to furnish such information as it may require for the purpose of carrying out the
task entrusted to it under Article 12.

Article 13, paragraph I.

The above explanation of Article II, paragraphs I and 2, contains many references to
Article 13.

As I have already pointed out, in case sanctions have to be applied, it is highly important
that there should exist some organ competent to express an opinion as to the best way in which
their obligations could be carried out by the signatories. As you are aware, this organ, according
to the Covenant, is the Council. In order that the Council may effectively fulfil this duty,
Article 13 empowers it to receive undertakings from States, determining in advance the military,
naval and air forces which they would be able to bring into action immediately in order to ensure
the fulfilment of the obligations in regard to sanctions arising, out of the Covenant and the
present Protocol.

It is also necessary to emphasise the fact that the means which the States signatories to the
present Protocol have at their disposal for the fulfilment of the obligations arising out of Article II
vary considerably owing to the differences in the geographical, economic, financial, political and
social condition of different States. Information as to the means at the disposal of each State is
therefore indispensable in order that the Council may in full understanding give its opinion as to
the best method by which such obligations may best be carried out.

Finally, as regards the question of the reduction of armaments, which is the final goal to which
our efforts are tending, the information thus furnished to the Council may be of very great impor-
tance, as every State, knowing what forces will be available for its assistance in case it is attacked,
will be able to judge to what extent it may reduce its armaments without compromising its existence
as a State, and every State will thus be able to provide the International Conference for the Reduc-
tion of Armaments with very valuable data. I should add, moreover, that Article 13, paragraph I,
does not render it compulsory for States to furnish this information. It is desirable that States
should furnish the Council with this information, but they are at liberty not to do so.

Article 13, paragraphs 2 and 3.

The provisions of Article 13, paragraphs 2 and 3, refer to the special agreements which were
discussed at such length last year. In view of the fact that, according to paragraph 2, such agree-
ments can only come into force when the Council has invited the signatory States to apply the
sanctions, the nature of these agreements may be defined as follows:

Special agreements must be regarded as the means for the rapid application of sanctions of
every kind in a particular case of aggression. They are additional guarantees which give weaker
States an absolute assurance that the system of sanctions will never fail. They guarantee that
there will always be States prepared immediately to carry out the obligations provided for in
Article II of the Protocol.



- 2II -

In accordance with Article I8 of the Covenant, it is expressly stated that these agreements
will be registered and published by the Secretariat, and it has also been decided that they will
remain open for signature to any State Member of the League of Nations which may desire to
accede to them.

4. ENDING OF SANCTIONS: PUNISHMENT OF THE AGGRESSOR.

Article 14.

Article I4is in perfect keeping with the last paragraphs of Articles Io and II. In the paragraphs
in question, the coming into operation of the sanctions depends upon an injunction by the Council;
it therefore also devolves upon the Council to declare that the object for which the sanctions
were applied has been attained. Just as the application of the sanctions is a matter for the States,
so it rests with them to liquidate the operations undertaken with a view to resisting the act of
aggression.

Article I5.

Paragraph i is similar to Article io of the Draft Treaty of Mutual Assistance drawn up
last year.

Paragraph 2 is designed to prevent the sanctions provided for in Article ii from undergoing
any change in character during the process of execution and developing into a war of annexation.

In view of the observations of various delegations regarding the punishment of the aggressor,
it should be added that it would be incorrect to interpret this article as meaning that the only
penalties to be apprehended by the aggressor as the result of his act shall be the burdens referred
to in paragraph i. If necessary, securities against fresh aggression, or pledges guaranteeing the
fulfilment of the obligations imposed in accordance with paragraph I, might be required. Only
annexation of territory and measures involving the loss of political independence are declared
inadmissible.

"Territory" is lo be taken to mean the whole territory of a State, no distinction being made
between the mother-country and the colonies.

5. REDUCTION OF ARMAMENTS.
Articles 17 and 2I.

Although it has not been possible to solve the problem of the reduction of armaments in the
clauses of the document submitted to the Assembly for approval, our work paves the way to it
and makes it possible.

The reduction of armaments will result, in the first place, from the general security created
by a diminution of the dangers of war arising from the compulsory pacific settlement of all disputes.

It will also ensue from the certainty which any State attacked will have of obtaining the eco-
nomic and financial support of all the signatory States, and such support would be especially
important should the aggressor be a great Power, capable of carrying on a long war.

Nevertheless, for States which, owing to their geographical position, are especially liable to
attack, and for States whose most important centres are adjacent to their frontiers, the dangers of a
sudden attack are so great that it will not be possible for them to base any plan for the reduction
of their armaments simply upon the political and economic factors referred to above, no matter
what the importance of such factors may be.

It has also been repeatedly declared that many States would require to know what
military support they could count on, before the convening of the Conference, if they are to submit
to the Conference proposals for large reductions of armaments; this might necessitate negotiations
between the Governments and with the Council before the meeting of the Conference for the
reduction of armaments provided for in Article 17. The undertakings referred to in Article 13
of the Protocol should be interpreted in the light of the above.

In drawing up the general programme of the Conference, it will also be necessary, as stated
in paragraph 2 of Article I7, for the Council, apart from other criteria, "to take into account the
undertakings mentioned".

In view of the close interdependence of the three great problems involved, namely, the pacific
settlement of disputes, sanctions against those who disturb the peace of the world, and reduction
of armaments, the Protocol provides for the convening by the Council of a general Conference for
the Reduction of Armaments and for the preparation of the work of such a Conference.
Furthermore, the application of the clauses concerning arbitration and sanctions will be
conditional on the adoption by the said Conference of a plan for the reduction and limitation
of armaments.

Moreover, in order to preserve the connection between the three big problems referred to
above, it is provided that the whole Protocol will lapse in the event of the non-execution of the
scheme adopted by the Conference. It devolves upon the Council to declare this under conditions
to be determined by the Conference itself.

The last paragraph of Article 21 provides for the case of the partial lapsing of the Protocol
after it has been put into force. Should the plan adopted by the Conference be regarded as having
been put into effect, any State which fails to execute it, so far as it is concerned, will not benefit
by the provisions of the Protocol.
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6. THE COVENANT AND THE PROTOCOL.
Article I9.

The present Protocol emphasises and defines certain obligations arising out of the Covenant.
Those of which the present Protocol makes no mention are not affected in any manner. They
still exist. Examples which might be quoted are those laid down in Article I6, paragraph 3, of
the Covenant, namely, the obligation of the States to give one another mutual support in order
to minimise the loss and inconvenience resulting from the application of the economic and financial
sanctions or the obligation of the States to take the necessary steps to afford passage through their
territory to forces which are co-operating to protect the covenants of the League.

Moreover, as the Swiss Delegation suggests, attention should be directed to the fact that the
present Protocol does not in any way affect the special position of Switzerland arising out
of the Declaration of the Council at London on February I3th, I920. As the special position
of Switzerland is in accordance with the Covenant, it will also be in accordance with the
Protocol.

III. - Conclusion.

No further explanations need be added to these comments on the articles. The main principles
of the Protocol are clear, as are the detailed provisions.

Our purpose was to make war impossible, to kill it, to annihilate it. To do this, we had to
create a system for the pacific settlement of all disputes which might arise. In other words, it
meant the creation of a system of arbitration from which no international dispute, whether
legal or political, could escape. The plan drawn up leaves no loophole; it prohibits wars of every
description and lays down that all disputes shall be settled by pacific means.

But this absolute character which has been given to the system of arbitration should also
belong to the whole of the scheme, to the treatment of every question of principle. If there were
one single gap in the system, if the smallest opening were left for any measure of force, the
whole system would collapse.

Arbitration, therefore, is provided for every kind of dispute, and aggression is defined in
such a way as to give no cause for hesitation when the Council has to take a decision.

These reasons led us to fill in the gaps in the Covenant and to define the sanctions in such a
way that no possible means could be found of evading them, and that there should be a sound and
definite basis for the feeling of security.

Finally, the Conference for the Reduction of Armaments is indissolubly bound up with this
whole system: there can be no arbitration or security zithout disarmament, nor can there be disarma-
ment zithout arbitration and security.

The peace of the world is at stake.
The Fifth Assembly has undertaken a work of worldwide political importance which, if

it succeeds, is destined profoundly to modify present political conditions. This year great pro-
gress in this direction has been made in our work. If we succeed, the League of Nations will
have rendered an inestimable service to the whole modern world. Such success depends partly
upon the Assembly itself and partly upon individual Governments. We submit to the Assembly
the fruit of our labours: a work charged with the highest hopes. We beg the Assembly to examine
our proposals with care, and to recommend them to the various Governments for acceptance.

In this spirit and with such hopes do we request the Assembly to vote the draft resolutions
I and 2 that are presented with this Report.

Annex 14.

ARBITRATION, SECURITY AND REDUCTION OF ARMAMENTS.

Resolution adopted by the Fifth Assembly at its meeting held on October 2nd, i924,
on the Reports of the First and Third Committees.

I. The Assembly,
Having taken note of the reports of the First and Third Committees on the questions referred

to them by the Assembly resolution of September 6th, I924:
Welcomes warmly the draft Protocol on the Pacific Settlement of International Disputes

proposed by the two Committees of which the text is annexed to this resolution, and
Decides:

(I) To recommend to the earnest attention of all the Members of the League the acceptance
of the said draft Protocol;
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(2) To open immediately the said Protocol in the terms proposed for signature by those
representatives of Members of the League who are already in a position to sign it and to hold it
open for signature by all other States;

(3) To request the Council forthwith to appoint a Committee to draft the amendments
to the Covenant contemplated by the terms of the said Protocol;

(4) To request the Council to convene an International Conference for the Reduction of Arma-
ments, which shall meet at Geneva as provided by the following stipulations of Article 17 of the
draft Protocol:

"In preparation for the convening of the Conference, the Council shall draw up,
with due regard to the undertakings contained in Articles ii and 13 of the present
Protocol, a general programme for the reduction and limitation of armaments which shall
be laid before the Conference and be communicated to the Governments at the earliest
possible date, and at the latest three months before the Conference meets.

"If by May Ist, I925, ratifications have not been deposited by at least a majority
of the permanent Members of the Council and ten other Members of the League, the
Secretary-General of the League shall immediately consult the Council as to whether
he shall cancel the invitations or merely adjourn the Conference to a subsequent date to
be fixed by the Council so as to permit the necessary number of ratifications to be
obtained."

(5) To request the Council to put into immediate execution the provisions of Article I2
of the draft Protocol.

Annex 15.

OBSERVATIONS OF THE ECONOMIC COMMITTEE ON THE PRINCIPLES
SUGGESTED AS A BASIS FOR AN INTERNATIONAL CONVENTION
ON THE NATIONAL CONTROL OF THE PRIVATE MANUFACTURE
OF ARMS, MUNITIONS AND IMPLEMENTS OF WAR, DRAWN UP
BY THE TEMPORARY MIXED COMMISSION FOR THE REDUCTION
OF ARMAMENTS.

(i) The Economic Committee presume that their opinion is not required in the large questions
of policy involved in the reports communicated to them but solely on the economic aspects of the
draft scheme enclosed.

(2) They also understand that the intention is that any proposed convention on the manu-
facture of arms and munitions should be complementary to an international convention dealing
with the international traffic in arms and munitions to which all the principal countries would be
parties. The Committee attach importance to this point because in their judgment the regulation
of private manufacture would be materially facilitated if the international trade in arms and muni-
tions were also subjected to effective control.

(3) In the following observations the Committee assume that the proposed convention on
private manufacture would only come into force after ratification by all the principal manufacturing
countries. The desired objects would manifestly not be attained if one or more of the chief countries
of manufacture remained outside, while the effect would be to discriminate for the benefit of manu-
facturers in those countries against the manufacturers in the contracting States.

(4) On the above assumption the Economic Committee have examined the draft articles,
and submit the following observations:

Principle I.

"I. The war material, the private manufacture of which is to be controlled, shall
include the arms, munitions and implements of war of Category I defined in Article I of the
Convention for the Control of the International Trade in Arms, Munitions and Implements
of War."

The Economic Committee recognise the great advantage of making the scope of the Convention,
if possible, the same as that of Category I of Article I of the proposed Arms Traffic Convention.
At the same time they wish to emphasise the great importance, from the trade point of view,
of ensuring that manufacturers shall know precisely what branches of manufacture do and do not
require licences. If therefore it were possible that Class I (a) of Category I, instead of including an
enumeration which is not exhaustive, could take the form of a complete enumeration of the articles
referred to, and that Class I (b) could be made coterminous with Class I (a), it would be a. great
advantage.

Principle III.

"III. The manufacture by private enterprise of war material without the explicit consent
of the Government shall be prohibited.

"This consent shall be in the form of a licence granted for a period to be determined by the
Government and under the following conditions:
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"(a) The licence must stipulate in writing the kind or kinds of war material the holder
of a licence is allowed to manufacture;

"(b) The holder of a licence must communicate to the Government issuing the manu-
facturing licence, the names, styles and addresses of the proprietor or proprietors in the case
of enterprises belonging to a private individual or to the partners in a firm having a collective
title and those of the directors and managers in the case of enterprises organised as commercial
companies. The Government shall give official publicity to this information;

"(c) The holder of a licence shall supply to the Government issuing the licence the
names of all the enterprises with whom he has concluded agreements or associations of any
kind whatever with the view to the production of war material;

"(d) The holder shall publish annually a report of the enterprise's industrial, commercial
and financial operations relating to the manufacture of the material for which the licence
has been granted. The Government will decide as to the manner in which the report shall be
verified and the extent of its publication;

"(e) The Government of a State issuing a licence shall have the right to inspect the works
of the applicant before and after the issue of the licence and during the period of the licence;

"(/) The Government reserves, in dealing with a licence-holder, prioriclaim to the purchase
and use of any patent and process and method and composition and any other like thing
pertaining to the manufacture of war material."

The Economic Committee agree that the best mode of exercising any control that may be
deemed necessary is by means of a licensing system. They think that words should be introduced
to make it clear that the "war material" mentioned in various paragraphs of the article is that
defined in Article I.

They also suggest, in the interest of uniformity and certainty, that it be made clear whether
by scheduling a form of licence to the Convention or in some other way that the conditions of a
licence laid down in the Convention should be the only conditions imposed. Otherwise there is a
danger lest some Governments may take the opportunity afforded by a licensing system to introduce
extraneous and burdensome conditions not connected with the objects of the Convention, e.g. a
heavy licensing fee or measures of a discriminatory character.

In paragraph (d) of this article the Economic Committee note that there is a wide difference
between the English and French versions, the word "publish" being rendered "presenter'au Gou-
vernement". In the face of this essential difference the Committee find it difficult to offer useful
observations on the paragraph. They are, however, disposed to think that in any case the obligation
to present a report on the commercial and especially on the financial operations of the firm is
couched in somewhat too general terms which might give rise to considerable opposition. They
suggest for consideration whether the object would not be attained by limiting the obligation to
the presentation of all information indispensable for the supervision of the manufacture and sale
of the articles which "form the object of the Convention".

As regards paragraph (/) the Economic Committee have no criticism in substance, but the
matter seems one which solely concerns the national Governments.

Principle IV.

"IV. The holder of a licence must not be in a position to influence a newspaper, either
by owning a sufficient proportion of its capital or by holding any post whatever in its offices.
This measure shall apply equally to all directors, managers and high officials of the firm
holding the licence.

"The holder of a licence must agree not to carry on propaganda of any kind relating
to the war material for which a licence has been granted."

This article deals with matters outside the scope of te Economic Committee. The Committee,
however, call attention to a discrepancy in the second paragraph between the English and French
versions, the words "propaganda" and "publicite" being incorrectly used as equivalents. The
Economic Committee do not know what is the intended scope of the prohibition, e.g. whether it
is intended to prohibit all forms of advertisement or catalogues, and they suggest that this should
be defined. They also think that it should be made clear that the prohibition should cover the acts
not only of the firm but also of the agents, commercial travellers, etc.

Principle V.

"V. The exercise of a legislative mandate is declared to be incompatible with the simul-
taneous exercise of the function of director or manager of a private enterprise engaged in the
manufacture of war material holding contracts with the State."

Seems to be exclusively political and constitutional, and outside the scope of the Economic
Committee.

Principle VI.
No observations.

The Economic Committee note that the Temporary Mixed Commission has not yet drafted
the "protocol articles" required to complete the Convention. Among such articles the Committee
presume that there will be one defining the relation of the Convention to times of war and
emergency.
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Annex 16.

REPORT OF THE THIRD COMMITEE TO THE FIFTH ASSEMBLY.

Rapporteur: General DE MARINIS (Italy).

I. CONTROL OF THE INTERNATIONAL TRAFFIC IN ARMS, MUNITIONS AND WAR
MATERIAL.

The Temporary Mixed Commission has prepared this year a draft Convention on the Inter-
national Control of Arms, Munitions and War Material. It had been asked by the Council to
draw up this draft in pursuance of Resolution IVa of the last Assembly. The Temporary Mixed
Commission, at the end of its report to the Council, stated that in its opinion the draft that had
been prepared might very well provide a basis for the work of the International Conference which
the Council and the Assembly had, on several occasions, stated that it was their intention to
convene for the purpose of drawing up and concluding the Convention.

In pursuance of the Resolution IVa in question, the Government of the United States had
been invited to send representatives to co-operate with the Temporary Mixed Commission and
had acceded to this request. The two United States Ministers who have successively held office
in Berne this year have helped to prepare the draft Convention. Furthermore, on August 29th
last, the Government of the United States stated that it would be prepared to consider favourably
an invitation to take part in an International Conference convened for the purpose of concluding
a Convention for the Control of the International Traffic in Arms, Munitions and War Material.

In these circumstances, the Third Committee thought that the moment was opportune for
complying with the recommendations of former Assemblies. It accordingly proposes the follow-
ing draft resolution.

Draft Resolution.

"The Committee proposes that the Assembly should ask the Council to submit to the Govern-
ments of States Members and non-Members of the League of Nations, the draft Convention relat-
ing to the Control of the International Traffic in Arms, Munitions and War Material drawn up
up by the Temporary Mixed Commission, and to request these Governments to inform the Secre-
tary-General, before the Council meets in December, whether they are prepared to take part in
a Conference to be convened in April or May I925 for the purpose of discussing this draft Con-
vention".

It should be added that the Temporary Mixed Commission left to the discretion of the Council
certain provisions of the draft that it did not consider it was in a position to define.

The Third Committee was of opinion that the Draft Convention should de submitted to the
International Conference without modification, i.e. as was left by the Temporary Mixed Com-
mission, it being understood that the Council, should it deem fit, could add, as an annex to the
draft, such suggestions or recommendations as it considered advisable to make on those points
on which the Temporary Mixed Commission had refrained from giving its decision.

II. STATISTICAL ENQUIRY ON THE TRAFFIC IN ARMS, MUNITIONS AND WAR
MATERIAL.

The Temporary Mixed Commission, in investigating the question of the control of the traffic
in arms, munitions, and war material, came to the conclusion that it would be advisable to have
exact data as to the volume of this traffic. It therefore asked the Secretariat, with the approval
of the Council, to prepare from official and public documents a statistical summary on the subject.

The Third Committee, on being informed of this work, considered that it was of great import-
ance and should be continued. It also expressed the opinion that the work might well provide
a basis for an enquiry into the general aspects of the traffic revealed by the information obtained.
It would also be desirable to assist the Secretariat by securing the co-operation of all Govern-
ments.

These considerations are set out in the following draft resolution which the Third Committee
submits to the Assembly:
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Draft Resolution.

"The Assembly, having taken note of the statistical data relating to the traffic in arms,
munitions and war material published by the Secretariat of the League of Nations in pursuance
of a decision of the Council, expresses its satisfaction with the work accomplished and requests
the Council.

"I. To instruct the Temporary Mixed Commission carefully to consider the information
already published and to submit a report on the characteristic features of the traffic in arms,
munitions and war material, as disclosed by this enquiry based on official and public documents,
and on the conclusions to be drawn therefrom;

"2. To ensure the periodical publication by the Secretariat of the statistical data concerning
the traffic in arms, munitions and war material;

"3. To invite States Members and non-Members of the League of Nations to transmit to
the Secretariat all documents which they may consider likely to be of assistance in the preparation
of this work."

III. PRIVATE MANUFACTURE OF ARMS, MUNITIONS AND WAR MATERIAL.

The Temporary Mixed Commission instituted this year an enquiry into the problem of the

control of the private manufacture of arms, munitions and war material in pursuance of Resolu-
tion IVb of the last Assembly, which had been referred to it by the Council.

The Temporary Mixed Commission did not think it possible to draw up a draft Convention
immediately. It has therefore merely drafted a certain number of principles which may provide

a basis for a Convention for the establishment of national control of private manufacture. The
Economic Committee instituted an enquiry into these principles and submitted a certain number
of fresh observations and suggestions. The Committee accordingly does not think that the docu-

ments hitherto prepared can provide a suitable basis for the discussions of an Internationa Con-
ference.

The Committee feels that further enquiries should be conducted and that the question should
be referred to the Temporary Mixed Commission, which should take into account the new facts

that have arisen since the drafting of its report: particularly the opinions expressed by the Econo-
mic Committee.

Moreover, it would also be advisable, in regard to the control of the traffic in arms, to secure

the support of all the great producing States. For instance, the representatives of the Govern-
ment of the United States of America, who came over to co-operate with the Temporary Mixed

Commission, did not participate in this section of the work.
In view of the above considerations, the Third Committee proposes the following draft reso-

lution to the Assembly:

Draft Resolution.
"The Assembly,

"Having taken note of the reports of the Temporary Mixed Commission and the Economic
Committee on the control of the private manufacture of arms, munitions and war material:

"(I) Requests the Council to invite the Temporary Mixed Commission to investigate this

question anew and with an entirely open mind, and to prepare a draft International Convention,

taking into account any new circumstances which may have arisen since the report of the
Temporary Mixed Commission was submitted to the Fifth Assembly.

"Il is intended that this shall serve as a basis for the discussions of an International Confe-

rence to be convened for the purpose of concluding a Convention for the Control of the Private
Manufacture of Arms, Munitions and War Material.

"(2) The Assembly also requests the Council to consider the question of inviting the
Government of the United States of America to send representatives to co-operate with the

Temporary Mixed Commission in preparing the draft Convention for the Control of the Private
Manufacture of Arms, Munitions and War Material."
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Annex 17.

REPORT OF THE THIRD COMMITTEE TO THE FIFTH ASSEMBLY.

Co-ordination of the Work of the Temporary Mixed Commission for the
Reduction of Armaments and the Permanent Advisory Commission
for Military, Naval and Air Questions.

Rapporteur: M. SKRZYNSKI (Poland).

The Committee discussed the question of co-ordinating the work of the two Commissions
included in the Report which the Temporary Mixed Commission had addressed to the Council.
The Fourth Assembly had adopted the following Resolution:

"The Assembly requests the Council to invite the Temporary Mixed Commission to
continue for a further period of one year the work which it has undertaken and to submit
its report as early as possible before the meeting of the next Assembly.

"The Assembly is of opinion that it is henceforth the duty of the Council to establish
direct co-operation with the Governments with a view to formulating the general plan
for the reduction or limitation of armaments which, under Article 8 of the Covenant,
must be submitted for the consideration and decision of the several Governments.

"The Assembly requests the Council to regulate and co-ordinate the work of the
Temporary Mixed Commission and of the Permanent Advisory Commission, in antici-
pation of the possible expiration of the mandate of the Temporary Mixed Commission
at the next Assembly."

This resolution, which was communicated by the Council to its two Advisory Commissions
on disarmament questions, resulted in the drawing-up by the two Committees of a report recom-
mending the maintenance of the status quo. At the moment when this question is before the Assem-
bly, the problem of the reduction of armaments is entering into a new phase which calls for special
attention on the part of the Council.

The Committee has come to the conclusion that it would be desirable to refer the question
of the co-ordination of the work of the two Commissions back to the Council, which, according to
Article 8 of the Covenant, is responsible for the preparation. of plans for the reduction of armaments.

Nevertheless, the Committee feels that it would be desirable for the Assembly to submit to
the Council some general principles concerning the composition of the Commission for the reduction
of armaments.

The Committee particularly wishes to draw the Council's attention to the desirability of the
political members of the Commission being Government representatives, taking into account
those States which are not, in any other capacity, called upon to submit their views concerning
the drawing-up of the programme of the Conference for the Reduction of Armaments.

As regards the composition of the new Commission, it would seem to be desirable to take
into account those countries which, by reason of their geographical, political or historical
situation, may be able to furnish particularly useful information regarding the problem of
disarmament.

In view, therefore, of the above considerations, the Committee proposes to the Assembly that
it adopt the following draft resolution:

Draft Resolution.

"Whereas the work of the League of Nations in connection with the reduction of armaments
is entering this year upon a period of re-organisation which requires the direct attention of the
Council:

"The Assembly entrusts to the Council the question of the co-ordination of the work of its
Commissions for the Reduction of Armaments.

"The Assembly recommends the Council to re-organise the Temporary Mixed Commission
in conformity with the following principles:

"(I) The Commission shall include the representatives of a certain number of
Governments;
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"(2) The Commission shall include qualified delegates of the technical organisations
of the League of Nations, that is to say:

Representatives of the Economic Committee,
) Financial Committee,

)) )> Transit Committee,
)) > Permanent Advisory Commission.

>> > ~Employer's and Labour Groups of the International
Labour Office,

Experts, jurists or others elected by the Council.

"(3) Delegates of States not represented on the Commission may be invited to
attend whenever the Commission thinks fit.

"(4) The Council will invite any States not Members of the League of Nations
which may have notified their intention of taking part in the Conference for the Reduction
of Armaments to appoint representatives to participate in the work of the Commission."

Chemical Warfare.

The Committee has noted the report on chemical warfare, drawn up by the Gases Committee
of the Temporary Mixed Commission, a document which has been compiled from a number of
technical reports submitted to the Committee by various experts. In the opinion of the Committee,
the essential object of the work, which the Temporary Mixed Commission has carried out with the
approval of last year's Assembly and of the Council, was to direct attention to the serious nature
of the methods of destruction which modern science places at the disposal of combatants, thereby
demonstrating the necessity of taking steps to prevent war itself.

The Committee considers that the Report of the Gases Committee of the Temporary Mixed
Commission fully justifies the work carried out and proposes that the Assembly should adopt the
following draft Resolution:

Draft Resolution.
"The Assembly:

"Having examined the report of the Temporary Mixed Commission with regard to the prob-
able effects on warfare of chemical discoveries;

"Being convinced that the means which modern science places at the service of warfare renders
the latter a great danger to civilisation;

"Recalling the seventh resolution of the third Assembly regarding the adhesion of all States
to the Treaty concluded at Washington on February 6th, !922, concerning the use of asphyxiating
gases in time of war:

"Requests the Council, if it considers it desirable, to publish the report of the Temporary
Mixed Commission and, if advisable, to encourage the work of making information on this sub-
ject generally accessible to the public;

"Noting, on the other hand, the facility and rapidity with which factories for producing che-
mical substances required in peace-time can be transformed into factories for chemical warfare:

"Recommends that the attention of public opinion throughout the world be drawn to the
necessity of endeavouring, in the first place, to remove the causes of war by the pacific settlement
of disputes and by the solution of the problem of security, in order that nations may no longer be
tempted to utilise their economic, industrial or scientific power as weapons of war."

Military Year-Book (General Information and Statistics as to
Land, Sea and Air Armaments).

The Committee has examined the Military Year-Book of Statistical Information prepared,
in accordance with a Council resolution, by the Disarmament Section in collaboration with the
Economic and Financial Section, with a view to setting in motion the pro edure indicated in the
last paragraph of Article 8 of the Covenant concerning the exchange of information.

The Committee feels that special importance should be attached to that part of the Year-Book
which deals with the economic and industrial resources of the various States.

The Committee recommends the Assembly to adopt the following draft resolution:

Draft Resolution.
"The Assembly:
"Having noted with great interest the preparation of the Military Year-Book:
"Desires to express its satisfaction with the valuable work which has been accomplished and

which represents a genuine step towards the fulfilment of the obligations assumed bv the signatories
of the Covenant in the final paragraph of Article 8;

"And requests the Council to arrange for the continuation of this work on the lines laid down
by the fourth Assembly, to which the Secretariat has adhered in preparing this first volume,
special attention being given to that part of the Year-Book which deals with industrial and econo-
mic resources capable of being utilised for war."
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Annex 18.

DRAFT RESOLUTIONS CONCERNING THE CONFERENCE
ON THE REDUCTION OF ARMAMENTS.

REPORT OF THE THIRD COMMITTEE TO THE FIFTH ASSEMBLY.

Rapporteur: M. BENES (Czechoslovakia).

As is said in the Report on Arbitration, Security and Reduction of Armaments, the
Committee was of opinion that it was not entitled to lay down forthwith the programme of the
Conference for the Reduction of Armaments contemplated in the Protocol. It believes, moreover,
that this task falls within the special competence of the Council as provided for in Article 8 of
the Covenant. Nevertheless, the Committee had more than once to touch upon questions
which, so to say, presented themselves as naturally belonging to the programme of the Confe-
rence. Thus, when discussing the question of Regional Agreements aiming at the limitation or
the reduction of armaments, the Committee decided to submit to the Assembly the following
draft resolution:

"The Assembly recommends the Council to place the question of Regional Agreements
for the Reduction of Armaments on the agenda of the International Conference for the
Reduction of Armaments."

The Third Committee also considered the proposals made by the Temporary Mixed Com-
mission on the question of the limitation of military expenditure, and on this point it submits to
the following draft resolution:

"Whereas the majority of the States which have replied have stated that, with certain
exceptions, they have not exceeded the expenditure on armaments shown in their
last budgets, and whereas the recommendation addressed to the Governments relates
to the period which must elapse before the meeting of the International Conference
for the Reduction of Armaments, which is to take place next year:

"The Assembly does not consider it necessary to repeat the recommendation regard-
ing the limitation of expenditure on armaments, as this question is to be placed upon
the agenda of the International Conference for the Reduction of Armaments."

Finally, having considered the report of the Naval Sub-Commission, which held a special
meeting in Rome to study the question of the limitation of naval armaments, the Third Committee
decided to submit to the Assembly the following draft resolution suggesting also the inscrip-
tion of this item on the agenda of the General Conference for the Reduction of Armaments:

"That the question of naval disarmament should be discussed as part of the general
question of disarmament dealt with by the International Conference proposed in the
Resolution of September 6th adopted by the Fifth Assembly, and that it rests with the
Council to settle the programme.

Having thus considered the programme of the Conference from several points of view, and
while wishing entirely to respect the liberty of the Council in this matter, the Committee thought
it advisable to recommend to the Assembly, for submission to the Council, the following resolution.
In this resolution, the Committee has summed up several points which, in its opinion, might be
brought to the attention of the Council and of the bodies to which the Council might wish to entrust
the study of this question:

"The Assembly requests that the Council, in preparing the general programme of
the Conference for the Reduction of Armaments provided for in Article I7 of the Protocol
should consider the advisability of including in that programme the following points:

"I. General plan for a reduction of armaments in accordance with Article 8
of the Covenant, in particular :

"(a) Basis and methods of reduction (budget, peace-time effectives,
tonnage of naval and air fleets, population, configuration of frontiers, etc.).

"(b) Preparation of a typical budget for expenditure on armaments.
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"2. Special position of certain States in relation to the reduction of armaments:

"(a) Temporary reservations by countries exposed to special risks;
"(b) Recommendation of regional agreements for the reduction (or limi-

tation) of armaments.

"3. Recommendation of the establishment of demilitarised zones (Article 9).

"4. Control and investigation of armaments in the contracting States.

"The Assembly also requests the Council to instruct the competent organisations of
the League to examine the schemes relating to the above questions which have already
been submitted to the Third Committee, or which may subsequently be received by the
Secretariat, and to take them into consideration in preparing the programme of the
Conference."
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LIMITATION OF NATIONAL EXPENDITURE ON ARMAMENTS

ACTION TAKEN BY THE COUNCIL AND THE COMMISSIONS

OF THE LEAGUE ON THE RESOLUTIONS ADOPTED BY THE ASSEMBLY
AT ITS FOURTH SESSION.

Resolution II. -Limitation of National Expenditure on Armaments.

"The Assembly:
"Notes with great satisfaction that in the course of the last three years the States

Members of the League have, with very few exceptions, been able to reduce their expen-
diture on armaments;

" Desires that this fortunate development should become more marked and more
general;

" Recalls the resolutions of the preceding Assemblies concerning the limitation of
expenditure on armaments;

" And requests the Council -to recommend -to the Members of -the League not to
exceed, during the period necessary for the elaboration and the adoption of the general
scheme for the reduction of armaments, the total expenditure on military, naval and
air armaments provided for in -the budget of the present fiscal year;

" Subject to the reservation, however, that allowance shall be made:

" (a) for all contributions of effectives, material, or money recommended by the
Council for the execution of the obligations provided for in Article 16 of
the Covenant;

" (b) for all exceptional situations brought to the notice of the Council and
recognised by it as such.

During its twenty-ninth session, in June 1924, the Council considered this resolution
of the Assembly and gave effect to it in the following decision :

" The Council, endorsing the Assembly's resolution recommending the MIembers
of the League, subject to certain reservations, not to exceed, during the period neces-
sary for the elaboration and adoption of the general scheme for the reduction of arma-
ments, the total expenditure on military, naval and air armaments provided for in the
budget of the present fiscal year:

" Decides to instruct the Secretary-General to send the above recommendation to
all State Members of the League and to request them to state what action they propose
to take with regard to the recommendation."
The Secretary-General, by a letter dated June 27th, 1924, communicated this decision

of the Council to the States Members of the League.
The replies received to this enquiry are included in the present document.
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REPLY FROM THE PORTUGUESE GOVERNMEN1r.

[Translalion. ] Lisbon, July 15th, 1924.

In your letter of June 27th last, you were good enough to communicate to the Govern-
ment of the Republic the decisions of the Council of the League of Nations with regard to
the limitation of expenditure on armaments, and you enquired what action the Portuguese
Government proposes to take in pursuance of the recommendation of the Council adopted
on June 14th, 1924.

The Government of the Republic has devoted its efforts during the last few years to
overcoming a serious financial crisis which had arisen as a direct consequence of the parti-
cipation of Portugal in the Great War. In consequence of the depreciation of the currency,
the Government has not only been compelled to refrain from any sort of renovation of the
country's armaments but it has not even been able to maintain those armaments up to
the strength prescribed in the constitutional laws regarding the organisation of the military
and naval forces of Portugal.

The situation is an exceptional one and is of the kind provided for in paragraph (b)
of the Assembly's resolution.

In view of the persistence of the financial crisis, the Government of the Republic does
not at the present moment intend to incur any further expenditure on armaments, but it
must make every reservation, in accordance with the provisions of paragraph (b) already
referred to, regarding the necessity of renewing its war equipmentas soon as the budgetary
position improves.

(Signed) Augusto DE VASCONCELLOS.

REPLY FROM THE ROUMANIAN GOVERNMENT.

[Translation.]
Bucharest, July 23rd, 1924.

In reply to your letter of June 27th last, I have the honour to inform you that the Royal
Government has carefully considered the resolution adopted by the Council of the League
of Nations on June 14th, 1924.

Although, as you are aware, the Roumanian Government is anxious to do nothing
which might stand in the way of the objects which the League has in view in recommending
Governments not to exceed, during the period required for the elaboration and adoption
of the general plan for the reduction of armaments, the total amount provided for military,
naval, and air expenditure in the budget of the present financial year, it feels that it cannot
conform at present -to this recommendation. The continual threats to which Roumania
is exposed oblige the Roumanian Government to take all measures dictated by the require-
ments of national defence.

(Signed) J. S. DUCA,
Minister for Foreign Affairs.

REPLY FROM THE SPANISH GOVERNMENT.
[Translation.]

Paris, July 28th, 1924.

In reply 'to your letter of June 27'th last, I am instructed by my Government to inform
you of its views regarding the fourth Assembly's resolution transmitted by the Council,
and recommending the Members of -the League of Nations not to exceed, during the period
necessary for the elaboration and the adoption of the general scheme for the reduction of
armaments, the total expenditure on military, naval and air armaments provided for in the
budget of the present fiscal year.

The principle of the Assembly's resolution has also been adopted by the Spanish Govern-
ment, which has so closely observed it that not only has there been no increase but the
total expenditure provided for in the budget has been reduced. The Spanish Government
firmly intends to continue to observe this principle. It must, however, make the reservation
that it is not in its power to guarantee -that the necessity of providing for the defence of
Spanish interests in Morocco may not at some time and under certain circumstances compel
it to increase its military expenditure.

(Signed) QUINONES DE LE6N.
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REPLY FROM THE ESTHONIAN GOVERNMENT.
[Translation.]

Reval, August 8th, 1924.

I have the honour to inform you that, in drawing up its military budget for 1924, the
Esthonian Government bore the recommendation of the fourth Assembly in mind, and it is
glad to be able to point out that not only is the military expenditure in the budget for the
current financial year not larger but it has been very considerably reduced. For instance,
on the Army alone expenditure has been reduced by about 180 million Esthonian marks,
while expenditure on the Navy and Air Force has been reduced proportionately.

(Signed) PUSTA,
Minister.

REPLY FROM THE GOVERNMENT OF LIBERIA.

[Translation.] Monrovia, August 8th, 1924.

With respect to Secretariat Document C.L. 82. 1924, IX, on the subject of limitation
of expenditure on armaments, I have the honour to say that the Liberian Government accepts
absolutely the principle contained in the resolution of June 4th dealing with this matter.

(Signed) E. BARCLAY,
Secretary of State.

REPLY FROM THE LATVIAN GOVERNMENT.
[Translation.]

Riga, August 9th, 1924.

In reply to your letter C.L. 82, dated June 27th, regarding the limitation of expenditure
on armaments, I am instructed by my Government to give you the following information:

While the Latvian Government is in full sympathy with the efforts of the League of
Nations to establish universal peace, it considers that the recommendation forwarded by the
Council cannot be applied in the strictest sense by new States whose military organisation
is in process of development and whose geographical position exposes them to a constant
threat of aggression on the part of Powers which do not belong to the League of Nations.

Moreover, military expenditure amounts to only 18.16 per cent of the Latvian Budget;
this percentage is one of the lowest in Europe. Although the actual expenditure figures
show an increase of 10 per cent over those of the 1923-1924 financial period, this is only an
apparent increase due to the rise in the cost of living and in the cost of purchases made at
home and abroad for the equipment and arming of the troops. Actually the real value
of the expenditure has decreased by 15 per cent. Latvia is therefore pursuing a policy in
conformity with the recommendation adopted by the Assembly of the League of Nations, and
will always do her best to give effect to the wishes of the Assembly in so far as the require-
ments of her national security permit.

(Signed) L. SEJA,

Minister for Foreign Affairs.

REPLY FROM THE GOVERNMENT OF THE KINGDOM OF THE SERBS,
CROATS AND SLOVENES.

[Translation.] Belgrade, August 11th, 1924.

The Royal Government has noted the resolution adopted by the fourth Assembly
regarding the reduction of expenditure on military, naval and air armaments.

Conscious of its duty to maintain peace and national security, the Serb-Croat-Slovene
Government has had to take the necessary steps to provide its army with modern and com-
plete equipment. When peace was concluded, the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes
only possessed the army of Old Serbia reduced by six years' of warfare to a seventh of its
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normal strength, and provided with the most inadequate armament and equipment. It should
be remembered that, when the country was evacuated, the entire stores of war material were
destroyed. The financial crisis and the depreciation of the currency have only rendered it
possible to replace the material and equipment very gradually, and these have not yet attained
the minimum required for the defence of a country three times as large as formerly.
The Royal Government has entered into certain undertakings with manufacturers at home
and abroad which it is obliged to fulfil. These considerations render it impossible to limit
this expenditure to the sum at present provided in the budget.

In view of this exceptional situation - which is, indeed, provided for in paragraph (b)
of the Assembly's resolution -the Royal Government regrets that for the moment it is
unable to give effect to the resolution in question. As soon as circumstances permit, it will
endeavour to restrict its expenditure on armaments, the more so as such restriction cannot
fail to benefit the general economic situation of the country.

(Signed) MARINKOVITCH,

Minister for Foreign Affairs.

REPLY FROM THE CZECHOSLOVAK GOVERNMENT.

[Translation.] Prague, August 14th, 1924.

...... I have the honour to inform you that the Cezchoslovak Government, in loyal observance
of the Peace Treaties and the Covenant, of which it was one of the signatories, is taking all
measures calculated to ensure peace and a general reduction of armaments.

In the military budget submitted to the Chambers, the Government has even kept
below the limits required for the essential needs of national defence and has undertaken a
further reduction, the importance of which may be seen from the following table:

Year. Military budget. ertagegeneral budget.

1919 1,740,166,000 Czech Crowns 20.20 %
1920 2,364,518,000 , , 15.47 %
1921 2,561,796,000 , , 14.20 %
1922 3,108,846,000 , , 15.62 %
1923 2,775,137,000 , 14.32 %
1924 2,299,973,000 , , 13.53 %

These figures show both an absolute reduction and a reduction in the percentage of a
very remarkable character.

I also desire to point out that the credits voted in respect of previous years have not been
entirely used up by the Ministry of National Defence. This willenable considerable economies
to be effected of which I shall be able to give exact details when the accounts for the years 1922
and 1923 have been closed.

Moreover, as regards effectives and length of service, the Government of the Republic
has given orders for the period of obligatory military service to be reduced this year from
two years to 18 months. Further, by the law of December 7th, 1922, regarding recruits whose
family circumstances are particularly difficult and who may be released on that account after
six months' service, fr ee the Government has further reduced the strength of the army by about
4,000 men.

It is a particular pleasure to me to be able to bring to your notice these various measures
for a reduction of armaments. The Republic, in spite of the difficult situation in which it
was placed at the tinme of its constitution, and the necessity imposed upon it, if it was to ensure
its existence, of providing itself with at least a minimum of armaments and equipment - a
minimum which is still far below the level maintained during the past few years by other
countries - has not hesitated to enter upon the path marked out by the League of Nations,
and has thus supplied further clear proof of its pacific aims, to which it has given practical
expression to the extreme limit compatible with the national security.

I feel it necessary, however, to observe that the measures so far taken have been based on
the assumption that the clauses of the Peace Treaty and of the Covenant will be strictly
observed. The development of such measures in the future will depend directly both upon
the extent and efficacy of control and upon the conclusion in the near future of a treaty of
mutual guarantee.

(Signed) Dr. EDUARD BENES.
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REPLY FROM T'lHE BRITISH GOVERNMENT.

London, August 18th, 1924.

In your letter C.L. 82. 1924. XI of June 27th last you enquired, by direction-of the
Council of the League, what action His Majesty's Government proposed -to take with regard
to the resolution of the Council of June 14th last, recommending that, during the period
necessary for the elaboration and adoption of a general scheme for the reduction of armaments,
Members of the League should not exceed the total expenditure on military, naval and air
armaments for which provision is made in their budgets for the present fiscal year.

2. The attitude of His Majesty's Government towards this recommendation has already
been explained by their representative on the Council. They have deeply at heart the desir-
ability of reducing expenditure on armaments to a minimum, and the figures given in the

League of Nations "Statistical Enquiry into National Peace-time Armaments " (A. 20. 1923.
IX) show with what success the United Kingdom has pursued this policy in recent years.
They are happy to be able to point to a further prospective decrease in such expenditure in

the current year and they earnestly trust that further reductions will be possible in the future.
The recommendation, however, applies to an indeterminate period and His Majesty's Govern-
ment consider it impossible to bind either themselves or their successors not to exceed in any

circumstances the expenditure actually incurred in the present fiscal year. The aim of His
Majesty's Government will continue to be directed towards a reduction of expenditure to the
lowest level consistent with the requirements of national security, and as this must depend
upon policy His Majesty's Government will continue to strive to create and maintain inter-
national relationships which will conduce to progressive disarmament. As Members of the
League are aware, much of the world's military expenditure is purely competitive and can
be limited only by mutual agreement. His Majesty's Government are always ready to
consider such agreements with a view to increase national security by international reduction
of armaments.

For Mr. Ramsay MacDonald:
(Signed) G. VILLIERS.

REPLY FROM THE POLISH GOVERNMENT.

Warsaw, August 26th, 1924.

I have the honour acknowledge receipt of your letter of June 27th, 1924, and to inform

you that the military budget of the Polish Republic for the year 1925 shows no increase, and
does not in its main features differ from that of 1924.

I venture to draw your attention to the fact that the military budget of the Polish

Republic, which covers the period during which the finances of the Treasury are being set

in order by the Polish Government, by no means answers to actual requirements and to the

present situation of the country, and that consequently it cannot be regarded as a fixed basis

for the framing in future of the normal peace budget.
It will not be possible to frame this normal budget before 1927, by which time the work

of re-establishing the Treasury finances will have been finally completed. It would therefore
be premature as yet to pass judgment upon the figures of the military budget, in view of the

fact that the latter will depend entirely upon the country's future conditions of security.
I can, however, assure you that the Polish Government, seeking as it does to co-ordinate

its endeavours as closely as possible with those of the League of Nations with a view to

preserving the peace of the world, will do its utmost to comply with the decisions taken by

the League of Nations, and there is no doubt that a happy solution of the problem of general

disarmament will be reflected also in the military budget of Poland.
(Signed) AL. SKRZYNSKT,

Polish Delegate to the League of Nations.

REPLY FROM THE ITALIAN GOVERNMENT.

[Translation.] Rome, August 28th, 1924.

In a letter dated June 27th, 1924, in which you notified me of the resolution adopted by

the Council of the ILeague of Nations on the 14th of that month with reference to the limitation
of expenditure on armaments, you requested me to inform you of what action the Italian
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Government proposed to take on the recommendation that the total expenditure on military,
naval and air armaments provided for in -the budget of the present financial year should not
be exceeded during the period necessary for the preparation and adoption of the general arma-
ment scheme.

The statistics published by the League of Nations show that Italy, with 46 per cent,
takes first place among the countries which have effected large reductions in their total
expenditure on armaments as compared with pre-war figures, account being, of course, taken
of the depreciation of the currency.

It will be seen quite clearly from these facts that the Italian Government is following
a pacific policy and has deferred to the recommendations of the League not merely formally
but in a practical manner.

Nevertheless, while the Royal Government is sincerely anxious to continue this policy,
it cannot, as a matter of principle, neglect to consider the attitude which may be taken up
or maintained in the future by other States, whether Members of the League or not.

(Signed) MUSSOLINI.

REPLY FROM THE BULGARIAN GOVERNMENT.

[Translation.] Sofia, August 29th, 1924.

In reply to your letter of June 27th, 1924, No. C.L. 82. 1924. IX, I have the honour to remind
you that the armaments policy of Bulgaria is governed by the Treaty of Peace of Neuilly.

The budget of the Ministry of War, which provides for an expenditure of 1,167,961,980 levas
for the financial year 1924-1925, is more than one-sixth of the total budget of the kingdom.
This is due not to an increase in the establishment or armaments of the military forces of
Bulgaria, which are still below the limits laid down by the Treaty of Peace, but to the system
of recruiting by means of voluntary enlistment whic. has been imposed upon Bulgaria.
Apart fronm its other defects, this system has provedh extremely expensive

The Bulgarian Government has at all times been at pains to comply with the recom-
mnendations of the Council of the League of Nations regarding the limitation of expenditure
on armaments. If its efforts in this direction have not proved as successful as was hoped,
it must be recognised that this is due in the first place to the recruiting system.

It is beyond dispute that the surest way of effecting a substantial reduction in the military
expenditure of Bulgaria would be to replace the system of voluntary enlistment by one of
compulsory recruiting. The relief which would thus be afforded to the budget would be of
the first importance in assisting the economic and financial recovery of Bulgaria.

(Signed) CH. KALFOFF,
Minister for Foreign A fairs.

REPLY FROM THE NETHERLANDS GOVERNMENT.

Berne, September 2nd, 1924.
[lTranslation.]

Her Majesty's Government has the honour to inform the Secretary-General that,
while maintaining the reservations stated in the letter from Jonkheer van Panhuys dated
May 17th, 1921, No. 2932, notably as regards the exceptional situation of the Dutch navy,
Her Majesty's Government is prepared to conform with the above recommendation.

The Netherlands Government would observe that the budget of the Ministry of War
for 1924 is less than that for 1923 by 1,400,000 florins, and it is hoped that a further reduction
may be possible in the budget for 1925.

(Siged) W. DOUDE VAN TROOSTWYK.

REPLY FROM THE JAPANESE GOVERNMENT.

[Translation.] Geneva, September 5th, 1924.

It is a matter of common knowledge that the Japanese Government has, during the last
two years, resolutely entered on the path of reduction in its military and naval expenditure, and,
as a result of the great disaster of last year, it has reduced its expenditure to the strictest
minimum.
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In these circumstances, as the financial situation of the country improves, the Government
hopes, while remaining faithful to the new policy of decreasing military burdens, eventually to
be able to make good the present losses in the matter of armaments. The Japanese Govern-
ment, therefore, confirms the reservation made by its representative on the Council at its
meeting of June 14th last.

(Signed) MATSUDA,

Head of the Japanese Permanent Delegation to the League of Nations.

REPLY FROM THE DANISH GOVERNMENT.

[Translation.] Danish Legation, Berne, September 6th, 1924.

The Army Organisation Law of August 7th, 1922, provides for a considerable reduction in
the Army and in the budget of the Ministry of War.

The items in the budget for the fiscal year 1923-24, which are governed by the Law of 1922,
are limited in principle to the appropriations provided on the adoption of the Law; in the
absence of any exceptional rise in prices this will continue to apply in future years, so that there
will be no appreciable variation in the ordinary expenditure. The changes in accounting
entailed by the fact that the budget for April 1st, 1924, may include expenditure arising out of
the interest on and amortisation of capital sunk in army buildings, depots, etc. are not taken
into account.

Also governed by the Law of 1922 are the appropriations provided for by the Law of
March 12th, 1923, regarding credits for the reconstruction and completion of army buildings,
training grounds and depots. The amount of such credits is fixed by the Law for a certain
number of years and cannot be exceeded. It is intended that such credits as the Ministry
of War may require during the next few years under the Supplementary Credits Law shall
cover only the amount necessary for the execution of earlier army legislation, which is to be
completed within the five years following August 17th, 1922.

As regards the Navy, the Minister of Marine states that the appropriations assigned to
him for the current year will not be exceeded during the period necessary for the preparation
and adoption of the general scheme for the limitation of armaments.

(Signed) A. OLDENBURG.

REPLY FROM THE SWEDISH GOVERNMENT.

[Translation.] Stockholm, September. 11th, 1924.

I have the honour to inform you that the total sum of Sweden's military, naval and air
expenditure, as provided for in the budget 1924-1925, is less than that for the period 1923-1924.

(Signed) Erik SJ6BORG,
For the Minister.

REPLY OF THE CANADIAN GOVERNMENT.

Ottawa, September 23rd, 1924.

I have the honour to state that the Canadian Government has the greatest sympathy
with the general principle of the universal reduction of armaments, and has accordingly
based its policy as regards defence on the principles stated in Article 8 of the Covenant, to the
effect that national armament should be reduced to the lowest point consistent with national
safety.

I might point out that very substantial reductions in expenditure for defence have
already been effected by the Dominion, our appropriations for this purpose being amongst
the lowest in the world, and it is regretted that the Government cannot give the required
assurance not to exceed, during the period necessary for the elaboration and adoption of the
general scheme for the reduction of armaments, the total expenditure on military, naval and
air armaments provided for in the budget of the present fiscal year.

Although forced to reject the proposal for the arbitrary fixation of Defence Estimates
at their present figures, the Dominion Government would be pleased to give consideration
to any proposals which the League of Nations may put forward to serve as a logical basis for
the future determination of national armaments.

(Signed) H. H. WALKER,

Acting Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs.
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ACTION TAKEN BY THE COUNCIL AND THE COMMISSIONS OF THE LEAGUE

ON THE RESOLUTIONS ADOPTED BY THE ASSEMBLY AT ITS FOURTH SESSION

The question of the limitation of naval armaments has, during this year, been considered

in its technical aspects by the Permanent Advisory Commission.
The aim of this work and the procedure to be followed was determined by the third Assembly,

as summarised in the following passage from the report of its Third Committee:

"The Third Committee is entirely in agreement with the Temporary Mixed Com-

mission in thinking it desirable that a Conference should be summoned at an early

date and that all States, whether Members of the League or not, should be invited to
take part. It considers, however, that a certain elasticity with regard to the programme

for this Conference should be allowed, and that it should be made quite clear that the
Conference would not be in any way bound by the draft Treaty, but that, on the contrary,
it should be free to take into consideration the special circumstances in any country,
and, in particular, the specia ' circumstances of new States which as yet have no navies.

While agreeing to this view, however, the Third Committee feels strongly the great
desirability of securing immediate limitation of the naval forces maintained by all

countries, in order that the peoples of the world may be spared the economic burden
which would be laid upon them by increases in -the total tonnage or in the size of the war-

ships maintained by their Governments. The Third Committee therefore recommends
for the adoption of the Assembly the following resolution:

"'(a) That an International Conference should be summoned by the Council as
soon as possible, to which all States, whether Members of the League or not,
should be invited, with a view to considering the extension of the principles
of the Washington Treaty for the limitation of naval armaments to all non-
signatory States, it being understood that any special cases, including that
of the new States, shall be given due consideration at the Conference;

"'(b) That the report of the Temporary Mixed Commission, together with the
report and the draft Convention prepared by the Permanent Advisory
Commission, as well as the text of the Washington Treaty, should be for-
warded immediately to the various Governments for consideration."'

In view of this report and of this resolution, the Temporary Mixed Commission requested

the Council "to consider the advisability of issuing to the Permanent Advisory Commission
the necessary instructions for examining the extension of its technical scheme to States not
Members of the League."

The Council cons'dered this question in September 1923 during the fourth session of the

Assembly.
The Italian representative, reporting on the matter to the Council, expressed the following

views:
"It would seem desirable that the necessary instructions should now be issued to the Com-

mission to proceed with this work.
"At the same time, I would draw the attention of the Council to a point in connection with

the draft scheme itself which is, in my opinion, of importance. This scheme, which takes the
form of a draft Convention for the extension of the principles of the Washington Treaty to non-

signatory States, was not unanimously adopted by the members of the Naval Sub-Commission
who drew it up. As the report which accompanies the draft shows, the Spanish representative
accepted it under reserve and the representative of Brazil opposed it entirely.

"Thus the representatives of two Powers belonging to the group of nations to which the
Convention would be applied were not prepared to accept it.

"I think my colleagues will agree with me that it is of importance for the success of the

International Conference on this subject which is eventually to be held that the draft Conven-

tion to be taken as a basis of discussion should be one on which naval expert opinion is as far
as possible una.nimnously agreed.

"I would therefore suggest that the Naval Sub-Commission should be asked to re-examine
their draft scheme in the light of the foregoing observations, and, at the same time, should invite

to sit on the Commission such technical experts of States Members of the League as may be

affected, and call into consultation naval experts from such of the nations not Members of the
League - other than those whose naval armaments are already fixed by the Washington Treaty
or by Treaties of Peace - as they may consider desirable.
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"I therefore propose the following resolution:
"'. The Council, on the recommendation of the Temporary Mixed Commi.ision,

instructs the Permanent Advi sory Commission to consider the question of the extension
of its technical scheme, with regard to the application of the principles of the Waslhington
Naval Treaty, to those States which have not signed the -'mid Treaty, anrd which are
not Members of the League o' Nations.

'2. The Council further requests the Permanent Advisory Commission to
reconsider its original draft Convention with a view to its universal acceptance from
a naval technical point of view, and for this purpose suggests that the Commission
should call into collaboration naval experts of such nations concerned -- other than
those whose naval armaments are already fixed by the Washington Treaty or by
Treaties of Peace -- as they may consider desirable."'

The Naval Sub-Commission, to which the matter was referred by the Permanent Advisory
Commission, decided that invitations should be addressed to all non-signatory States possessing
"capital ships" as described in the Washington Treaty. Invitations were accordingly despatched
to the following States, asking them to nominate naval experts to co-operate with the Naval
Sub-Commission in the work preliminary to the International Conference:

Argentine, Greece, Union of Socialist Soviet
Chile, Netherlands, Republics,
Denmark, Norway, Turkey.

With the exception of Turkey, all the nations invited accepted the invitation and a meeting
of the Naval Sub-Commission and representatives of the States mentioned above was held in
Rome from February I4th to 25th. The results of the work of the naval experts are contained
in Document C. 76. I924. IX.

In March I924, the Council examined the resuts of the Rome meeting, and, while reserving
the examination of the report to a subsequent session, decided to request the Secretary-General
to forward a copy of the report to all States Members and non-Members of the League, and to
invite those States to communicate through the Secretary-General, if possible before the June
session of the Council, any observations or suggestions concerning their countries which they
might think desirable, in order to enable the Council to take a decision as to a second technical
meeting and to determine the final date of the International Conference for the purpose of con-
cluding the Convention.

A letter was accordingly despatched by the Secretary-General on April 4th, I924. The
replies received from the Governments will be distributed in a special document (Document
A. 36. I924. IX).

The Council, during its June session, again examined the question, and the representative
of Czechoslovakia presented a report, which was adopted by the Council and which included
the following paragraphs:

"Certain States, notably Roumania and Portugal, expressed the desire to take part in the
preliminary technical work for a new conference. In a letter dated May 30th, I924, the Roumanian
Government again advocated a new preliminary technical conference 'which will take the neces-
sary steps to reconcile different interests involved, as far as is practicable'. On the other hand,
several of the replies which the Secretariat has received are definitely against this proposal; the
British, Swedish, Danish and Netherlands Governments state that they are opposed to the holding
of any further technical conference on the question.

"The Rome Conference revealed the existence of two quite different points of view among
the countries which were represented. According to one view, the question was that of the
extension pure and simple to non-signatory Powers of the two principles of the Washington
Treaty, namely: first, the fixing of the tonnage of capital ships on the basis of the status quo,
the date for which was still to be determined, and the naval holiday.

"According to the other view, the question was, independently of the status quo, one of the
limitation of naval armaments to figures determined for each of the States concerned, regard
being paid to national security and to the intention of Article 8 of the Covenant.

"It seems difficult to reconcile these two views. Considering the difference of opinion in
regard to the principles and also in regard to the procedure to be followed in the matter of
the limitation of naval armaments, I am of opinion that the Council would be well advised
again to lay the question before the Assembly, in order that the Assembly may consider whether
the original scope of the International Conference should be maintained, or whether it should
be enlarged so as to admit of a discussion of the two points of view mentioned above.

"The Assembly might also give the Council its advice as to the most suitable date for the
International Conference."

In view of the above considerations, the Council adopted the following resolution, which
was duly communicated by the Secretary-General to all the Governments concerned on July 25th,
1924:

"The Council,
"In view of the differences of opinion which have come to light in the course of

the preliminary technical discussions in regard both to the principles and to the procedure
to be followed in the matter of the limitation of naval armaments:

"Decides to send the present report to the Governments of States Members of the
League, and to lay the question before the fifth Assembly, in order to enable the Assembly
to define the essential principles on which a general Conference on the limitation of
naval armaments might be based."

The Question has accordingly been placed on the Supplementary List of Quetions for the
Agenda of the Assembly.
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IREPLY FROM THE BRITrISH GOVERNMENT.

London, April 11th, 1924.

In connection with the recent meeting of Naval Experts at Rome to discuss questions
connected with the extension of the principles of the Washington Naval Treaty to non-signa-
tory States, I am directed by Mr. Secretary Ramsaay MacDonald to inform you that he observes,
from the League of Nations document C. 107. 1924. IX./C.P.C. 30. 1924, that the Chairman
of the Naval Sub-Commission, in his letter to you of February 7th, suggested that " a second
meeting of the Naval Sub-Commission might, at the request of any Powers not represented at
the meeting of the Naval Sub-Commission, be held prior to the full International Conference ".

2. Mr. Ramsay MacDonald observes further from the document quoted above, and
from League of Nations Document C. 106. 1924. IX., C.P.C. 31, that such a request has now
been made by both the Roumanian and Portuguese Governments.

3. Furthermore, by a resolution passed by the last session of the Council, copies of a
report of the Rome Conference are to be forwarded to all States, Members or non-members
of the League, inviting observations or suggestions in order to enable the Council to take a
decision as to a second technical meeting and to determine the final date of the International
Conference.

4. I am to inform you -that, in the opinion of His Majesty's Government, there would
be no object in holding a second preliminary conference of naval experts, as they consider
that such a conference would be most unlikely to lead to agreement on matters which are
primarily of a political nature, and should therefore be dealt with by the International Confer-
ence when it meets.

(Signed) Alexander CADOGAN.

REPLY FROM TIHE BULGARIAN GOVERNMENT.

[Translation.] Berne, May 1st, 1924.

I am instructed to inform you that the Bulgarian Government is watching with sympathy
the efforts which are being made to limit naval armaments. The success of such efforts
would constitute an important step towards -the suppression of the danger of war and towards
the consolidation of general peace.

Since, however, Bulgaria's naval status is fixed by the Treaty of Peace of Neuilly-sur-Seine
and since, in practice, therefore, the proposed Convention on -the Limitation of Naval Arma-
ments must, as far as Bulgaria is concerned, be inapplicable, the Bulgarian Government has
no proposals or observations to offer on the report of the Naval Sub-Commission which met
in Rome fron February 14th to 25th, 1924.

(Signed) D. MIKOFF,
Charge d'Affaires.

REPLY FROM THE BELGIAN GOVERNMENT.

[Translation.] Brussels, May 10th, 1924.

I have -the honour to communicate the opinion of the Belgian Government on the report
presented by the Naval Sub-Commission of the Permanent Advisory Commission on Arma-
ments as to the possibility of extending to non-signatory States the principles of the Washing-
ton Naval Convention.

The Belgian Government would desire an amendment to Article 12 of the draft Conven-
-ion, which reads as follows:

metres). "
Furthermore, in Part 4 a capital ship is defined as follows:

" A capital ship, in the case of ships hereafter built, is defined as a vessel of war,
not an aircraft-carrier, whose displacement exceeds 10,000 tons or which carries a gun
with a calibre exceeding 8 inches (203 millimetres). "
Owing to the necessities of her coast defence, Belgium requires three monitors of a total

tonnage of 14,000 tons or perhaps only 12,000 tons, but carrying guns of a calibre between
204 mm. and 406 rmm.

It would therefore be necessary that either Article 12 should be modified as regards the
calibre of guns or that Belgium should be permitted to possess three capital ships as defined
above.

(Signed) HYMANS.
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REPLY FROM THE GOVERNMENT OF SALVADOR.

[Translation.] San Salvador, May 15th, 1924.

I have the honour to inform you that Salvador has no observations to offer on the subject
of the decision of the Council of the League of Nations to convene an international conference
nor as to the report of the Naval Sub-Commission which met in Rome from February 14th-
25th, 1924.

(Signed) R. Arrieta Rossi.

REPLY FROM THE GOVERNMENT OF SOUTH AFRICA.

Pretoria, May 28th, 1924.

The report of the Naval Sub-Commission dated Rome, February 25th, 1924, and the
decisions taken by the Assembly and the Council, have been noted by the Government of the
Union of South Africa, which has no observations to make on the report in question.

(Signed) U. SMUTS,
Prime Minister.

REPLY FROM THE ROUMANIAN GOVERNMENT.

[:Translation.] Berne, May 30th, 1924.

I am instructed by my Government again to call your attention to the astonishment
felt in Roumania when it was known that my country had not been summoned to the preli-
minary Naval Conference which was held at Rome in February last, a feeling which was all
the stronger since other countries not Members of the League of Nations were invited to
attend and since questions of vital importance to my country were to be discussed.

I have already had the honour, in various documents which I forwarded to the Secre-
tariat during February last, to acquaint you with my Government's point of view.

In expressing her earnest desire to take part in a preliminary conference on naval disar-
mament, Roumania had in mind Article II of a resolution of the Council of the League of
Nations (Rome Session, May 19th, 1920), which reads as follows:

"Any other States which are Members of the League may be invited to send a
similar number of representatives to sit on the Commission temporarily when a question
directly affecting them is under discussion."
Moreover, her request was supported by a resolution of the third Assembly, which expli-

citly provides that " ... any special cases, including those of the new States, shall be given
due consideration at the Conference."

On observing that an invitation had been extended to Powers whose interests conflicted
with our own, especially in regard to the regime to be established in the Black Sea - to
Powers which were not Members of the League of Nations and did not even fulfil the con-
ditions previously laid down - the Roumanian Government felt justified in pressing the
demand that its experts should also be heard.

It learnt to its regret that the Commission of Experts, ignoring the clear terms of the
documents referred to above, had refused its request, and that the Council had decided that
the question of convening a new preliminary Conference should be considered at a later date.

The Roumanian Government is of opinion that it is absolutely indispensable to summon
a second preliminary conference which will take the necessary steps to reconcile competing
interest as far as is practicable and thus ensure that any international conference will not
from the first be doomed to failure.

With a view to obviating certain insurmountable difficulties and to achieving a durable
peace, my Government has on several occasions advocated disarmament on that sea in which
it is more particularly interest, namely, the Black Sea. Its peaceful aims therefore cannot
be questioned. Nevertheless, should other riparian Powers secure the right to rebuild their
pre-war fleets, my Government also will feel compelled to lay down vessels of the same design,
tonnage and armament.

It will be understood that the problem of this equilibrium of naval strength in the Black
Sea presents special difficulties when it is realised that, as the Straits are inow open to any
war vessels, a concentration of naval forces on this sea may easly be effected by any riparian
Power possessing warships in seas other than that in which we are interested.
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The maintenance of the status quo is an absolutely inacceptable solution in the case of
Roumania, as in the case of a certain number of countries which have been restored or the
territory of which has been increased since the war, a situation which the third Assembly
fully realised.

In regard to the employment of submarines against merchant shipping and the use of
asphyxiating gases, Roumania is prepared to accede to the provisions of the Washington
Convention, subject to reciprocity on the part of the Black Sea riparian Powers, whether
or no these Powers are Members of the League of Nations, and on the distinct understanding
that effective penalties are provided against any Power which has violated the obligations
laid down in the Convention.

In concluding these observations, I must, however, repeat once more that my Govern-
ment desires the convening of a new conference of technical experts for the purpose of
discovering the basis of an agreement which may be submitted at a later date to a full
international conference for discussion.

(Signed) N. P. COMNEINE,
___Roumnanian Minister.

REPLY FROM THE UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT.

Berne, May 31st, 1924.

Acting under telegraphic instructions from my Government, I beg to transmit to you
herewith the text of the acknowledgment by the Secretary of State of the United States of
the communication addressed to him under date of April 4th, 1924 (C.L. 47. 1924. IX), enclosing
a copy of the report on the Conference which met at Rome in February 1924 to consider the
question of the extension to non-signatory maritime States of the principles of the Washington
Naval Treaty and inviting the Government of the United States, as a State not a Member
of the League of Nations, to communicate to you its observations or suggestions on the report.

The mail acknowledgment of the Secretary of State will be transmitted to you as soon
as it is received.

(Signed) Hugh GIBSON.

COMMUNICATION FROM THE GOVERNMENT OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA.

The Secretary of State of the United States of America has received with due apprecia-
tion the communication dated April 4th, 1924 (C.L. 47. 1924. IX) by which the Secretary-
General of the League of Nations, in pursuance of a resolution of the Council of the League,
forwarded a copy of the report on the Conference which met at Rome in February 1924 to
consider the question of the extension to non-signatory maritime States of the principles of the
Washington Naval Treaty and inviting the Government of the United States, as a State not
a Member of the League of Nations, to communicate to the Secretary-General any observations
or suggestions on the report which that Government may think desirable, in order to enable
the Council to take a decision as to a second technical meeting and to determine the final date
of the International Conference for the purpose of concluding the Convention.

The question of the limitation of naval armament is one, as the Secretary-General is
aware, in which a deep interest has been and continues to be taken by the Government
of the United States, which would view with satisfaction the acceptance by all maritime
Governments having capital ships of the principles controlled by the Washington Naval
Treaty. The attentive examinaton which has been given the report discloses the fact,
however, that there were at the Rome meeting a want of accord and a diversity of views which
would seemto make it undesirable for the Government of the United States to make any
suggestions in response to the courteous invitation extended by the Secretary-General.

REPLY FROM THE GREEK GOVERNMENT.

[Translation.] Berne, June 3rd, 1924.
In conformity with instructions which I have received from the Ministry for Foreign

Affairs at Athens, I am instructed by my Government to make the following declaration
regarding the proposed extension of the principles of the Washington Treaty on the Limitation
of Naval Armaments to non-signatory countries.

Greece is desirous of co-operating in the limitation of naval armaments and is accordingly
prepared to accept the tonnage of 36,000 tons for her capital ships on condition that Turkey's
tonnage does not exceed this figure. Further, if for any reason the construction of the cruiser
Salamis is not completed, Greece reserves the right to replace her by another ship of the same
type; in compensation she would, however, disarm the cruisers Kilkis and Lemnos.

(Signed) COLOCOTRONIS,
-__________ Charge d'Affaires.



- 235 

LETTER FROM THE SWEDISH GOVERNMENT.

[Translation.] Stockhlolm, June 6th, 1924.

By letter dated April 4th last, you were good enough to furnish me with a copy of the
report submitted to the Council by the Naval Sub-Commission of the Permanent Advisory
Commission for Military, Naval and Air Questions, which met at Rome from February 14th-
25th, 1924, with naval experts of certain States, in order to study the possibility of extending
the principles of the Naval Treaty of Washington to States non-signatory to that Treaty.

At the same time you were good enough to ask me, in conformity with the resolution
taken by the Council on March 14th last, to communicate to you any observations or pro-
posals which the Royal Government might wish to present in order to enable the Council
to take a decision as to the convocation of a second technical conference and to fix the definite
date of the International Conference entrusted with concluding the Convention.

In conformity therewith, I have the honour -to inform you that, in the opinion of -the
Royal Government, it does not appear necessary to convoke a second preliminary conference
of experts. The divergencies of opinion manifested at the Rome Conference, as regards the
most important points of the Draft Convention which were submitted to the Conference,
appear to be so important that no satisfactory result could be expected from a further
conference of experts.

(Signed) E. Marks von WUERTEMBERG.

REPLY FROM THE DANISH GOVERNMENT.

[Translation.] Berne, June 10th, 1924.

In reply to letter C.L. 47. 1924. IX, dated April 4th, which you were good enough to
address to the Danish Government, I have the honour, by order of my Government, to inform
you that the Royal Government has no observations or proposals to make on the subject
of the draft Convention drawn up by the Naval Meeting at Rome with a view to the extension
of the principles of the Naval Treaty of Washington to States non-signatory to that Treaty.

The Danish Government is of opinion that the convocation of a further meeting of experts
is unnecessary, and desires that an International Conference should be called shortly for the
purpose of concluding the Convention.

(Signed) A. OLDENBURG.

Minister for Denmark at Berne and
Representative of the Royal Government

accredited to the League of Nations.

REPLY FROM THE FRENCH GOVERNMENT.

[Translation.] Paris, June 13th, 1924.

I have -the honour to communicate to you -the following observations, which represent
the views of the French Government on the result of the Conference held at Rome last Februa ry.

The Naval Sub-Commission had been instructed to consider " the possibility of extending
the principles of the Washington Naval Treaty to States non-signatory to that Treaty ".
At its meeting at Geneva in 1922, it realised the impossibility of obtaining any practical
result by applying the principles of the status quo and of the " Naval Holiday ", which were
the bases of the Washington Treaty.

From that time onwards, the attitude adopted by Brazil and by Spain had resulted in
introducing the conception of national security, as defined in Article 8 of the Covenant of the
League of Nations; as a factor in the discussion.

Bearing in mind this consideration, and desiring that the principles of the Covenant
should be applied in their widest possible sense, the Government of the Republicinstructed its
representative on the Naval Sub-Commission at Rome to support the view that the require-
ments of national security should be taken into account.

In conformity with his instructions, Admiral Jehenne urged the adoption of a system
by which the present requirements of the national security of any State could be estimated
by means of a comparison with the naval situation of that State at a given period - namely,
the period at which the naval forces of the State in question might be taken as corresponding
-t;o the true requirements of its security.
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Such a method appeared, and in our view still appears, to be one which would enable
technical experts - who are not qualified to discuss the political aspects of the limitation of
armaments - to arrive at a workable solution.

Unfortunately, this view did not commend itself to the majority of the States which were to
be invited to limit their naval armaments. Accordingly, the Conference, having abandoned
the principles of the Washington Naval Treaty and not being willing to accept the procedure
suggested by our expert, was left without any satisfactory basis for a technical discussion.

The verbatim reports show the results of this situation; the delegates were constantly
finding themselves confronted with political problems with which they were not qualified
to deal. In these circumstances, it is not astonishing that the Conference was unable to reach
an agreement on the tonnage figures which should be allotted to all the Powers concerned
and represented at Rome.

Any further meeting of the Naval Sub-Commission to discuss the same matter would
presumably encounter the same difficulties and would inevitably be doomed to failure, unless
the technical experts who take part in it were enabled to take their stand on principles previously
agreed to by all the States concerned.

For these reasons, I consider that it would serve no useful purpose to convene another
technical conference unless it is to be held solely with the object of enabling certain States 
such as Roumania and Esthonia, who have asked for such a conference, and who were not
represented at Rome - to explain their views on the question at issue.

(Signed) E. LEFEBVRE DU PREY.

REPLY FROM THE NETHERLANDS GOVERNMENT.

I Translation.] Berne, June 16th, 1924.
The Netherlands Government entirely concurs in the standpoint adopted by the

Netherlands delegate at the Rome Conference, except that it must reserve its opinion on the
Swedish delegate's proposal regarding the condition imposed upon the tonnage allowed for
"capital ships ", and also on the Greek delegate's proposal with reference to the "Naval
Holiday ".

I am further instructed to state that the Royal Netherlands Government accepts the
British Government's view set forth in document C. 187. M. 55. 1924. IX, to the effect that
the settlement of the problem would in no way be advanced by holding a second preliminary
conference of naval experts on the limitation of naval armaments, as these experts could
not deal with the political and legal aspects of the question. For this reason, my Government
does not consider that it would be desirable to summon a second conference of experts.

The report submitted by the Rome Conference to the Council of the League gives a
summary of the desiderata suggested by the naval experts, and this report might serve as
the starting-point for the discussions of an international conference at which the partici-
pating States would be represented by diplomats, jurists and experts. In the opinion of my
Government, a conference on these lines might reasonably be expected to reach a compromise
which would make it possible to conclude a convention extending to non-signatory Power
the principles of the Treaty of Washington on the Limitation of Naval Armaments.

(Signed) W. I. Doude van TROOSTWYK.

REPLY FROM THE KINGDOM OF THE SERBS, CROATS AND SLOVENES.

[Translation.] Belgrade, June 18th, 1924.

The Royal Minis-try for Foreign Affairs has the honour to inform you that the Royal
Government has considered the report on the work of the Conference of Naval Experts held
at Rome in February 1924 and would be glad to co-operate in the efforts of the League of
Nations to bring about a general reduction in naval armaments and to take part in the
International Conference which the Council of the League proposes to convene in order to
consider the possibility of extending to non-signatory States, by means of an International
Convention, the principles laid down in the Washington Treaty on the Limitation of Naval
Armaments. It does not, however, think that any good purpose would be served by holding
another preliminary conference before the International Conference.
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REPLY FROM THE HUNGARIAN GOVERNMENT.

[Translation.] Budapest, June 18th, 1924.
The Hungarian Government has no observations to make regarding the report of the

Naval Meeting at Rome.
Concernedasit is for the maintenance of world peace, towards which the extension of

the principles of the Washington Convention would be an important step, the Hungarian
Government earnestly hopes that the League of Nations will be able to bring to a successful
conclusion the task it has undertaken.

As, however, the subject of the proposed Conference is of only indirect concern to Hungary
and as the Hungarian Government is obliged to exercise the strictest economy in every
department, it regrets that it will be unable to send representatives to this Conference.

(Signed) DARUVARY.

REPLY FROM THE ALBANIAN GOVERNMENT.

[Translation.] Tirana, June 21st, 1924.

The Albanian Government is following with the greatest interest every effort towards
the limitation of naval armaments and the consolidation of general peace which should result
therefrom. As Albania does not, at present, possess warships of any kind, and does not at
the moment intend to build any, the Government has no observations to make; it adheres
to the principles laid down in the Convention proposed by the Naval Sub-Commission.

(Signed) Suileman DELVINA,
Minister for Foreign Affairs.

REPLY FROM THE POLISH GOVERNMENT.

[Translation.] Geneva, June 23rd, 1924.

The Polish Government is prepared actively to co-operate with the League of Nations
in limiting naval armaments, being convinced that the stipulations of the proposed Treaty
will provide satisfactory safeguards for the naval communications of Poland with other
countries.

My Government is accordingly prepared to undertake to limit its naval armaments and
to specify the composition of its future navy, on condition that similar undertakings, pro-
viding effective guarantees, are assumed simultaneously by all the other Baltic States.

(Signed) Al. SKRZYNSKI, 

Delegate to the League of Nations.

REPLY FROM THE NORWEGIAN GOVERNMENT.

[Translation.] Christiania, June 28th, 1924.

The Norwegian Government has no observations to offer as regards the report presented
to the Council of the League by the Naval Sub-Commission of the Permanent Advisory
Commission on the possibility of extending the principles of the Washington Treaty to States
non-signatory to that Treaty.

(Signed) C. F. MICHELET.

REPLY FROM THE SPANISH GOVERNMENT.

Paris, July 3rd, 1924.
[Translation.]

'With reference to your leter of April 4th last (C.L. 47, 1924. IX), to which it much regrets
that it has not been able to reply until now, the Royal Government instructs me to inform
you that it regards with misgiving the proposal to summon a second technical conference to
consider the extension of the Washington Naval Treaty to States non-signatory thereto.
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The questions raised would be political rather than technical in character, and such a con-
ference would be liable to lead to a repetition of the deadlock which was reached at the first
meeting of experts at Rome. In regard to the holding of the new conference, however, Spain
will fall in with the views of the majority of the States consulted.

The Royal Government takes this opportunity to emphasise its views that it is essential
for Spain to have capital ships of a total tonnage of not less than one hundred and five thou-
sand (105,000) tons, and that it cannot therefore accept any agreement by which this figure
would be reduced.

(Signed) QUINONES DE LEON.

REPLY OF THE FINNISH GOVERNMENT.

[Translation.] 'Helsingfors, July 25th, 1924.

In reply to your letter dated April 4th last, in which you requested the Finnish Govern-
ment, in accordance with"'the resolution adopted by the Council of the League of Nations
on March 14th, 1924, to communicate any observations or suggestions it might think desir-
able concerning the report of the Naval Conference at Rome, which was attached to your
letter, I have the honour on behalf of the Finnish Government to offer the following obser-
vations.

The Finnish Government has noted with the utmost satisfaction the report of the Per-
manent Advisory Commission of the League of Nations on the limitation of naval armaments,
with the draft Convention annexed thereto, and it regards this report as a further evidence
of the League's efforts to bring to a successul conclusion one of its most important tasks.
The Finnish Government, having been invited to express its opinion on the draft Convention
in question, has the honour to set forth below the views which it would wish taken into account
when the Convention is being finally drafted. In doing so, the Finnish Government feels
that it is explicitly justified by the resolution of the third Assembly, which recognised the
necessity of paying regard to the special circumstances of newly-constituted States.

Finland, which has been able only during the past few years to draw up a programme
for the creation of a fleet to defend her exceptionally long seaboard, is incontestably placed
in special circumstances of the kind referred to. Her political and geographical situation
and her economic resources do not enable her to concentrate all her moral and material strength
on efforts to increase the prosperity of her people unless she is secured against all threats
to her independence and territorial integrity from the sea.

It is regrettable that the present draft Convention is not such as to afford Finland that
security which is essential to her. It would seem, however, from Article 20 of the draft,
that the object of this general Convention, and of the Convention now in preparation regard-
ing the reduction of land armaments, is directly connected with the provisions of Article 8
of the Covenant. Doubtless, therefore, the procedure best calculated to secure the desired
result would be the procedure already adopted with a view to the reduction of land arma-
ments. However, considering in conjunction the results of the Rome Conference and the
special situation of Finland, the Finnish Government feels convinced that the Washington
Treaty, though it has solved the problem of limiting the naval armaments of five great Powers
while maintaining the balance between -them would not be so successful if it were applied
almost without amendment to the second-rate naval Powers. It would be of no value to
countries which cannot afford to build and keep up a proper high-sea fleet or are not forced
to do so by their political and commercial interests.

Now Finland belongs to this latter class of country, which, notwithstanding the above-
mentioned resolution of the third Assembly, the present draft Convention in no way concerns.
A reduction in the total capital-ship tonnage of the principal neighbouring States would
obviously in no way increase Finland's security, nor would it lessen the financial burden im-
posed upon her by the necessity of defending her seaboard, so long as these States were free
to build and maintain an unlimited number of warships of a displacement less than 10,000 tons.

In view of these considerations, the Finnish Government is of opinion that, in order
to secure completely the object to which Article 8 of the Covenant and -the resolution of the
third Assembly were directed, the draft Convention should be supplemented by more effec-
tive safeguards for the interests of the lesser Powers.

An important step in this direction would apparently be the introduction in-to the draft
Convention of provisions which would allow of the limitation of naval armaments on the
basis of regional agreements, taking account of the special circumstances of a given geo-
graphical group. The Finnish Government considers that, with such additions, the draft would
be more completely in the spirit of the third Assembly resolution in question than if it con-
templated the reduction of naval armaments in its technical naval aspect alone. In many-
cases the adoption of the regional principle would certainly offer a sounder basis for the solu-
tion of the problem. As the Permanent Advisory Commission's report shows, serious
obstacles have arisen owing to the impossibility of finding an accepted standard on which to
base the calculation of the tonnage of warships to be allocated to the various countries, which,
because of their geographical, political and strategical situation, are difficult to compare.
One example - that of Russia - clearly demonstrates the necessity of applying the prin-
ciple of regional agreements in certain cases. As the coasts of Russia are washed by
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several seas between which there is no direct communication, it is obvious that the balance of
naval power on those seas will be affected by the distribution of her naval forces among them
and not by her actual capital ship tonnage; moreover, Russia's requirements for naval defence
in those seas will of course depend upon the strength of the naval forces maintained in them
by the other riparian States.

Again, measures for the limitation of naval armaments should not form an isolated sys-
tem, unconnected with the League's programme for the general limitation of armaments.
They should be a part of that general programme, or should at least follow the same broad
principles by which the League is guided in connection with the limitation of land armaments.

In the draft Treaty of Mutual Assistance the object of which is the limitation of land
armaments, the obligation of limiting such armaments is counterbalanced by the provision
of adequate guarantees for the national security of the contracting countries. The Finnish
Government is of opinion that the same principle should be followed in the draft Convention
on the Limitation of Naval Armaments; in other words, that the draft convention should
also include a general guarantee system based upon the authority of the League of Nations.
Here again the contracting States should be given the option of concluding regional agree-
ments.

Another necessity of the same kind would seem to be that of determining, more strictly
than has actually been done, the maximum tonnages to be allocated to countries in the same
geographical group. Within such a group, which may (as in the case of the Baltic States)
contain both great and small Powers, equilibrium, -the essential condition of peace can-
not be attained merely by limiting the number, displacement and armament of capital ships;
similarly, for obvious reasons, the same test cannot be applied to the armed naval forces of
small countries as to the fleets of Powers whose chief interests are bound up with the high
seas. To fix the total tonnage to be allocated to States in the same geographical group,
and to lay down maximum limits, varying according to local circumstances, for the displace-
ment of warships and the calibre of their guns, is the only means of ensuring an adequate
degree of security to countries which have coasts on the same sea; and this method would
also reduce the cost of security to a minimum.

Again, the Finnish Government thinks that every country should be left complete lati-
tude in the use of -the tonnage allocated to it within the limits laid down. Equity would
seem to demand that every country should be free to organise its own naval defence in accor-
dance with its individual needs and with the special configuration of its coast line.

Moreover, the Finnish Government considers that no satisfactory solution of the ques-
tion can be reached unless those countries which, though having no capital ships, are directly
concerned in the questions connected with the limitation of naval armaments are afforded
an opportunity of taking part in any international conferences or meetings of experts which
may be held for the further consideration of those questions.

The Finnish Government earnestly hopes that the Council will give its favourable consi-
deration to the foregoing suggestions, which it has advanced with the single object of helping
towards an equitable and practicable solution for the question of the limitation of naval
armaments.

(Signed) H. J. PnocOPE:.

REPLY FROM THE GOVERNMENT OF SALVADOR.

[Translation.]

Ministry for Foreign Affairs,

San Salvador, August 18th, 1924.

I have -the honour to acknowledge receipt of your note C.L. 75, 1924. V, dated June
25thlast, forwarded to this Ministry through the Minister for Salvador in France, and trans-
mnitting the Resolution of the Council on the possibility of extending the principles of the
Naval Treaty of Washington to the States which had not signed the Treaty.

Having taken note of the contents of the statement annexed to your communication, I beg
to inform you that the Ministry has at present no observations to make on the matter.

(Signed) R. ARBIETA Rossi.




